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notions 

Surrey Schools Forum  Minutes of Meeting 
 

Tuesday 9 January 2024 1pm on Teams    

Approved by the Forum at their meeting on 14 May 2024 

Present  

Chair 

Jack Mayhew Learning Partners MAT  Academy member 

Joint Vice-Chairs 

Kate Keane Ewell Grove Primary Primary Head 

Justin Price Freemantles School Special school head 

Other school and academy members: 

Donna Harwood-Duffy Dorking Nursery school Maintained nursery sch rep 

 

Katie Aldred Bagshot Infant School Primary Head 

Clare McConnell Bisley Primary School Primary Head 
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Folasadi Afolabi Unions: Education Joint Committee 

Matthew Rixson Guildford Diocese (Church of England)  

Local Authority Officers 

Julia Katherine (JK) Director–Education and Lifelong Learning 

Mary Burguieres Assistant Director (Systems and Transformation) 

Carol Savedra (CS) Assistant Director-SEND, Education, Early Years 

Jim Nunns Assistant Director IAN (NW area) 

Neil Slack Surrey Education Services Manager 

Carrie Traill Head of Education 

Matt Marsden  Interim Strategic Finance Business Partner 
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Matters arising (not covered elsewhere on the agenda) 

De-delegation of funds for union facilities for secondary sector 
The maintained secondary rep had opposed the proposal at the October meeting, 
but the consultation response from the sector had not been clear. A vote on this 
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One member asked why a five year transition period was necessary. EG advised that it was 
important to avoid destabilising the schools and to avoid impact on provision for current 
pupils. The actual difference in funding would depend on which Surrey bands new pupils 
were on-and this would vary for every intake. Therefore it was difficult to estimate the overall 
financial impact. 
 
The Forum supported the proposed agreement without a vote. 
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It was agreed that officers would contact DfE to clarify whether unspent growth fund could be 
carried forward separately and recycled to schools, despite the overall DSG deficit, and that 
the response would be considered when setting the growing schools budget for 2025/26. 
 

New criteria for 2024/25 (annex 2 pt 2) 
DG explained that two new criteria were p
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case for falling rolls funding because it had moved site to support the LA. The pupil losses 
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NFF.  The paper showed that 45% fewer primary schools were subject to ceiling deductions 
under the reduced funding rate method, which meant that funding losses were spread more 
widely across schools. Many schools would see funding 0.06% lower, but a few schools 
would see much smaller ceiling losses.  
For schools on minimum funding guarantee or MPPL under all options the choice makes no 
difference.  Data showed that in 2024/25: 
*  the proportion of small primary schools subject to a ceiling would be greater than the 

corresponding proportion for all primary schools, and thus action to mitigate the ceiling 
would support small schools-eg for the option illustrated 29% of primary schools with 
under 100 pupils were subject to a ceiling compared to 11% of all primary schools 

* many schools which would be subject to a ceiling in 2024/25 were also subject to a 
ceiling in 2023/24 
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* withdraw SEN centre place funding backdated to September 2023. There had been no 
pupils in the centre since that date, and the school had agreed to the reduction. 

As these were changes to the current year’s budget shares, they required a “disapplication” 
request to DFE, on which the DfE would expect to know the Forum’s views. 
 
The Forum supported the proposed disapplications. 
 
 

Post 16 mainstream SEN place funding 
DG reminded the Forum that, a few years ago, the LA had agreed that post 16 mainstream 
SEN place funding should be distributed based on the current number of post 16 top up 
pupil, rather than on a historic number of places. As this was a local arrangement, the Forum 
was being asked to support its continuing use. 
 
The Forum supported continuing use of the local arrangements for distributing post 
16 mainstream SEN place funding.  
 
 

9 Outcome of early years funding consultation, including approval of 
central spend 

rea
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Maintained nursery school supplementary grant would continue as previously, ie split site 
allocation, business rates at actual cost and the balance split equally among the four 
maintained nursery schools. 
 
