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Agenda Item 4

KENT COUNTY COUNCIL

CHILDREN'S, YOUNG PEOPLE AND EDUCATION CABINET
COMMITTEE

MINUTES of a meeting of the Children's, Young People and Education Cabinet
Committee held at Council Chamber on Tuesday, 12th September, 2023.

PRESENT: Mr M C Dance (Chairman), Mr P V Barrington-King, Mr A Brady,

Mr D L Brazier (Substitute for Mr S C Manion), Mrs B Bruneau, Mr S R Campkin,

Mrs T Dean, MBE, Mrs L Game, Ms S Hamilton, Mrs M McArthur, Mr A Sandhu, MBE,
Mr P Stepto, Dr L Sullivan and Mr M Reidy.

OTHER MEMBERS: Sue Chandler and Rory Love, OBE

OFFICERS: Nick Abrahams (Area Education Officer — West Kent), Christy Holden (Head
of Children's Commissioning), lan Watts (Area Education Officer — North Kent), Marisa
White (Area Education Officer - East Kent), Carolann James (Interim Director of Children's
Operational Services), Katherine Atkinson (Assistant Director, Management Information
and Intelligence, Integrated Children's Services), Dan Bride (Assistant Director,
Adolescents and Open Access), Danielle Day (Programme Manager), Wendy Jeffreys
(Consultant in Public Health), Kevin Kasaven (Assistant Director, Safeguarding,
Professional Standards and Quality Assurance, Integrated Children's Services), Steve
Lusk (Senior Commissioner), Robin Cabhill (Senior Commissioner) and James Clapson
(Democratic Services Officer).

UNRESTRICTED ITEMS

1. Apologies and Substitutes
(Item 2)

Apologies were received from Ms Carter, Mr Dendor, Dr Roper, and Mr Manion for
whom Mr Brazier was present as substitute.

Mr Beaney and Mr Ross were present virtually.

2. Declarations of Interest
(Item 3)

Dr Sullivan declared an interest in item 14, Kent Partnership County Youth Justice
Plan 2023/24.

3. Minutes of the meeting held on 18 July 2023
(Item 4)

1) RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 18 July 2023 were correctly
recorded and that they be signed by the Chairman.

4. Verbal Update by Cabinet Members
(Item 5)

1. Mr Love provided his Cabinet Member Verbal Update as follows:
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1.1 Exam Results Days

Congratulations were offered to pupils who received their GCSE, A Level and T
Level results this Summer. A Level and T Level results were issued on 17.8.23,
and GCSE results day was on 24.8.23.

Ms Mclnnes, Mrs Hamilton and Mr Love, visited Maidstone Grammar School for
Girls on A Level results day. It was a privilege to be part of such an important
moment for students at the School. A full breakdown of this year’s exam results for
Kent was expected to be available in November.

1.2 Kent Test

The Kent Test took place on 7 September for pupils in Kent primary schools, and
on 9 September for other pupils. The results would be available to parents and
carers on 18.10.23 from 4pm.

1.3 Reinforced Autoclaved Aerated Concrete (RAAC) Update

Two Kent primary schools had to be closed at the start of the Autumn term pending
confirmation from the Department for Education (DfE), that the mitigation measures
implemented over the Summer were sufficient. Both schools were fully reopened
on 6.9.23, following receipt of confirmation from the DfE. All of Kent's schools were
now open. Thanks were offered to the Kent County Council (KCC) officers and
school staff involved, their hard work minimised the level of disruption felt by pupils
and parents. All costs associated with RAAC would be fully funded by the DfE,
including the cost of repairs and costs incurred to mitigate the disruption to
education.

1.4 Special Educational Needs (SEN) Home to School Transport

For the first time, 100% of SEN Home to School Transport applications received on
time were processed in time for the start of the new school year. Thanks were
offered to the Home to School Transport team for their efforts in ensuring a smooth
start to the school year for pupils and parents.

1.5 New special schools

KCC’s application to establish two new special free schools in the County was
approved last month by the Secretary of State for Education. This would be
discussed later in the agenda.

2. Mrs Chandler provided her Cabinet Member Verbal Update as follows:
2.1 Family Hubs

The consultation would close on 13.9.23. An item on the outcome of the
consultation and the proposed key decision would come to the Committee on
21.11.23. Members would have the opportunity to make comments and
recommendations before it went to Cabinet on 30.11.23.

2.2 Understanding the Needs of Young Carers

There were over 10,000 young carers aged 5 to 18 in Kent, however, there could
be more as many young people do not recognise themselves as young carers or

oung adult carers.
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During September and October there would be a series of joint events from Adult
and Children's Social Care to focus on the experiences of young carers and young
adult carers. Officers and Members who would like to learn more could sign up for
one of these sessions via the Delta Learning Portal.

