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MINUTES of the meeting of the CHILDREN, FAMILIES, LIFELONG
LEARNING AND CULTURE SELECT COMMITTEE held at 10.00 am on 2
October 2023 at Woodhatch Place, 11 Cockshot Hill, Reigate, RH2 8EF.

These minutes are subject to confirmation by the Committee at its meeting on
Wednesday, 6 December 2023.

Elected Members:

Fiona Davidson (Chairman)
Jonathan Essex

Robert Hughes

Rebecca Jennings-Evans
Rachael Lake

Bernie Muir

John O'Reilly

Mark Sugden

Ashley Tilling

Liz Townsend

Chris Townsend (Vice-Chairman)
Jeremy Webster (Vice-Chairman)
Fiona White

* %

b T

Co-opted Members:
Mr Simon Parr, Diocesan Representative for the Catholic Church
Mr Alex Tear, Diocesan Representative for the Anglican Church,
Diocese of Guildford

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS [item 1]

Apologies were received from Mr. Alex Tear, Fiona White, Bernie Muir.

MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETINGS: 20 JULY 2023 [Item 2]
The minutes were agreed as a true record of the meeting.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST [ltem 3]

None received.

QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS [ltem 4]

1. There was one public question, two Member’s questions and no
petitions.

2. Amy Rieley asked a supplementary question on private Educational

Psychologists (EP) assessments. The Assistant Director for Inclusion
and Additional Needs answered that the acceptance of private EPs
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39/23

40/23

had been updated on the Council’s website on 22 September 2023
and all staff were informed on 25 September 2023.

3. The Chair queried when the website was updated with the latest
information on extended acceptance of private EPs. The Assistant
Director for Inclusion and Additional needs noted that the website was
updated on the 25 July. It was further updated on the 13 of September
which made information on imbursement clearer to parents.

4. The Chair noted that the update in July 2023 was not clear to parents
and stressed the importance of communicating to parents effectively.

5. A Member noted that the information on reimbursements was difficult
to find following the previous public Select Committee meeting in July
2023. The Member said that not everyone could afford to pay for the
private assessments and could be disadvantaged as a result.

6. A Member asked a question on high suspension rates, a school
absence multi agency network and improving school absences for girls
with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). The Director for Education and
Lifelong Learning to respond to the question as an action.

Actions/requests for further information:

1. Director for Education and Lifelong Learning will provide a written
response to Catherine Powell’s question on the school absence multi-
agency network and school absences for girls with ASD.

2. Director for Education and Lifelong Learning to send the High Sheriff’'s
report to the Committee.

ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS TRACKER AND FORWARD WORK
PLAN [ltem 5]

1. The Chair noted that the Actions and Recommendations tracker and
forward work plan would be reviewed ahead of the December meeting.

EDUCATION, HEALTH AND CARE PLAN TIMELINESS RECOVERY PLAN
[Item 6]

Witnesses:

Clare Curran, Cabinet Member for Children and Families, Lifelong Learning
Rachael Wardell, Executive Director — Children, Families and Learning

Liz Mills, Director — Education and Lifelong Learning

Tracey Sanders, Assistant Director — Inclusion & Additional Needs SW
Harriet Derrett-Smith, Associate Director — Children’s Commissioning
Leanne Henderson, Family Voice Surrey Participation Manager — remote

Key points made in the discussion:
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The Family Voice Surrey Participation Manager noted that the effects
of improvements would take time to realise but expressed support for
the increase in Educational Psychologists (EP) at the Council. She
welcomed the extension of the acceptance of private EP assessments.

A Member noted that the forecast on timeliness showed large
increases in 2024 and asked about the service’s commitment and
potential obstacles. The Cabinet Member for Children and Families
said that the recovery plan was based on detailed planning and was
confident in this plan being achievable. The Cabinet Member noted
that potential risks could be a significant increase of requests for new
plans or significant reductions in the number of staff. The Cabinet
Member stressed that responses from partners such as schools were
also vital to the plan’s success. The Member requested that if any
negative impacts occurred, the Chair of the Committee be informed
immediately. The Cabinet Member emphasised that the plan was
being monitored closely and was ready to respond to a changing
landscape.

A Member asked if the projected model of EP assessment timeliness
was accurate. The Executive Director for Children, Families and
Learning noted that the projected model was accurate, improvement
would appear to surge, and visibility of performance would be good.

A Member asked about support for early intervention and asked for a
breakdown of the budget allocation for providing support to schools,
health partners and transport and how much needed to be carried into
the next year. The Cabinet Member for Children and Families noted
that health partners and schools did not receive funding from the
Council for extra support. The Assistant Director for Inclusion &
Additional Needs SW noted that of the £15 million funding, 40% was
earmarked for Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
case officers, 30% for EP contracts and enhanced early intervention
support in 2023. For 2024-2025, 30% was for SEND case officers and
2025-2026, 45% was for EP contracts and 25% for early intervention.
This would be monitored and was subject to change.

