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 MEETING OF THE SCHOOLS FORUM
Wednesday, 8th October 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; Zobaidha Elmi, Tom Foster, Nicholas Langham; Danny Lye*; Jon Ryder, Astrid Schon; Shoshannah Thompson* (Vice-Chair), 
Carla Prince*, Owen O’Regan* (Chair), Nicola Denton-Dash*

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

	OBSERVERS
	Darren Rubin, 

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


*Denotes attendance

The meeting started at 08:33 and was quorate.

AGENDA ITEM 1: Welcome and Apologies
PRESENTING: Chair

Farhad Ahmed welcomed everyone to the meeting.

Apologies were received and accepted from Jon Ryder, Johnson Brock, Astrid Schon, Hodo Dirir and Zobaidha Elmi.  


AGENDA ITEM 2: Election of Chair
PRESENTING: Farhad Ahmed

Owen O’Regan was nominated and elected as Chair of the Schools Forum. 

Shoshannah Thompson was nominated and elected Vice-chair of the Schools Forum. 

AGENDA ITEM 3: Minutes of the last meeting –June 2025
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

The minutes of the last meeting were agreed to be an accurate record subject to the following amendments:

Agenda item 3.2: paragraph 1, date should say 2025-26, not 2024-25.
Agenda item 3.2: paragraph 4, £8.4k should be changed to £8.4m. 
Agenda item 4: paragraph 7, DSG should be changed to HNB.

Matters arising:

	Agenda item
	Action
	Update

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

	This has been circulated to all.

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


	 The cost of the consultants was covered by the contingency budget.

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

	The historic retirement and severance costs were paid from the CSSB.

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


	The team member from FSM was on long term sickness absence so it has not been possible to produce a report. 

	4
	A detailed report on loans made to schools. 

1.7m loans made. 9 schools owe 800,000. Total loan of 1.7 made. 

Q: we said there was an underspend. How much of the 800 is from the contingency pot? And how much came from outside of that. Action. Kudzi. We need more detail of amounts. 
	A total of £1.7m has been loaned to schools. Of this, £800,000 remains outstanding, from 9 schools. 

	6
	Timeline of HR Policy review 
	This was on the agenda for this meeting. 

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


	Completed. 



A Member asked how much of the £800,000 loaned to schools was from the contingency fund. Kudzi Mambara (KM) said that he would check and report back. Action. Kudzi Mambara.  

A Member noted that, at the previous meeting, the Schools Forum had agreed to allocate £10,000 to fund the consultants supporting work on LDA and school organisation. This allocation was made with the expectation that a more detailed plan would be presented at the current meeting. KM replied that this information had been provided in the report and spreadsheet titled Consultant Projected Costs. The total cost of the consultants was £87,000, of which £10,000 had been approved already. 

A Member noted that consultant costs totalled only £10,000 up to August and questioned whether the projected £77,000 for the remainder of the year was disproportionate. KM clarified that the actual cost to date was £17,000. The £10,000 agreed by the Schools Forum was a nominal amount, and as the consultancy work was ongoing, it could not be halted.

A Member commented that it would be helpful to see a breakdown of the costs. They added that this money was de-delegated by schools, and it was important for them to have sight of how it was spent. Lisa Fraser (LF) replied that the reports circulated provided more information as requested with extensive modelling of projected costs for the upcoming years. LF further added, that the school organisation support was requested by the School Organisation Strategy Group (SOSG) and it was their request that this work continue. The Primary Consultative had also agreed that this support was needed and had agreed to de-delegate funds to support this. 

Les Oosthuizen added that the Schools Forum had already agreed that the Sustainability Support work would be funded from the Contingency Budget. The LA was now informing the Schools Forum of the amount of funding needed based on the projections for this year. 

A Member noted that while the Schools Forum had agreed to release £10,000 for consultancy costs, it was subsequently reported that the actual expenditure to date had reached £17,000. The Member expressed continued support for funding the consultants but emphasised the need for a clear mechanism to inform the Schools Forum when agreed budgets are likely to be exceeded.

LF noted that it may be helpful for the Schools Forum to triangulate with the SOSG, as the school sustainability work was commissioned at the direction of the group. 

The Chair concluded that it would be beneficial for the Schools Forum to have a comprehensive overview, including key figures such as the total value of loans issued and overall expenditure on consultants.

Action: Provide a comprehensive update on Contingency Block expenditure. Schools Finance.
Action: Provide further detail regarding the additional £7,000 consultancy cost, alongside the previously agreed £10,000 allocation.

The Schools Forum AGREED that £87,000 from the Contingency budget could be allocated to cover the cost of consultants supporting school sustainability work.

A Member noted that the seven schools who had a LDA would each pay £7,500. KM clarified that this covers the direct bursary support schools receive from the Schools Finance Team.