2.3 Kent Academy Social Care Awards

On 26.09.23 the first Kent Academy Social Care Awards would take place at the
Kent Event Centre in Detling. It provided an opportunity to recognise and celebrate
the work undertaken by KCC staff from Integrated Children’s Services.
Nominations came from clients and partner colleagues of children’s social care.

Due to a prior commitment Mrs Chandler was unable to attend the awards
however, Mr Ross the Deputy Cabinet Member for Integrated Childrens Services
would be in attendance to help present the awards.

2.4 Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC) Update

There were no major developments since the recent all Member update on the
matter. The legal case was ongoing and a further full update would be given at the
County Council meeting on 21.9.23.

3. In response to comments and questions from Members, the following points
were noted:

e There could be some former school buildings and other community buildings
that had RACC in their construction. Mr Love offered to investigate the
matter and asked Mrs Dean to send him details of the building she had
specifically referred to.

e Careful consideration had been given to a request to extend the deadline for
responses to the Family Hub Consultation, however, an extension would
cause a significant delay to the timeline and would delay progression of
other related key decisions.

Performance Monitoring
(Item 6)

Katherine Atkinson, Assistant Director, Management Information & Intelligence
CYPE and Christine Mclnnes, Director of Education and SEN were in attendance
for this item.

1. Ms Atkinson introduced the report and noted that the Provisional Primary School
attainment results had been included for the first time.

2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e The number of Education Health and Care Plans (EHCP) completed within
20 weeks was expected to remain below the target while the newly
employed case officers underwent training, and the service focused its
attention on completing the backlog of older cases.

e There were currently 2000 open EHCP cases. In April 2023, 107 care plans
were completed, the most recent monthly completion figure showed 196
completed cases. In future, the report would include the number of cases
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completed and average wait time for completion; this would help provide a
clearer view of the work taking place within the service.

e Kent had issued 20% more EHCP’s than the national average; there was a
need to ensure that EHCP’s were issued strictly in accordance with statutory
guidance. Every case was judged on its merit, and processes had been
refined to target those most in need.

3. RESOLVED to note the report.

Ofsted Update
(Item 7)

Katherine Atkinson, Assistant Director, Management Information & Intelligence
CYPE and Christine Mclnnes, Director of Education and SEN were in attendance
for this item.

1. Ms Atkinson introduced the report and noted that the proportion of schools rated
‘Good’ or ‘Outstanding’ by Ofsted had risen to 2% higher than the national average.
The Ofsted ratings for 58 schools had improved, remained unchanged for 60
schools, and had gone down for 37 schools during the period.

2. RESOLVED to note the report.

Family Hubs, Parenting Support Expenditure and Home Learning
Environment Expenditure
(Item 8)

Wendy Jeffreys, Public Health Consultant and Carolann James, Interim Director of
Operational Integrated Children’s Services were in attendance for this item.

1. Mrs Chandler introduced the item noting that the overarching Family Hubs report
spanned Public Health, Education, and Integrated Childrens Services.

2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e More operational detail would be available and presented to Members at the
next meeting; once the consultation process had completed and responses
had been assessed.

e The expenditure detailed in the report related to existing and ongoing
activities; there were some Start for Life activities already taking place that
were expected to be incorporated into the Family Hubs model, and there
were some active ‘test and learn’ sites.

e Costings had been included in the Delivery Plan. The Plan was awaiting
official agreement from the DfE, however, initial feedback had suggested
that it would be agreed. Once agreement had been received from the DfE,
Ms James offered share a break down the costs and narrative with Dr
Sullivan.

e The consultation document was 40 pages long which could be intimidating to
readers and might put off potential responders. There was a shorter
summary of the document also available.

e Community centres would be contacted following the completion of the
consultation process.
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3. RESOLVED to endorse the proposed decisions 23/00081 and 23/00082 as set
out in the report.

Regional Care Co-operatives - Pathfinder
(Item 9)

Christy Holden, Head of Children’s Commissioning and Carolann James Interim
Director of Operational Integrated Children’s Services were in attendance for this
item.

1. Ms Holden introduced the report.
2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e The commissioning arrangements would be separate for each area, this
would help to avoid competition between Local Authorities (LA). In the past
this competition had allowed providers to charge LA’s more for their
services.

e Members would be kept appraised of the project and receive further updates
at each phase.

3. RESOLVED to endorse the proposed decision as set out in the report, namely to:

a) Agree for KCC to become a Regional Care Co-operative Pathfinder
authority (if selected) and in doing so agree for KCC to enter into relevant
agreements with DfE/other local authorities as appropriate.

b) Agree for KCC to bid and receive funding in order to deliver the
requirements of the Programmes.

c) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated
Children’s Services, to take other relevant actions, including but not limited
to, finalising the terms of reference, and entering into required contracts or
other legal agreements, as necessary to implement the decision.

Fostering Recruitment and Retention Programme
(Item 10)

Christy Holden, Head of Children’s Commissioning and Kevin Kasaven, Director of
Children's Countywide Services were in attendance for this item.