A Member asked what changes parents could expect over the next
few months due to the plan. The Director for Education and Lifelong
Learning answered that specialist teachers for inclusive practice would
target work for children currently on the waiting list. They were
supported through enhanced funding that schools could access for
support for SEND plans. Schools receiving specialist teachers had
been targeted based on the level of need. The Director confirmed that
this was in place currently.

The Chair asked if the plan addressed the backlog of children needing
EPs. The Director for Education and Lifelong Learning answered that
the team targeted children with higher levels of needs and requests.
The Chair queried if every child who had experienced an EHCP delay
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10.

11.

was getting the support they needed. The Director answered
affirmative.

The Cabinet Member for Children and Families noted that the Safety
Valve Agreement with the Department of Education (DfE) was ongoing
and as the number of children with Education Health & Care Plans
(EHCPs) increased, this put stress on the system. This was being
monitored closely by the DfE quarterly. Home to school travel
assistance increases could also increase expenditure.

A Member asked what the median number of projected EHCP’s was
and the work needed to address it. The Director for Education and
Lifelong Learning noted that a growth was factored in, and plan
requests had dropped in the past year. The Funding allocated to the
plan would allow for tackling the backlog and would be monitored over
a three-year period.

The Executive Director for Children, Families and Learning noted
some external factors that were outside the remit of the Committee
such as school resources and expectations from central government
on meeting children and family’s needs and there was more change
forecasted in future years. The Chair noted that the plan had a
provision for decreasing EHCP requests by 20% and expressed
interest in seeing this being achieved in Surrey. The Executive Director
noted that focus and intention of the service was on early intervention.
The Chair stated that schools were finding funding challenging.

A Member noted that parents would find 78% EHCP timeliness
delivery in a years time low, and that schools needed specialist
teachers to meet children’s needs as identified in the plans. The
Member asked how the Committee could be sure that health partners
such as MindWorks, the emotional wellbeing and mental health
support service for children, had the capacity to achieve the Council’s
plans? Further to this, how could the Council attract more EPs to work
in Surrey. The Associate Director for Children’s Commissioning noted
that there were two NHS Integrated Care Boards that support
children’s mental health and wellbeing who had recently received
additional funding to address the statutory elements of children’s
needs. Modelling would help make delivery clearer. Building in
business support for MindWorks partners to be able to track a child’s
EHCP timeliness journey would improve delivery and meet the needs
of children.

The Chair asked the Associate Director to clarify if children’s
communities’ health Service budget would be diverted to other
services. The Associate Director noted that for 2024-2025 onwards,
more funding would be available for additional health needs and
improving delivery of services such as EP timeliness by the Council,
NHS Integrated Care Boards and NHS Surrey Heartlands. The Chair
asked for the amount of additional funding allocated to EHCP process
to be shared when available.
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12. The Assistant Director for Inclusion & Additional Needs SW noted the
shortage of EPs nationwide and the recruitment and retention plan
employed by Surrey to combat the shortage such as pay increases
and publicising roles better. A Member asked if temporary EPs were
more expensive for the Council, The Associate Director answered yes.

13. A Member asked if similar recruitment strategies for EPs such as
higher pay and better publicising of roles were in place for
occupational therapists and teaching assistants. The Associate
Director for Children’s Commissioning answered that many strategies
to recruit more EPs were being considered as well as retention
strategies to not lose EPs to neighbouring counties.

14. A Member asked how many complaints had been received about
delays to EHCP timeliness and their level of severity. What the
Council’s relationship with the Local Government and Social Care
Ombudsman was like and how many people were being missed in the
level 1 and level 2 stage response time. The Assistant Director for
Inclusion and Additional Needs SW answered that 71 reached stage 2
and 5 reached the Ombudsman. For 2023-2024 there was an increase
82 at stage 1 and 156 at level 2. This was in the context of over 3000
requests and were still a small percentage of requests. Between 18-
21% of complaints to call centres over the last quarter were due to
timeliness. As part of the recovery work, 10 case officers would be
directly addressing case work. Dedicated time at call centres would
ensure that families could call and get answers in the same call.
Complaints would be recorded, and improvements made week on
week.

15. A Member asked how change was being embedded in the end-to-end
review of the EHCP process. The Assistant Director answered that the
changes were stakeholder and staff led and consultations with staff
were occurring on a weekly basis and through a monthly bulletin.
Performance reviews to ensure that staff were on target were also
being implemented.

16. A Member asked if the private EP assessment acceptance extension
would be reviewed again. The Director for Education and Lifelong
Learning answered that it would be reviewed again in time to
communicate changes to families effectively.

Actions/requests for further information:

1. The Assistant Director Inclusion and Additional Needs SW to provide a
written response on the budget breakdown of the EHCP recovery plan.