A Member stated that their understanding was that any school with an LDA should not be charged an additional fee. LF replied that this had been proposed and discussed, however there were costs associated with supporting schools with an LDA, and the fee would cover these costs. The LDA fee covered the costs of LA support from the Schools Finance Team. The Contingency Fund covered the cost of the consultant support for LDA schools, as well as school organisation work.

A Member queried whether there was any overlap between the support provided by consultants and that offered by the Schools Finance Team. The Chair clarified that it was important to distinguish between the work supporting schools with a Licensed Deficit Agreement (LDA) and the broader, ongoing school organisation work.

A Member stated that schools with an LDA should not be penalised. The LDA fee should be covered from the Contingency Fund. Another Member added that additional support and grants to support schools with this should be accessed. For example, support was available from the RISE team.

Action: The Schools Forum should triangulate with the SOSG group. Chair. 


AGENDA ITEM 4: DSG Monitoring
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

The provisional position of the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) at the end of 2024-25 is an overspend of £4.2 million from the budget position.  

The DSG Budget, actuals to date, projected forecast and projected variances for the financial year 2024-2025 were shared:
	DSG Block
	Budget
£m
	Actuals to Date
£m
	Projected Forecast to Year End
£m
	Projected Underspend / (Overspend) at Year End
£m

	Schools Block
	206.6
	65.7
	204.6
	2.0

	Central Schools and Services Block
	2.9
	1.2
	2.9
	0.0

	High Needs Block
	85.3
	45.5
	96.3
	-11.0

	Early Years Block
	44.7
	24.7
	44.7
	0.0

	Total DSG
	337.6
	127.3
	340.2
	-8.9



There was a projected overspend of £8.9m, mainly attributed to the High Needs Block. High Needs Block expenditure has grown by 20% in Tower Hamlets sine the 2020-21 financial year. 37% of spend is on maintained special schools, 34% on maintained schools, and 9% on independent settings (Delivering Better Value Report January 2024).

A Member noted that falling pupil numbers was a national concern. They highlighted ongoing discussions around the National Funding Formula (NFF), which was introduced 30 years ago, and urged the Local Authority officers present to lobby central government for a comprehensive review of the NFF before the funding crisis escalates.

LF responded that, at a local level, the Local Authority had been actively working to support small schools. She noted that there were concerns that schools in London received higher levels of funding compared to those elsewhere in the country and cautioned that a national review could disproportionately impact London schools.

A Member asked if schools were protected by a minimum funding guarantee. LF confirmed this.

A Member noted that there was a £2.2million underspend in the Growth Fund budget. They asked why the growth fund was not used to cover the cost of consultants. LF replied that the DfE’s criteria for the Growth Fund was very clear: the fund could only be used if there was a projected increase in roll numbers within 3 years. This was not the case currently. 

Action: Robin Precey will work with LF to draft a letter to the DfE recommending a review of the NFF.  

Les Oosthuizen commented that some of the Growth Fund could be moved into the Contingency Fund in ways which were allowed. This could then be used to support schools with a deficit budget. 

A Member asked if Les was talking about increasing the de-delegation amount or moving 0.5% of the block from one block to another. LO replied that some of the Growth Fund could be moved to the Contingency Fund. Both funds were in the Schools Block.


AGENDA ITEM 5: Biannual Review of the De-delegation Budget
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

Schools Forum were asked to note how the de-delegated services for the financial year 2025-2026 is managed and a range of options to consider in advance of a decision for the 2026-27 funding year.
The following forecast figures for the 2025–26 de-delegated budgets were shared:

· Schools Block Contingency at per pupil rate of £4.20 with total delegation amount of £108.436. 
· Free School Meal Eligibility Assessment at per pupil rate of £4.27 with total delegation amount of £34,651. Primary schools did not pay into this de-delegation. 
· Trade Union Facilities Time Agreement at per pupil rate of £5.45 with total delegation amount of £213,569.
· Behaviour Support Service per pupil rate of £5.43 with total delegation amount of£166,654.
· Additional School Support per pupil rate of £6.34 with total delegation amount of 157.441.

A consultation email will be sent to schools in October with the de-delegation options which will include proposals for de-delegation for 2026-2027.

Darren Rubin, Chair of the Primary Consultative suggested it would be beneficial to have a Local Authority officer attend the next Consultative Meeting to present available options and respond to questions. LF responded that members of the School Finance team would not be able to address queries related to specific services. Instead, it may be more effective to gather questions and requests for further information in advance, so they can be addressed at the January Consultative Meeting. The process for agreeing de-delegations involves seeking indicative feedback in November, ahead of a final decision in January.

Action: LF and DR to plan how best to present de-delegation proposals to HTs.

AGENDA ITEM 6: HR policies and Trade Union Facilities Time 
Presenting: Kay Odubanjo

6.1 HR Policies

Kay Odubanjo gave an update on newly updated HR policies, their implementation, and accessibility. Updated HR policies have been shared with headteachers on various platforms. 

KO urged headteachers to utilise these policies effectively, promoting consistency, alignment with organisational values, and adherence to legal and regulatory requirements. Policies should be shared with the school’s HR provider. 