1. Ms Holden introduced the report.
2. RESOLVED to endorse the proposed decision as set out in the report, namely to:

a) Agree to become a member of the Fostering Recruitment and Retention
programme.

b) Agree to enter into relevant agreements with the DfE to join a Pathfinder
Region for the delivery of the creation of end-to-end improvements in the
Fostering Recruitment and Retention Programme (agreements to include the
acceptances of relevant Memorandums of Understandings and associated
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funding, and partnership agreements with other local authorities in the
assigned regional cluster).

c) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated
Children’s Services, to take other relevant actions, including but not limited
to, finalising the terms of reference and entering into required contracts or
other legal agreements, as necessary to implement the decision.

Targeted Short Breaks for Disabled Children and Young People
(Item 11)

Christy Holden, Head of Children’s Commissioning, Steve Lusk, Senior
Commissioner and Kevin Kasaven, Director of Children's Countywide Services
were in attendance for this item.

1. Ms Holden introduced the report.
2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e Work on the strategy had identified areas of Kent where less provision was
available. The South Kent Coast was an area that would be targeted to try
and increase the provision available in the area.

e Work was underway to look at what services could be offered by special
schools, particularly during school holiday periods.

e KCC provided some in-house short breaks services; this was funded
separately and was reviewed each year.

e Negotiations were underway for additional funding from the Kent and
Medway Integrated Care Board, this fund usually amounted to around
£20,000 per annum.

3. RESOLVED to endorse the proposed decision as set out in the report, namely to:

a) Approve the provision of grants to external providers to deliver Short
Breaks for Disabled Children and Young People Service by commencing an
Open Grants Process for the period 1 April 2024 — 31 March 2026.

b) Delegate authority to award grants to providers to the Corporate Director
for Children, Young People and Education in consultation with the Cabinet
Member for Integrated Children’s Services.

c) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director for Children, Young People
and Education to take other relevant actions, including but not limited to
finalising the terms of and entering into required legal agreements, as
necessary to implement the decision.

Supported Accommodation Service 16 - 19 and Transitional arrangements
(Item 17)

Christy Holden, Head of Children’s Commissioning, Robin Cabhill, Senior
Commissioner and Kevin Kasaven, Director of Children's Countywide Services
were in attendance for this item.
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12.

1. Ms Holden introduced the report.

2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

Legislation specified a requirement to offer accommodation and support for
16 and 17 year olds, however this decision would also provide new 16 and
17 year old service users with accommodation until they turned 19 years of
age. Young people aged 19 and over in education would also continue to
receive support from the care leavers service.

3. RESOLVED to endorse the proposed decision as set out in the report, namely to:

a) Approve the new Supported Accommodation Service for young adults up
to the age of 19, for those new entrants to the service at the age of 16/17.

b) Agree to directly award a new contract, under the same terms and
conditions to Clearsprings Ready Homes from 1 April 2024 to 31 March
2026 for 18+ Shared Accommodation Services to support transition.

c) Delegate to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People and
Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated Children’s
Services, to negotiate, finalise and enter into the relevant contracts with the
successful providers to deliver the Supported Accommodation contract, as
detailed in the Key Decision 22/00079.

d) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, to take other relevant actions, including but not limited to,
finalising the terms of, and entering into required contracts or other legal
agreements, as required to implement the decision.

School Maintenance - Landlord: Tenant Financial Thresholds
(Item 12)

lan Watts, Area Education Officer (North Kent) and Christine Mclnnes, Director of
Education and SEN were in attendance for this item.

1. Mr Watts introduced the report.

2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

The proposal could apply additional stress on school budgets. School
budgets were under pressure, however budget shortfalls should be
addressed through the national funding formula.

A condition report of primary schools within the LA’s portfolio could be made
available to Members of the Committee.

85% of schools elected not to respond to the survey, it should not be
assumed that the non-responders were in support of the proposals.

Some schools might have higher than expected costs due to the age of the
building or other specific circumstances; there needed to be flexibility to
accommodate exceptional situations.

3. RESOLVED to endorse the proposed decision to propose to the Schools’
Funding Forum that the financial limits for the costs of repairs and maintenance of
schools are increased as set out in paragraphs 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 of the report.
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13.

14.

Establishment of two new Special Free Schools, in Swanley and Whitstable.
(Item 13)

Marisa White, Area Education Officer - East Kent, lan Watts, Area Education
Officer (North Kent) and Christine Mclnnes, Director of Education and SEN were in
attendance for this item.

1. Mr Love introduced the item noting that in due course planning applications
would be submitted by the DfE for consideration by the relevant District LA. Once
complete, more children would be able to access a school that suited their needs
and was closer to their homes.

2. Ms White added that there had been considerable interest from trusts wanting to
run the sites. The recruitment of a trust would be led by the DfE in consultation with
KCC. Plans would be submitted for planning approval towards the end of 2024,
once a trust was appointed. It was intended for the schools to open in September
2026.

3. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e There were some concerns about the placement of the school on the
Whitstable site.

e There would be a transportation cost saving if children attended a school
closer to their home, and an increase in their well-being from reduced travel
time.

4. RESOLVED to endorse the recommendation as set out in the report, namely to:

a) Note the progress of the bids for the new special schools that were made as
part of the Safety Valve submission and agreements entered into as set out in
Annex A of the report, and

b) Endorse the proposed decision to approve arrangements to establish two
new special free schools in Whitstable and Swanley in accordance with free
school presumption process and relevant Safety Valve agreements.

Kent Partnership County Youth Justice Plan 2023/24
(Item 14)

Dan Bride, Assistant Director and Head of Youth Justice and Carolann James,
Interim Director of Operational Integrated Children’s Services were in attendance
for this item.

1. Ms Bride introduced the report.
2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e At the time of agenda publication, the details of the grant were unavailable;
details have now been received and could be shared with Members after the
meeting.

e The Partnership’s strategies, such as the Prevention Strategy could be
shared with Members after the meeting.
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e The focused deterrent work was financed by the Violence Reduction Unit.
They provided Partnership Members with funding to undertake deterrent
activities.

e The Response Team worked alongside Youth Workers and they visited
target areas together.

e Refrain activities had become a key performance indicator and would be
included in future reports.

e The allocation of the Secure Remand Grant had reduced in 2023/24. The
amount received was determined by the number of young people held in
secure remand in the preceding year. The reduction in grant was an
indication of Kent Youth Justice’s success in reducing the number of secure
remands in 2022/23.

3. RESOLVED to note and endorse the Plan.

School Expansions/Alterations

15. Kings Hill Primary School Roof Maintenance
(Item 15a)

Nicholas Abrahams, Assistant Director for Education (West Kent) was in
attendance for this item.

1. Mr Abrahams introduced the report.
2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e The defects replacement period for the wooden shingle tiles expired around
10 years ago, this was 15 years after instillation. The use of wooden
shingles on a shady part of the roof, had led moisture retention and the
degradation of the shingles.

e The use of wooden shingle tiles had been a planning condition at the time of
instillation however, a variation to the condition has been sought from the
planning authority to allow the shingles to be replaced with a metal roof.

3. RESOLVED to endorse the recommendation as set out in the report, namely to:

a) Authorise the allocation of £1,100,000 from the Children’s, Young People
and Education Annual Planned Enhancement Budget to permit the required
repair works;

b) Delegate authority to the Director of Infrastructure to, in consultation with
the Director of Education, enter into any necessary contracts or other legal
agreements, as required to implement this decision; and

c) Agree for the Director of Infrastructure to be the nominated Authority
Representative within the relevant agreements, with authority to enter into
variations as envisaged under the contracts.

16. Meadowfield (Foundation) Special School Satellite Provision at Sunny Bank
Primary School
(Item 15b)
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17.

Marisa White, Area Education Officer - East Kent, lan Watts, Area Education
Officer (North Kent) and Christine Mclnnes, Director of Education and SEN were in
attendance for this item.

1. Ms White introduced the report.
2. Further to questions and comments from Members, it was noted that:

e Satellite sites were often required when schools were unable to expand
further on their existing sites.

e Sometimes, with the parents’ consent, the head teacher and staff of a
special school may identify children who could move into mainstream
education. However, some parents of children with SEN may not wish to
send their child to a satellite special school if they felt that it was a stepping
stone into mainstream education.

3. RESOLVED to endorse the recommendation as set out in the report.

Post Meeting Note:
There was a typographical error in recommendation a) of the report, namely;

a) Authorise the allocation of £1,500,000 from the High Needs Capital Funding
Budget to fund the satellite provision of Meadowfield Special School at Fulston
Manor Secondary School.

The recommendation should have referenced authorisation of the allocation of
£1,600,000 from the High Needs Capital Funding Budget.

Members of the Committee have been advised of the correction and the Record of
Decision agreed and signed by the Cabinet Member of Education and Skills on
12.10.2023, detailed the correct figure of £1,600,000.

Work Programme
(Item 16)

1. RESOLVED to agree the work programme and consider the addition of an item

about LA Maintained Schools Condition Surveys, and an item about Family Hubs,
at the November CYPE CC agenda setting meeting.
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Agenda Iltem 5

From: Derek Murphy, Cabinet Member for Economic
Development

Sue Chandler, Cabinet Member for Integrated Children's
Services

Rory Love, Cabinet Member for Education and Skills

To: Children, Young People and Education Cabinet Committee,
21 November 2023

Subject: Initial Draft Budget 2024-25 and MTFP 2024-27
Classification: Unrestricted
Summary:

The attached report sets out the background to the setting of the capital
programme, revenue budget and medium-term financial plan (MTFP) for the
forthcoming year. The report includes fuller details of funding, spending,
savings, income and reserves estimates in the initial draft revenue budget
together with analysis of risks.