2. The Associate Director for Children’s Integrated Commissioning to
provide a written response outlining (a) the scale of Health Service
investment in the EHCP process and (b) data on the recruitment and
retention of Occupational Therapists.
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3. The Assistant Director for Inclusion and Additional Needs SW to
provide in writing the number of phone calls to the Council about
overdue EHCPs and assessments.

Resolved:

1. Data on how the EHCP timeliness recovery plan is performing against
the targets stated in the report to the Select Committee on 2 October
(EHCP Recovery Plan Figure 2, page 46) forms part of the
performance overview item at each Select Committee meeting. By the
first meeting of 2024, this should include the percentage of EHCP
requests returned from MindWorks on time.

2. In order to identify the quality and timeliness of communication on the
subject of EHCPs, Internal Audit undertake a dip sample audit of
responses to parents and schools over a period of one month.

3. In order to ensure that parents always know how to make contact with
a new SEND case officer, line managers ensure leavers have a
handover meeting with their successor (or their manager if none in
place) and remind leavers to set up an out of office reply that includes
their date of leaving and the identity and contact details of their
(interim) successor and the contact details of their manager. Staff
should also be encouraged to set up out of office messages when they
are absent or on holiday, containing details of who parents and
schools can contact in their absence.

41/23 COMMISSIONING WITHIN CHILDREN, FAMILIES AND LIFELONG
LEARNING [item 7]

Witnesses:

Sinead Mooney, Cabinet Member for Children and Families

Rachael Wardell, Executive Director — Children, Families and Learning
Lucy Clements, Interim Director of Integrated Childrens Commissioning
Matt Ansell, Director for Family Resilience and Safeguarding

Eamonn Gilbert, Assistant Director — Commissioning

Sue Turton, Service Manager Early Help Partnerships

Key points made in the discussion:

1. The Chair noted that Children’s Services accounted for a quarter of
the Council’s £1.1 billion revenue budget. The Chair asked of the £250
million spent by Children’s Services, what percentage was spent on
third party contractors. The Interim Director of Integrated Children’s
Commissioning offered to provide a written response.

2. The Interim Director of Integrated Childrens Commissioning gave a
summary of the paper and stressed the importance of understanding
the needs of the population. This understanding informed the service
model and commissioning model. The Interim Director noted that
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financial constraints and increasing complex needs post Covid had
been challenging for the service. The report also focused on family
centres and family resilience 1-1 family support models that worked
together with local services. The Interim Director shared positive
verbal feedback from inspectors from the SEND inspection in
September 2023.

A Member asked following the award of a contract, was it sensible that
past performance was not considered when commissioning The
Interim Director explained that the procurement process must be fair to
all bidders. As part of the quality questions, providers could input their
positive past performance to demonstrate their knowledge.

A Member asked the Interim Director what the realities and challenges
of delivering commissioning services were. The Interim Director noted
that commissioning collaborated with operational teams who had a
good grasp of operating models and challenges. She discussed the
community research and outreach on early help, co-designed
community sessions, partnership forums, market engagement events
which shared the proposed commissioning model - all ways the
commissioning team continued to meet the needs of Surrey residents.

A Member asked how challenges with commissioning were being
addressed. The Assistant Director of Commissioning noted that now
was the opportunity for innovation. Mainstream schools’ new funding
systems had been introduced to allow schools the flexibility to deliver
based on individual student’s needs. The Assistant Director
emphasised that the private market was used and there must be a
balance between what the service wanted and needed and what
providers wanted and needed.

A Member noted that many charities providing Short Breaks would not
agree that children’s needs were being met. The Interim Director
agreed that Commissioning must meet the needs of residents and
noted the Member’s frustration. The Chair noted that she has received
similar feedback from charities as well and hoped that collaboration
could be improved going forward.

A Member asked how barriers faced by smaller partners like local
charities were tackled so that they were not disadvantaged. The
Assistant Director of Commissioning answered that there was an effort
to not create artificial thresholds, but the quality of providers was the
biggest consideration. The voluntary sector usually had a good local
footprint, but the Council must ensure that there was a fair bidding
process.

The Cabinet Member for Children and Families suggested that the
Committee look at the outcomes of the report and note the
improvements. Outcome data reporting was being improved on. The
Cabinet Member noted that young people in children’s services would
eventually transfer to Adult Social Care and a close partnership with
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12.
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14.

that Directorate was vital so that social service needs were being met
across a person’s life.

The Chair noted frustration at the lack of progress on outcomes for
children and young people with mental health difficulties at the
previous Adults and Health Select Committee joint meeting but noted
the improvement at the recent MindWorks meetings.

The Chair noted that since 2018 there had been a policy to reduce the
financial envelope of contracts in the Children’s Service by 10% and
asked why this policy was continuing despite the current increased
demand and high inflation. The Cabinet Member for Children and
Families noted that that policy was being considered more broadly.

