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SCHOOLS FORUM
Tuesday 7th July 2015
Child Protection and Children In Need (Children Act 1989
	Lead Officer
	Ashley Ayre

	Contact details
	ashley_ayre@bathnes.gov.uk  01225 394200

	Forum asked to decide / steer / be informed
	To provide a steer on planned research and possible allocation of funding

	Time Needed
	10 minutes


1. Introduction

1.1 Since the process of standardising and eventually ‘nationalising’ the LMS formula started, the ability to include factors of local importance has declined.  The ability to reflect very local issues was a strength of the previous system, however, it could also be a weakness in that it could lead to great complexity in working out school budgets.

1.2 Two issues that cannot be recognised through the LMS formula are children attending schools who have a Child Protection Plan and those attending schools who are identified as Children In Need under the Children Act 1989 due to a risk to their development, wellbeing or health.  These are two of the three main categories used by Children’s Social Care to identify and support children.  The third is ‘Looked After’ which attracts Pupil Premium Plus.

1.3 At any one time the LA has 115-120 CP Plans in place and approximately 640 Children In Need.  Children in these two groups and who are of relevant age are not evenly distributed across Early Learning Settings and Schools.

2. Background
2.1
Decisions about children and young people at risk are taken by Children’s Social Care Services and all decisions are based upon our published ‘Thresholds’ document.

2.2
The majority of children and young people worked with by Children’s Social Care will be deemed as Children In Need meaning that their home experiences and related factors contribute to a risk of poorer welfare, development and wellbeing.  Examples would include exposure to domestic violence/abuse, intermittent neglect, ineffective parenting, parental ill health or substance misuse, etc.

2.3
Children and young people with CP Plans are deemed at risk of significant harm which can be any or all of the following;

· Sexual abuse (including CSE)

· Physical abuse

· Emotional abuse

· Neglect
2.4
A ‘snap-shot’ analysis shows that there is a concentration of Children in Need and Children with CPP’s in a small number of Early Years Settings and Schools.  The majority of schools (but not all) have some Children In Need; however, this does not apply for CPP’s.  Obviously, there are greater numbers, particularly of ChiN, in secondary schools due to their scale.

2.5
ChiN and CPP children do place extra workload on to Early Learning Settings and Schools.  For CPP’s there are Initial and Review Conferences to prepare reports for and attend, there are also Core Groups between Review Conferences and the Early Learning Setting or School will always be a key participant given their substantial role in the life and experience of the child.  Expectations for ChiN are less procedurally intense, however, there is significant work linked to Team Around the Child/Family meetings, etc.

2.6
Schools also have to make provision for the additional educational needs of such children and this can place an extra burden on pastoral and nurturing systems within schools.  Both elements, i.e. supporting the multi-agency activity and ensuring effective provision within school, create pressure on leadership and management capacity particularly in schools deemed as ‘Requiring Improvement’ by Ofsted.  We believe that schools and settings should be funded to provide appropriate support for these pupils in order to ease pressures on the school system.
3.
 Proposal

3.1 
Schools Forum are asked to support some short and focused research to map the ChiN/CPP population and the additional workload implications for schools.  There is no cost for the Schools Forum in supporting this.
3.2
Agree that this research be reported back to Schools Forum in Autumn to determine if a proposal should be accepted to allocate a specific sum/premium to Schools/Early Learning Settings for every ChiN  above the B&NES average or norm and also to consider allocating a sum/premium for every CPP child.
3.3
If agreed, the premium would be prioritised annually to be paid from rolled forward DSG each April, the amount would be recommended based upon research but could be benchmarked at Pupil Premium Plus for CPP’s and at a lower level for ChiN.  As the DSG carry forward is one off resource there would need to be an acceptance that the funding would only be able to be allocated to schools and settings as a one off resource on an annual basis for a period of three years.  The aim is to help build school capacity and resilience and enable Head Teachers to be able to prioritise teaching and learning through extra help/capacity to manage the pressures caused by their ChIN and CPP populations. 
3.4
The outcome would be to provide schools with an additional resource to recognise the additional management time needed to contribute to effective multi-agency planning and support for these children.  It would also allow schools to deliver some additional support through their pastoral or nurture systems.

3.5
The decision to identify a child as ChiN or needing a CPP would remain with Children’s Social Care and/or multi-agency conference process as it is currently using the Threshold document thus there should be no significant move upward in either population i.e. it would not become an increasing drain on annually rolled forward DSG.
3.6      The research would be reported back to a Schools Forum in Autumn to facilitate a discussion and decision for the 2016-17 financial year.
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