The same budget report is being presented to each Cabinet Committee as it is
a standard report for the whole council, focussing on the key strategic
considerations underpinning the decisions necessary for County Council to
agree the budget at the Budget Meeting in February.

The relevant Cabinet Members will outline the key budget points relating to their
portfolio as part of the Cabinet Committee consideration, to clarify the budget
areas within scope of the Committee and to seek feedback on the relevant
proposals.

To support ongoing budget consideration by Members, outside of the particular
Cabinet Committee stage of the budget development process, a separate
interrogatable dashboard is available to Members, setting out key information
about individual elements of the initial draft revenue budget.

Recommendations:

The Children, Young People and Education Cabinet Committee is asked to:

a) NOTE the initial draft capital and revenue budgets including responses to
consultation

b) SUGGEST any changes which should be made to the section of the
budget related to the Cabinet Committee’s portfolio area before the draft is
considered by Cabinet on 25th January 2024 and presented to Full County
Council on 19th February 2024
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Contact details

Report Author(s)
e Dave Shipton (Head of Finance Policy, Planning and Strategy)
¢ 03000 419418
e dave.shipton@kent.gov.uk

Relevant Corporate Director:
e Zena Cooke
¢ 03000 416854
e zena.cooke@kent.gov.uk
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Executive Summary

1.1  This report sets out the proposals in the administration’s initial draft revenue budget
2024-25 and three-year medium term financial plan (MTFP) 2024-27. The report and
appendices provide the essential information for the scrutiny process in advance of full
Council approval in February 2024. As reported to Policy & Resources committee in July
2023 the draft budget for scrutiny is being published earlier than in recent years for the
November 2023 cycle of meetings; initially enabled by the announcement of the settlement
principles for 2024-25 in the 2023-24 local government finance settlement, and more
importantly to free up capacity in the January 2024 cycle of meetings for key decisions on
individual aspects of the budget proposals to be considered and agreed in principle pending
County Council approval of the budget on 19" February 2024.

1.2 This timescale was planned before the challenge of further significant revenue
overspends emerged in the first budget monitoring for 2023-24 as reported to Cabinet on
17t August 2023. These overspends are principally in adult social care (older persons and
to a lesser extent vulnerable adults), home to school transport, and placement costs for
children in care. The level of spending growth in these areas in recent years has been
increasing at an unsustainable rate within the constraints of current government spending
plans for local government. This growth has added significantly to the revenue budget
challenge for 2024-25, not only from the need to reflect the full year effect of unbudgeted
activity and costs during 2023-24 (and later stages of 2022-23) into 2024-25, but also on
future forecasts for impact from cost drivers and demand. Inevitably an earlier publication
for scrutiny also means that the initial draft budget is based on the best estimates available
at the time and the final draft budget will need to be based on the latest information
available in December/January (including the local government settlement announcement
for 2024-25 and tax base estimates). Therefore, all the financials in the initial draft are
necessarily provisional.

1.3  The report to Cabinet on 5" October “Securing Kent's Future — Budget Recovery
Strategy” set out the necessity to address the structural budget deficits that have led to
overspends in 2022-23 and 2023-24, and to bring the council back into financial
sustainability based on securing the provision of services for Kent residents whilst meeting
the statutory Best Value duties. The budget recovery plan set out the broad strategic
approach with specific focus on the actions in 2023-24 that would have an immediate
impact to bring current year spending back into balance as quickly as possible (many of
which are one-offs and would not feed through into 2024-25).

1.4  The recovery plan set out separately the proposed strategies to meet the objective of
delivering savings and future cost reductions over the medium to longer term impacting on
2024-25 budget and 2024-27 MTFP. Not all the detail of this second objective has yet been
fully worked up in time for the publication of the initial draft budget for November scrutiny
and delivering some of the structural changes to resolve deficits will take time. At this stage
the administration’s initial draft budget for 2024-25 and MTFP 2024-27 is unbalanced with
budget gaps, and with indicative amounts from the broad strategic objectives in the recovery
plan identified but with further detail to follow. However, this does not preclude scrutiny of
the initial draft spending, savings, income and reserves estimates towards balancing the
budget against the estimated 2024-25 settlement and council tax. An updated draft will
need to be published in January 2024 with any missing detail for further scrutiny and
consideration of key decisions in March 2024. As in previous years a final draft will be
published on 9" February in accordance with publication deadlines for County Council
consideration and approval on 19" February 2024.
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Executive Summary (cont’d)

1.5 The budget recovery strategy identified 3 main areas where there is the biggest
opportunity for further substantial savings and to reduce costs in 2024-25 to resolve the gap
and balance the budget. These include review of demand and cost drivers in adult social
care, children’s services and home to school transport leading to scope to reduce future
cost growth; contract renewals in the next 12 months; and further targeted savings including
bringing forward savings in later years of MTFP.