Headteachers were asked to share any feedback on the policies so that they could be considered at the next review. All policies have been consulted on and locally agreed with Trade Unions. 



6.2 Facilities Time

The Facilities time budget envelope originally set by Schools Forum was based on 195 day rates. Two schools were seeking 365 days actual costs for NEU official released. The budget envelope does not meet 365 days at actual costs.

The independent review carried out in December recommends 365 actual costs for Schools Forum to consider for the next financial year. Various models have been considered within the envelope, but Oaklands and Malmesbury schools could not be funded at 365 actual unless other schools were significantly disadvantaged. The fairest proposal is to fund schools the same way the budget affords, at 10/12th, which was 304 days. 

The payment for facilities time to school trade unions for 2025-26 has been calculated at 10/12ths. Any additional costs will need to be discussed between the unions and the schools.  The focus was to avoid setting a deficit budget for facilities time, thereby ensuring equal treatment of both teaching and non-teaching unions. The aim was to promote fairness and consistency in how all unions are treated. The overall budget was higher than initially anticipated. Finance will present further details on this matter for the upcoming financial year.

Clerk’s note: Alan Morton declared his conflict of interest as a governor at Malmesbury School. Srividya Srivathsan declared her conflict of interest as the School Business Manager of Oaklands School. 

A Member noted that the Schools Forum had also stipulated that no schools should be disadvantaged. The member further clarified that the workload for teaching and non-teaching staff was different, and it was important to recognise this distinction.

Natasha Chaudhury stated that this was causing instability for the NEU branch and how they supported their staff. There was a possibility that in February there may be no NEU representative in the borough. This is likely to have a much higher cost to schools. The current NEU representatives had established relationships with local headteachers.

Alan Morton commented that funding 10/12 months would have a big impact on two schools creating a large inequality for them to bear. Alan asked what the Schools Forum could do to support this for the current academic year. 

A Headteacher Member acknowledged that the potential cost risks facing all schools extend beyond financial implications, posing a threat to industrial relations as well. They agreed that the challenges of the current financial year must be addressed, and a more effective approach should be identified for the year ahead.

The Chair reminded the Schools Forum that the remit of the group was not to negotiate but to approve the funds. 

A Member stated that a buffer should be planned within the de-delegation next year to allow for staff pay raises and other increases. It was not fair to have to do this halfway through the year. LF responded that the Schools Forum voted on the TU de-delegation and voted to reduce the de-delegation amount which may have provided a buffer previously. Currently two schools were operating differently to other schools which was also contributing to additional pressure. 

A Member commented that the Schools Forum agreed to appoint a consultant to carry out a review and produce a model, however the report did not include a model.  

A Member commented that primary schools had requested further information on the funding gap and were informed that there would not be a gap and no further decision would be required from the group. They added that the discussion should be continued outside of the Schools Forum and the schools would need to receive accurate figures to help them make decisions. Danny Lye added that secondary schools had received the figures for the funding gap and had voted to increase the de-delegation to meet this gap. 

Kay Odubanjo acknowledged the concerns raised by headteachers and noted that, from a HR perspective, other boroughs also reimbursed schools based on a 195-day model. They emphasised the need for a discussion between schools and Trade Unions to negotiate a way forward that aligns with the available budget envelope.

Alan Morton stated that the Schools Forum had agreed that all schools would be fully reimbursed. The Chair added that the former Chair of the Schools Forum had also stated that reimbursements would have to align with the budget envelope.

The Chair asked what the NEU’s standard practice was nationally regarding charging for 365 days. Natasha Chaudhury replied that industrial practices varied across the country and were often worse than in Tower Hamlets.

Action: The Chair will review previous papers and minutes.
Action: The Chair will meet with the chairs of the consultative groups (Darren Rubin, Danny Lye and Veronica Armson).
Action: Share figures for the 2025-26 funding gap. Schools Finance.


AGENDA ITEM 7: Date of Next Meeting

The date of the next meeting was the 8th of October 2025.


The meeting ended at 10:00 

Summary of action points

	Agenda item
	Action
	Responsible

	3
	Confirm the amount loaned to schools from the Contingency fund. 

	Kudzi Mambara

	3
	Provide a comprehensive update on Contingency Block expenditure. Schools Finance.

	Schools Finance

	
	Provide further detail regarding the additional £7,000 consultancy cost, alongside the previously agreed £10,000 allocation.
	Schools Finance

	3
	The Schools Forum should triangulate with the SOSG group. Chair. 

	Chair

	4
	Robin Precey will work with LF to draft a letter to the DfE recommending a review of the NFF.  

	Robin Precey and Lisa Fraser

	5 
	Plan how best to present de-delegation proposals to HTs.

	Lisa Fraser and Darren Rubin

	6
	The Chair will meet with the chairs of the consultative groups 

	Chair

	6
	Share figures for the 2025-26 funding gap in TUFA budget.

	Schools Finance
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