The Executive Director for Children, Families and Learning noted that
she had not felt constrained by this policy. The Director noted that
although a reduction policy was not ideal in a climate of high inflation
and costs, efficiencies and mitigations would have to offset to make up
for the extra spend if the policy were dropped. The Executive Director
said that when setting the budget for 2024-25, the policy could be
reconsidered, but emphasised the need for offsetting costs.

The Service Manager Early Help Partnerships gave a summary of
family centres and family resilience recommissioning. The Plan was to
bring together the family centre provision and early help provision and
create a more efficient system through a lead provider based on a
district/borough level who have vital local knowledge. Shared
outcomes would be monitored closely through quarterly performance
discussions. The Service Manager emphasised the importance of
joining up partnerships in local areas and that the Council would be
retaining the same level of family centres as the previous 5 years and
hoped that the new model would bring together larger existing national
providers and smaller local providers.

A Member asked a further question regarding the 10% reduction to the
budget envelope. Would the recommissioned family centre and family
resilience plan have the 10% cut or would that provision be removed.
They also asked for those using the services right now, under the new
disposition what were the consequences of the commission, and
would it be an improvement for users? The Executive Director for
Children, Families and Learning answered that currently there had
been a 10% decrease and the budget options were closed. Finding
alternative areas to reduce spending was explored but this was the
better option.

The Service Manager Early Help Partnerships stated that families
should not see a substantial change in the way they got support from
family centres as feedback had been positive so far. Users could gain
access to additional resources which could come from national funding
initiatives. In areas where there was more demand and pressure,
timeliness could also be improved. The Interim Director of Integrated
Children’s Commissioning added that the provision to the tender
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document meant that a provider could come back with a business
case after one year if they require uplift. Providers should focus their
budget on family centres and remainders of the budget were allocated
on evidence-based family resilience services.

15. A Member noted that the family centres and family resilience models
focused on prevention which could save expenditure in the long term
and asked why investment was lower not higher year on year. The
Chair noted that prevention was considered at the forefront of
Children’s Services and that other local authorities rated as excellent
invested a lot in early intervention and early help. The Executive
Director for Children, Families and Learning said that a cost-benefit
analysis of early prevention was difficult to demonstrate, also
challenged by the fact that not every authority used the same cost
centres/cost codes so direct comparisons were difficult to draw.

16. A Member asked if funding would not be able to be directed to Early
Help as it was not a statutory requirement for the Council. The
Executive Director for Children, Families and Learning noted that
funding for statutory duties such as placements or home to school
travel assistance could not be redirected and that when there was a
limited budget, statutory duties must be the priority.

17. The Chair asked for more information on how level 2 and 3 were
provided in the new contract. The Executive Director for Children,
Families and Learning noted that Family centre contracts included
level 2 and 3 work. Level 3 was one-on-one with families whereas
level 2 was done on a group basis so dependent on borough and
districts.

18. A Member noted that demand for Family Centres was exceeding
capacity and asked if there were options to increase the number of
family centres and if level 2 referrals would still be made to family
centres. The Service Manager Early Help Partnerships noted that as
part of the new commission Early Help and Family Centres had been
put together, Family centres had always provided early intervention
and early help for Surrey residents. Within service specifications the
Council would like people to bring their own buildings into the models
such as utilising other spaces to provide more centres to increase
outreach. The Service Manager noted that level 2 would differ within
boroughs and districts. The Member asked for clarification on how fluid
delivery could be within each family centre. The Service Manager
answered that family centres offered targeted family intervention
tailored to each family.

19. A Member asked if the number of Family Centres would be reduced
and if level 2 referrals would still be made to centres. The Director for
Family Resilience and Safeguarding answered that the number of
Family Centres would remain the same and that the service was
moving away from discussing families on a tier system and instead
looking at improving relationships between families and practitioners.
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As a service being flexible around family needs was vital. The Director
expressed hope to have one system going forward so that case
workers were the same for each family to reduce families having to
repeat their stories to caseworkers, unfamiliar with their case.

20. A Member asked a question on the streamlining of contracts. The
Interim Director of Integrated Children’s Commissioning answered that
there were very robust contract procurement processes. Risks that
came up could be mitigated and resolved in partnership with the
contractors. The Service ensured that the process was equitable
across Surrey and there was no deterioration in quality. The Member
asked how to discern if the lead provider would identify risks. The
Assistant Director of Commissioning answered that the lead provider
was responsible for evidencing and justifying the performance of the
whole contract.

21. A Member asked if there were additional costs under the new plan
apart from the lead providers. The Interim Director of Integrated
Children’s Commissioning answered that there were no additional
costs apart from the lead provider. The service would be meeting with
all providers and sub-contractors to ensure that changes to the model
had not led to negative outcomes during each quarterly meeting.