1.6  The financial sustainability of a number of councils is a national concern at this time,
and many of the spending growth pressures impacting on KCC are common in other
councils. Whilst KCC will seek to take all the necessary steps to manage future spending
within resources available through savings, income and future cost avoidance this will not
necessarily fully secure the Council’s financial resilience and sustainability if future spending
growth continues at unsustainable levels. In particular, if the structural deficits in key
spending areas in adults and children’s are not addressed there will become a point where
the council is unable to balance the budget on a sustainable basis from savings in other
spending areas.

1.7  The draft revenue estimates for spending, savings, income and reserves have been
set out in a more accessible format. This change was planned alongside the earlier
publication timescale and the development of outcomes based budgeting. It is designed to
enable plans to be considered from the perspective of the main spending areas accounting
for over 80% of revenue spending (excluding non-attributable costs), as well as the
traditional directorate perspective. The main spending areas cover care support &
preventative services for older persons, care support & preventative services for vulnerable
adults, care support & preventative services for vulnerable and disabled children, public
transport (including home to school transport), waste recycling & disposal, and highways
management & maintenance. The more accessible format comprises of dashboards that
allow interrogation in more detail of current spending and proposed changes from spending
growth, savings, income and reserves that lead to draft net spending plans for 2024-25 and
subsequent years, as well as providing background information on key impacts, risks,
sensitivities and dependencies. These dashboards replace the previous tabular formats
and are only available internally within the Council (link sent with budget papers). The
estimates are an early forecast which can, and in all likelihood will, change in the final draft
budget. Effectively this means the gap presented is a figure within a likely range.

1.8 The draft capital plan will not be published for November scrutiny. The final draft
programme will be published in January to ensure that the plan can fully reflect grant
notifications and the latest forecast spending on projects and rolling programmes including
rollovers from the 2022-23 outturn.
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Executive Summary (cont’d)

1.9 As well as the impacts of current year overspends and future forecast cost drivers
and demand, inflation is still forecast to remain at historically high levels during 2023-24 and
into 2024-25. Inflation impacts on the costs of goods and services in revenue budgets and
costs of labour, fees and materials on capital projects. At this stage the impact of inflation
built into budget estimates is based on the March 2023 forecasts from the Office of Budget
responsibility (OBR). The March 2023 OBR forecasts were for Consumer Price Index (CPI)
to peak at 10.7% in quarter 4 2022, thereafter reducing to:

9.7% in quarter 1 2023

6.9% in quarter 2 2023

5.4% in quarter 3 2023

2.9% in quarter 4 2023

1.5% in quarter 1 2024

1.10 Inflationary uplifts are applied according to the terms of individual contracts including
timing. This means that in many cases mid-year uplifts have a part year impact in 2023-24
and full year impact in 2024-25. The rate of inflation in 2023 has not reduced as quickly as
the March 2023 OBR forecast, with reported CPI from Office for National Statistics (ONS) of
10.2% quarter 1, 8.4% quarter 2 and 6.7% quarter 3 2023. Revenue spending subject to
inflation is around £1.4bn, so each 1% adds £14m to council costs.

1.11 The administration’s initial draft budget includes a 4.992% assumed increase in
Council Tax charge. This would increase the County Council share of the bill for a typical
band D household by £1.47 per week (E76.59 per year). Council Tax is the council’s most
significant source of income to fund essential services, and whilst the administration seeks
to keep increases to a minimum, the assumed amount is in line with the government’s
principles for 2024-25 announced in the 2023-24 local government finance settlement of a
3% referendum limit and 2% adult social care precept. The tax base (the number of
dwellings liable for council tax after discounts, exemptions and assumed collection rates) is
assumed to increase by 1.7%, which is around the normal level we would expect from
growth in the number of households and anticipated changes to discounts. The council tax
precept is based on combination of the council tax band D charge and the estimate of the
net number of band D equivalent properties in the tax base for 2024-25. The tax base
estimate is ultimately determined by collection authorities (district and borough councils) for
the final draft budget and council tax precept for full Council approval on 19t February.
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Background and Context

2.1 The setting of the budget is a decision reserved for Full Council. The Council’s
Budget and Policy Framework requires that a draft budget is issued for consultation with the
Cabinet and Scrutiny Committees to allow for their comments to be considered before the
final budget proposals are made to Full Council.

2.2 The overall strategy for the budget is to ensure that the Council continues to plan for
revenue and capital budgets which are affordable, reflect the Council’s strategic priorities,
allow the Council to fulfil its statutory responsibilities and continue to maintain and improve
the Council’s financial resilience. This is consistent with the objectives set out in Securing
Kent's Future — Budget Recovery Strategy. However, these aims are not always an easy
combination and involves some difficult decisions about service levels and provision both for
the forthcoming year and over the medium term. In reaching this balance it is essential that
the Council has regard to bearing down on spending growth (future price inflation, non
inflation related cost increases and demand increases), delivering efficiency/transformation
savings, generating income to fund services, and agreeing changes in policies to reduce
current recurring spending and/or avoid future spending while making the necessary
investments to support service improvement. In this context it is worth clarifying that
savings relate to reducing current recurring spend whereas bearing down on future growth
is cost avoidance, both amount to the same end outcome of reducing future spending from
what it would otherwise have needed to be without action and intervention. The initial draft
budget should be assessed against these aims recognising that there are still gaps to close.