Hourly rates for Surrey were higher than anywhere else apart from London boroughs, 
reflecting Surrey’s high costs. 
 
DfE’s estimated funding allocations for under two year olds had been based on 22 weeks 
(for two terms) rather than 25. DfE had still to provide a satisfactory response (update: 
confirmed 11 Jan that DFE would fund 25 weeks). 
 
DFE would cap central retention for all age groups at 3% in future and hence permanent 
establishment spending would be contained within 3%, the balance up to 5% would be used 
for implementation costs. Centrally retained funding had increased by £2.7m to £5.6m, for 
infrastructure and grant funding for expansion   £930k of the increase was long term and the 
rest temporary. 
 
Population decreases were a significant risk for two year olds (13%) and under twos (8%). 
 
Indicative hourly rates for 2024/25 would be available by the end of January, but they might 
be set cautiously. 
 
Expansion of wraparound 
This was expected to be parent funded, but the LA had a sufficiency duty. The LA was 
discussing with providers how to use the implementation funding. The LA proposed to 
consult schools on this outside the bulletin. 
 
The Chair noted the significant demands of the expansion on resources and supported 
consulting schools outside the bulletin. 
 
The maintained nursery rep commented that early notification of indicative funding rates was 
one of the key issues for the sector. It was also important to communicate why the basic rate 
for two year olds was falling. This was largely because there had previously been no central 
retentions (or allocations to EIF). 
 
Only around 50% of disadvantaged two year olds qualified as deprived under the new 
criteria (as opposed to SEND etc). 
 
Significant sums had been set aside for communications. There were very detailed plans to 
increase central capacity. The governance model for the expansion needed to go to Cabinet.  
Further details could be provided at the next meeting of Schools Forum. 
 
One member asked what difference it would make if the wraparound care was state funded 
rather than parent funded, given that state funding levels were often lower than charges for 
parent funded provision. 
 
CS thought the proposed level of funding for funded entitlements was financially sustainable 
Initial surveys of parent, carers and providers suggested 82% of current provision would 
convert to funded entitlement, but that parents would only take up extra hours when the 
funded entitlement increased to 30hr. She was already aware of significant increases in 
takeup of the 2 year old entitlement. 
 
Work had been done to identify areas of over and under supply, but to be useful to providers 
this really needed to be done at ward level, which was difficult. 
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Schools forum had an important part in the communication process. 
 
The forum supported the early years funding proposals (including central 
expenditure) without a vote. 
 
 
 

10 Three financially resourced models to support Early Intervention and 
Inclusion and ‘waiting well’ for delayed Education Health Care Needs 
Assessments (EHCNAs) 
 
JK explained that the proposed initiatives were responses to feedback from schools. 
 

Education Inclusion and intervention funding 
This built on what was available for preschool children. It was not always evident at year R 
whether long term support via an EHCP was needed or whether by providing appropriate 
early support an EHCP and long term support could be avoided. A pilot project involved 
identifying pupils who had received additional support in early years. Pupils would be 
identified based on those already receiving support and who may need some continued 
support in Year R but not necessarily ongoing support, to avoid bureaucracy or a bidding 
process. Correction to paper (p34): funding would NOT be provided for children receiving 
wider support. 
 
The Chair commented that managing the increase in EHCPs was a challenge and 
suggested that funding for all children on EIF should continue into reception. 
 
JK explained that the proposal that EIIF should apply only where there were at least three 
eligible children was aimed at keeping the proposal proportionate and affordable. 
 
 
One member commented that pilots created inequality across Surrey. JK advised that the 
pilot would concentrate on those schools most in need and not on geographical areas.  A 
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Representatives of maintained primary and special schools agreed the proposed 
deductions (NB single decision for all maintained schools other than maintained nursery 
schools-unaffected by there being no maintained secondary or PRU reps present) 
 
 

12 Locality Nurture Hub provision (Primary and 
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