22. A Member asked if the withesses could advise the Committee on how
many registrations of provider interest in projects had ultimately
resulted in new contracts. The Interim Director noted that this
information could not be shared currently but would do so as soon as it
became available.

23. A Member asked a question on how the Council would manage the
lead providers under the new Commissioning plan. The Interim
Director answered that the Council directly managed 21 contracts, and
this would drop to 11 once the lead providers were in place although
the lines of responsibility would remain clear. The Service Manager
Early Help Partnerships noted that market engagement had been
done with providers around Surrey and that colleagues in Districts and
Boroughs felt that a lead provider system would work well for Surrey.
There were 21 family centre buildings that had been and would be
used by providers. This has been in consultation and the service fully
expected this to work in Surrey. Districts and Boroughs had been
invited to all the engagement events.

Actions/requests for further information:

1. The Interim Director of Integrated Children’s Commissioning to provide
a written response to what percentage of the £250 million revenue
budget of Childrens Services is spent on third-party contractors.

2. The Chair to discuss with the Adults and Health Select Committee

Chairman on how they will collaborate on the scrutiny of children’s
mental health.
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3. Cabinet Member for Children and Families and Executive Director for
Children, Families and Learning to discuss the policy to reduce
spending by 10% year on year and share outcome of the discussion
with the Committee.

4. Cabinet Member for Children and Families will get briefing note sent to
Committee on the £1.2m investment in the Intensive Family Support
Service.

5. Director for Family Resilience and Safeguarding will, in 2024, describe
to the Committee what the Council’s offer to families of varying
degrees of need will look like.

6. Director for CFL Commissioning to provide a written response (a)
providing clarity with regard to contracting arrangements, if lead prime
contractors can provide any kind of management overhead fee and (b)
the amount of level 2 and level 3 support to be provided under the new
contracts compared with currently.

7. At a point that Procurement regulations allow, Director for CFL
Commissioning to share registration of interests of lead providers with
the Committee.

Resolved:

SCC commissions a large number of both the statutory and non-statutory
services provided to families and children. The Committee recognises that this
is a complex activity and acknowledges progress in introducing more flexible
contracts with break clauses, developments such as the co-production of
requirements with service users, and early engagement with providers. The
recent recommissioning of Family Centres and Family Resilience services
demonstrates this progress and is commended. In support of this progress
the Committee recommends the following.

1. Children’s Service professionals/practitioners in each area are actively
involved in the development of the commissioning requirements and
specifications — alongside Commissioning professionals — from the
outset of the process.

2. Robust consideration is given to reversing the policy of applying a
blanket 10% reduction to the financial envelope for each service when
it is recommissioned.

3. A mechanism for ensuring that providers can apply for uplifts to cover
inflationary pressures is built into the lifetime of all contracts.

4. Where required, the additional funding to enable points 1 and 2 is
found from outside the Children’s Services’ budget envelope.

42/23 CHILDREN'S HOMES - OFSTED REPORTS PUBLISHED SINCE THE
LAST MEETING OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE [ltem 8]

Key points made in the discussion:
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44/23

1. The Chair conveyed the thanks of the committee to Corporate
Parenting and all staff for their part in the positive Ofsted inspection.

PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW [ltem 9]

Key points made in the discussion:

1. A Member expressed concern at delays in 45 day targets for
assessments, Childrens Protection Conference and children with
Protection Plans not being seen promptly. The Chair echoed this view
and expressed concern over the deteriorating trend in sufficiency.

Actions/requests for further information:

Executive Director — Children, Families and Learning to provide response on
why 45-day targets for assessment, Child Protection conferences and
children on Children Protection plans were not being met

DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING [item 10]

The next meeting will be held on Wednesday 6 December 2023.

Meeting ended at 13:35
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Meeting ended at: Time Not Specified

Chairman
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Minute Item 38/23

CFFLC Select Committee Questions— 2 October 2023

1 From Amy Rieley (Public)
As part of the recovery plan, Target 1 is to reduce waiting times. Point 6 states:

"...EPs will complete EHC needs assessments in chronological order (oldest first),
except for cases that are assessed as having high vulnerabilities or a safeguarding
concern or are due to transfer to the next phase of their education, which are being
prioritised for completion on time."

Please can you tell me:
1) What is the oldest case waiting for assessment?

2) How many children waiting are due to transfer to their next phase of education? What
is the oldest case in this category still waiting assessment?

3) Will the allocation of school placements for specialist schools or units be delayed or
allocated at the end of the timeframe to allow children with delayed EHCPs to apply?

4) How long after being allocated an EP do assessments take place?

5) Are private EP reports continuing to be accepted and can parents claim a refund for
the cost? As a parent we were only told that this had been available 13th September
2023 by our case worker (despite waiting for an EP assessment since March 2023).