2.3 The Council is under a legal duty to set a balanced and sustainable budget and
maintain adequate reserves such that it can deliver its statutory responsibilities and
priorities. A MTFP covering the entirety of the resources available to the Council is
considered to be the best way that resource prioritisation and allocation decisions can be
considered and agreed in a way that provides a stable and considered approach to service
delivery and takes into account relevant risks and uncertainty. However, it must also be
acknowledged that the Government’s Autumn Budget 2022 statement only covered a 2-year
period, and the Local Government Finance settlement (LGFS) announcements to date only
contained high level principles for 2024-25 with little detail and no indicative allocations for
individual authorities. This means that the funding for 2024-25 is a best estimate at this
stage and the forecasts for later years are speculative, consequently planning has to be
sufficiently flexible to respond accordingly. Even so, it is clear that 2024-25 and medium
term to 2026-27 are likely to continue to be exceptionally challenging and will require real
terms reductions even though overall net cash spending is increasing. This will be a difficult
message to convey.

2.4  As the Council develops its detailed proposals it must continue to keep under review
those key financial assumptions which underpin the Council’s MTFP particularly in the
context of wider public spending and geo-economic factors. Over the previous decade the
Council had to become ever more dependent on locally raised sources of income through
Council Tax and retained business rates, and it is only in recent years that additional central
government funding has been made available to local authorities primarily to address
spending pressures in social care (albeit at a time when the national public sector deficit has
been increasing). However, there is no certainty that this additional central government
funding will be baselined for future years.
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Background and Context (cont’d)

2.5 In accordance with Financial Regulations, a medium-term capital programme and
financing plan is prepared on an annual basis. Where capital estimates are included,
funding must be secured and approved prior to any expenditure being incurred.

2.6 Setting the annual budget is one of the most significant decisions the County
Council takes each year. It sets the County Council’'s share of council tax and the overall
resource framework in which the Council operates. The administration’s budget is the
financial expression of the council’s strategic priorities. The budget gives delegated
authority to manage the budget to Corporate Directors and Directors within the parameters
set out in the Council’'s Constitution and Financial Regulations. Corporate Directors and
Directors are accountable for spending decisions within delegated powers reporting to the
Chief Executive, and these are monitored through the council's budget monitoring
arrangements regularly reported to Cabinet. The draft budget is developed, scrutinised and
ultimately approved in compliance with the following six key considerations:

A) Strategic Priorities — Strategic Statement

2.7 The County Council approved a new strategic statement “Framing Kent’'s Future
(FKF)” on 26th May 2022. The statement sets out the challenges and opportunities Kent is
faced with and the actions the Council will prioritise to address them over the next four
years focussing on four key priorities. The 2023-24 budget recognised that the significant
shift in the financial and operating landscape since FKF’s approval meant that policy and
service decisions had to be taken to balance the budget which could run counter to the
priorities and ambition set out in Framing Kent’'s Future.

2.8 Securing Kent's Future (SKF) has explored these shifts in more depth and
acknowledges that given the significance of adults and children’s social care within the
council’s budget, and that spending growth pressures on the council’s budget overwhelming
(but not exclusively) come from social care, that the priority of delivering New Models of
Care and Support within FKF must take precedence over the other priorities. This creates
an expectation that council services across all directorates must collectively prioritise
delivering the new models of care and support objective as a collective enterprise.

2.9 This does not mean that the other objectives of Levelling Up Kent, Infrastructure for
Communities, and Environmental Step Change are not still important and all work on these
must stop. However, the scope of these other three objectives will have to be scaled back
in terms of additional investment and funding, and management time and capacity that can
reasonably be given to them.
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Background and Context (cont’d)

B) Best Value

2.10 SKF has recognised that the Council must prioritise its Best Value statutory
responsibility. The expansion of the legislative framework in which councils operate in has
extended statutory duties without the necessary additional financial resources through
increased government funding or income generating/local tax raising powers to cover the
additional costs. The government has recently issued revised statutory Best Value
guidance (subject to consultation) reminding local authorities of the requirement to secure
continuous improvement having regard to economy, efficiency and effectiveness. The
revised guidance goes on to explicitly state that this covers delivering a balanced budget,
providing statutory services, including adult social care and children’s services, and
securing value for money in all spending decisions.