Response:

1) As of 25" September, the oldest case waiting for assessment was received by the EP
team in August 2022 and is currently in progress, with an expected completion date
of early October.

2) There are currently 414 children awaiting assessment in national curriculum years -1,
2, 6 and 11 who may require a key stage transfer in September 2024. The oldest
case in this category dates back to August 2022. 123 of these cases are already
allocated to EPs for completion within 6 weeks. All remaining children will have their
assessment completed in time for an EHCP being issued (should this be the outcome
of assessment) in time for the key stage transfer statutory deadlines. It is important to
note that not all of these children will require a change of school at the end of their
current key stage.

3) We will not delay the allocation of placements for specialist schools or units as we
expect that all key stage transfer children who have delayed assessments will have
their EHC needs assessment completed in time for the key stage transfer statutory
deadlines.

4) All vulnerable children have their EP assessment completed within 6 weeks of
receipt, with an average time of 4.5 weeks for on time cases completed in August.
The overall average time taken to complete the EP assessment in August was 20
weeks.
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5) Private EP reports are continuing to be accepted and parents can claim a refund for
the cost for eligible reports. There is guidance available on the Local Offer website to
support parents, carers and professionals to understand the conditions of the offer
and the process to follow for reimbursement. In the first instance families should
discuss this with their Case Officer who will liaise with the Educational Psychology
service. Once the advice has been reviewed and a decision made on whether it is
appropriate to use this, or if further advice is needed, the Case Officer will contact
families and if agreed advise parents on the process for reimbursement.

This temporary offer has now been extended for the Autumn term so that we can
continue to progress assessments. We will provide a further update about this offer
towards the end of the autumn term. It is anticipated that if our recovery plans are
having the impact that we have planned for then this offer will draw to a close at the
end of this calendar year.

Response writers name: Tracey Sanders

Names of 2 Directors who have signed the response off: Liz Mills / Matt Ansell

2

From Fiona Davidson (Member)

Early help is acknowledged to be key to helping families cope, improving outcomes for
children and families, and to managing the costs of statutory services.

¢ How much funding does SCC allocate to early help by comparison with OFSTED
outstanding authorities such as Hertfordshire, Hampshire and Essex — as a financial
amount, as a percentage of the Children’s Services budget, and the overall council
budget, taking account of the relative differences in county populations?

¢ How does the % allocated in the Children’s Services budget of 23/24 to early help
compare with the % allocated in 2018/2019?

Response:

The information requested above is unfortunately not information that we can pull
together quickly or easily and will need some additional time to ensure we are
comparing like for like services, as Early Help offers differ across the Country and
therefore no two offers are likely to be identical or comparable. We do not have any
existing benchmarking information available to provide this level of analysis for the other
Councils. The Councils mentioned have been contacted and asked for the relevant
information. We hope to be able to provide more information within 6 weeks, but this
will depend on the time taken for a response to be received.

We can confirm the following for SCC:

The 2023/24 service budget for Early Help is £14.8m. This includes Targeted Youth
Support, the grant for our D&B’s for providing the Supporting Families Programme,
Family Centres and Level 2 mentoring services. This represents 5.9% of the overall

CFLL budget of £250.3m and 1.3% of the overall Council £1.1b.

It means we are spending £51.80 per head of 0-19 year old population per year.
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To compare with 2018/19, we would need more time to get comparable figures from the
previous system and discuss with the service as there was a service restructure.

Response writers name: Jo Millward

Names of 2 Directors who have signed the response off: Lucy Clements/ Matt
Ansell

From Catherine Powell (Member)

Data published by Sky News has revealed that school suspensions have risen by one
third compared to pre-pandemic levels, with the number of girls being suspended up by
59% since before the pandemic.

A. What is the percentage rise in school suspensions since the start of the pandemic in
Surrey (March 2020), broken down by gender, and split between Primary /
Secondary?

B. What, if any, provision is being made for pupils at risk of suspension (rather than
following suspension), for example through the use of special classes, which has
proven successful elsewhere in the country?

Response:

Part A — needs to be seen in the context that schools only had to mandatorily provide
details of all suspensions as of Sep 22 — this was after the Behaviour in Schools
consultation*. Prior to then, schools weren’t bound by DFE to provide suspension data
under 6 days mandatorily, so clearly there will have been a noticeable rise in the last

academic year.

Suspension Totals (data taken from Tableau as of 21/7/23)

Year 19/20 Year 20/21 Year 21/22 Year 22/23 *
4255 5299 8013 12540
Percentage 25% 34% 36%
increase

Suspensions by Gender
Academic Year | 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23
Total No of 4255 5299 8013 12540
Suspensions
Male 3185 3839 5190 8185
Female 1070 1460 2823 4355
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Suspensions by phase

Phase of Education Legend Suspensions - From 1 Sep to 21 Jul

B NotKnown

Pre-School 12240

Year 0-6

2141 (17%)
Year 7-11
B Year12-13
8013
8 (Uvo)
1314 (16%)

o — o~ m

P S 9 S

@ o — o

- o o o

(=1 (=1 (=] (=1

1y
74?t 1/3 ) 10308 (82%)
Not Known 3 4255
Pre-School 1 8 2 902 (21%) 5647 (83%)
Year 0-6 902 747 1314 2141
4517 (85%)
Year 7-11 3311 4517 6647 10308 3311 (78%)
Year 12-13 42 34 44 86
42 (1%) 34 (1%) 44 (1%) 86 (1%)
Grand Total 4255 5299 8013 12540
2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23

Part B

Schools will be implementing their own in-house strategies to avoid suspension and
permanent Exclusion (PEX), sourcing outreach and interventions from the Pupil Referral Unit
(PRU), and outsourcing other types of Alternative Provision. Primary schools in particular
buy in Specialist Teachers for Inclusive Practice to identify, intervene and support those
children at risk of Permanent Exclusion (PEX).

The Local Authority must be informed, without delay, of all school suspensions and
exclusions regardless of the length. For the majority of schools this is completed
automatically via an electronic sharing of data through a system called Groupcall. Schools
that have not signed up to Groupcall are expected to complete a suspension notification
form (EXC1) and return it to the Local Authority without delay.

In addition, the Specialist Teachers for Inclusive Practice are currently piloting the ASPIRE
Project in the NE of the county — which supports the transition of children from year 6 into
year 7 who are at risk of exclusion.

Each respective quadrant hosts their own Surrey Alternative Learning Programme (SALP)
committee where focus should be on providing early support to mitigate the risk of PEX or
suspension. Additionally, we have introduced ‘risk of PEX’ meetings specifically for children
with EHCP’s where a range of Surrey County Council professionals work with PRU reps to
identify students at risk and collectively use their knowledge to mitigate that risk, and in
some situations find suitable alternatives.

In 2021 Surrey commissioned Royal Holloway to complete research into exclusion from
school in Surrey. Several exclusion summits involving partners and schools were held
detailing the research and its findings. As a result, Surrey, alongside 8 Secondary Schools
has jointly commissioned, MCR Pathways to deliver mentoring to support children at risk of
exclusion from school.

Page 412



Our PRUs in Surrey work closely with the Council’'s Area Education Teams to offer
Intervention placements to children at risk of exclusion from school. The PRU will work with
that child over a period to nurture a supported return to their school — advising and giving the
school strategies of the individualised help that child will need to be successful.

Response writers name: Kelly Lancashire
Names of 2 Directors who have signed the response off: Liz Mills / Matt Ansell
4  From Catherine Powell (Member)

In August this year the Children’s Commissioner for England reported that in 2022/23,
nearly a quarter (22.3%) of all children were persistently absent. How many pupils in

Surrey have been absent from school each month since the end of lockdown in March
2021, categorised by Elected to Home Educate, Children Missing Education, Access 2
Education and Severely Absent and split by primary/secondary age in each category?

Response:

Promoting school attendance and addressing persistent and severe absence is a priority
in Surrey. We have developed an attendance strategy which provides a framework for
continuous improvement in school attendance that contributes to good future life
outcomes for all children and young people.

All schools are responsible for monitoring the attendance of their pupils and ensuring
that they take appropriate action to follow up concerns relating to absences. They are
expected to have a robust Attendance Policy and clear systems and processes in place
for managing attendance in their schools.

In May 2022 the DfE released new guidance Working together to improve school
attendance - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) which is due to become statutory guidance
imminently. This guidance makes it clear that improving attendance is everyone's
business.

Persistent absence (PA) is defined as 10% or more absence and severe absence (SA)
is defined as 50% or more absence.

The data below demonstrates that Surrey have a lower % of PA and SA pupils
compared to the national and SE region. Our local data suggests that PA % has
reduced in 2022/23 compared to 2021/22, whereas SA % has increased. We have seen
an increase in the numbers of children experiencing anxiety and emotionally based
school non-attendance (EBSNA) post pandemic. A multi professional network has been
established including partners from education, early help, health and the voluntary
sector to develop a partnership offer to support children to return to school.

All maintained and academy schools have an allocated Inclusion Officer who acts as a
‘critical friend” when providing advice, support and challenge to schools. Schools are
also able to refer children to the Local Authority Inclusion Team where their own
interventions have not been successful in improving attendance.
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Persistent and Severe Absence

The below table is census data for 2020/21 and 2021/22 and includes numbers and
percentages for both Persistent (PA) and Severely Absence (SA). Full year census data
is not available for 2022/23 until March 2024 so the data added for 2022/23 is from our
internal data.

2022/23* Tabl
Fho/21 2021722 /23" Tableau
data
N b f istent absent 10%
L.IITI er of persistent absentees (10% or more 872,438 | 1,643,876
missed)
Number of severe absentees (50% or more missed) |81,652 |120,623
England - S
Pe.rcentage of persistent absentees (10% or more 12.1% |22.5%
missed)
0,
Pe.rcentage of severe absentees (50% or more 1.1% 1.7%
missed)
Number of istent absent 10%
LIIITI er of persistent absentees (10% or more 130,432 |256,791
missed)
South East Number of severe absentees (50% or more missed) (11,822 |18,434
Region Pe.rcentage of persistent absentees (10% or more 11.4%  |22.0%
missed)
0,
Pe.rcentage of severe absentees (50% or more 1.0% 1.6%
missed)
H 0,
NL.lmber of persistent absentees (10% or more 13517 |27,745 25141
missed)
Number of severe absentees (50% or more missed) (1,235 1,895 2446
Surrey Pe.rcentage of persistent absentees (10% or more 9.7% 10.6% 17%
missed)
Pe.rcentage of severe absentees (50% or more 0.0% 1.3% 1.70%
missed)

Absence and Persistent Absence data is submitted to the LA half termly by schools therefore
monthly breakdown is not possible to provide. Below is a breakdown of our internal data by
phase; Primary, Secondary and Special.

Primary:
Persistent Absence Rate - Total Absence (>50% absent)
Autumn Spring Summer
1 2 3 4 5 6
2019/20 0.35% 0.40% 0.38% 0.40% 0.40% 0.40%
0.90% 0.84% 0.92% 0.88% 0.80% 0.79%
o - -
2021/22 0.51% 0.49% 0.47% 0.46% 0.47% 0.51%
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Secondary:

Persistent Absence Rate - Total Absence (>50% absent)
Autumn Spring Summer
1 2 3 4 5 6

2019/20 0.92% 1.08% 1.12% 1.12%
% 1.68% 1.72% 1.75%
1.62% 1.83% 1.98% 2.08% 2.20%

o - - -
2.38% 2.45%
1.80% 2.00% 2.22% N °

o - - -

Special:

Persistent Absence Rate - Total Absence (>50% absent)

Autumn Spring Summer

1 2 3 4 5 3
2019/20
/ 2.62% 2.77% 2.22% 2.21% 2.21% 2.21%
5.34% 6.13%
2.77%
2020/21 4.212% 2.51% 4.21%

2021/22 4.23% 3.95% 4.09% 4.27% 4.51% 4.50%

6.31% 6.35% 6.48% 6.93% 7.19% 7.18%

2022/23

Children Missing Education

We define Children Missing Education (CME) as children who are of compulsory school age
and are not on a school roll, nor being educated otherwise than at school. It is important to
note that CME numbers are fluid and will not always be the same children from month to
month. We monitor our CME children monthly via multi professional CME meetings to
ensure actions are on track for supporting the children to return to school.

Jan-22 60 Jan-23 64
Feb-22 76 Feb-23 64
Mar-21 37 Mar-22 72 Mar-23 60
Apr-21 35 Apr-22 71 Apr-23 66
May-21 35 May-22 75 May-23 69
Jun-21 23 Jun-22 65 Jun-23 80
Jul-21 31 Jul-22 53 Jul-23 76
Aug-21 35 Aug-22 102 Aug-23 92
Sep-21 29 Sep-22 69
Oct-21 31 Oct-22 60
Nov-21 39 Nov-22 50
Dec-21 33 Dec-22 62
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Electively Home Educated (EHE) data

We experienced a rapid and significant increase in parents deciding to withdraw their
children from school to home educate during and immediately following the pandemic. This
was replicated in other LAs. This trend has continued throughout 2021/22 and 2022/23.

The EHE Inclusion Officers work with families, within the parameters of the legislation, to
ensure that children who are home educated are receiving an efficient full-time education
suitable to their age, ability, aptitude and any special educational needs as per Sec. 7,
Education Act 1996. If we are not satisfied parents are meeting this requirement, we support
them to return the child to school.

March 21 — Dec 21

Month Total Primary Secondary
March 1494 556 938
April 1556 588 968
May 1582 596 986
June 1625 616 1009
July 1654 633 1021
August 1670 632 1038
September 1384 500 884
October 1371 476 895
November 1414 479 935
December 1447 487 960

2022

Month Total Primary Secondary
January 1481 503 978
February 1537 510 1027
March 1587 522 1065
April 1602 521 1081
May 1631 534 1097
June 1699 550 1149
July 1444 565 879
August 1494 588 906
September 1485 444 1041
October 1563 463 1100
November 1615 477 1138

Page 416



December 1679 488 1191

Retrospective A2E reporting is not available.
Response writers name: Mark Keiller and Kelly Lancashire

Names of 2 Directors who have signed the response off: Liz Mills / Matt Ansell
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