2.11 The implication is clear. Those councils that cannot balance competing statutory
duties, set a balanced budget, deliver statutory services, and secure value for money are
not meeting their legal obligations under the Local Government Act 1999. Consequently,
the statutory Best Value duty must frame all financial, service and policy decisions and the
council must pro-actively evidence the best value considerations, including budget
preparation and approval. The initial draft budget is a step towards this enhanced Best
Value compliance and we will look to develop Best Value assessment of individual elements
within budget proposals in later drafts (and subsequent budgets) but these will not be ready
for this initial draft and until the further detail to resolve budget gaps has been completed.

C) Requirement to set a balanced budget

2.12 The Local Government Finance Act 1992 requires the Council to consult on and
ultimately set a legal budget and Council Tax precept for the forthcoming financial year,
2024-25. This requirement applies to the final draft budget presented for County Council
approval. It does not apply to interim drafts. Whilst there is no legal requirement to set a
balanced MTFP, this is considered good practice with an expectation that the financial
strategy is based on a balanced plan in the medium term (albeit the resource equation
beyond 2024-25 is still highly uncertain)

2.13 Setting the Council’'s revenue and capital budgets for the forthcoming year will be
incredibly challenging due to the economic circumstances and forecast levels of growth
pressures on council services. This has made current year budgets significantly more
volatile due to unpredictable cost of providing council services from inflation, market
conditions, delivering statutory responsibilities and ultimately client and resident
expectations. Demand is also unpredictable although currently this is less volatile in terms
of client numbers in most services. This volatility has knock-on consequences for our ability
to forecast future spending requirements and income levels.

2.14 The LGFS for 2023-24 provided some additional certainty and increase in the
resources available to the local government sector as a whole (and social care in particular)
through the announcement of core principles for council tax referendum and grant
settlements for 2024-25. The announcement did not include any indicative amounts for
individual authorities for 2024-25 although we are able to estimate the likely amount with a
reasonable degree of certainty providing the allocation methodology is not significantly
altered for 2023-24.
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Background and Context (cont’d)

2.15 The Council has a statutory duty to set a balanced budget. However, what is meant
by ‘balanced’ is not defined in law and relies on the professional judgement of the Chief
Financial Officer to ensure that the budget is robust and sustainable. A prudent definition of
a balanced budget would be a financial plan based on sound assumptions which shows
how planned spending and income equals the available funding for the forthcoming year.
Plans can take into account deliverable cost savings and/or local income growth strategies
as well as useable reserves. The government has confirmed that the Statutory Override for
the Dedicated Schools Grant deficits is extended for a further 3 years from 2023-24 to 2025-
26. However, despite this extension under the Safety Valve programme the Council will
have to start to make provision for a contribution in the 2024-25 budget and subsequent
years for the duration of the agreement towards the accumulated DSG deficit.

2.16 While there is no legal definition of a balanced budget, legislation does provide a
description to illustrate when a budget is considered not to balance:
e where the increased uncertainty leads to budget overspends of a level which reduce
reserves to unacceptably low levels, or
e where an authority demonstrates the characteristics of an insolvent organisation,
such as an inability to pay creditors.

2.17 The administration’s initial draft budget includes a significant increase in risks, due to
the combination of the magnitude of overspends in the current year (including under
delivery of savings plans), unsustainable levels of growth and the need to avoid/reduce
these, the magnitude of savings/income required for 2024-25, and external factors including
geo economic circumstances and the impact of a recent high court order that the Council
must take all possible steps to care for all Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking (UAS) children
arriving in the county under the Children’s Act 1989, unless and until they are transferred to
other local authorities under the National Transfer Scheme. The risks from the judgment
not only arise from the cost of securing additional care provision for UAS children should
government departments not fully compensate the council but also knock-on consequences
on the availability and cost of care for other children already in Kent. To date the offer is
circa £9m which is insufficient to cover forecast costs for caring for UAS children for the
remainder of 2023-24 which if not resolved would leave a forecast deficit, and no offer has
yet been made for 2024-25. This combination poses a major threat to the Council’s
financial sustainability.

2.18 The increased risks means there will need to be a very robust approach to
negotiating and agreeing prices for a range of council services to stay within the inflation
allocations in the draft budget, an enhanced emphasis on controlling the drivers of non-
inflation related cost increases, a more rigorous approach to managing, monitoring and
reporting on demand for council services and greater oversight, monitoring and reporting of
savings delivery to reduce the risk of further calls on reserves. The level of savings required
in 2024-25 and over the medium term continues to be higher than in recent years driven
largely by growth in spending rather than cuts in funding, representing a new and very
specific challenge.
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Background and Context (cont’d)

2.19 To avoid the risk of an unbalanced budget the Council has to be financially resilient.
Good financial management is fundamental in establishing confidence in the budget and
ensuring that the finances can withstand unexpected shocks. The Council undertook a
review of each Directorate’s financial management arrangements, following the Council
wide financial management review undertaken by the Chartered Institute of Public Finance
and Accountancy (CIPFA). The Council is also developing Outcomes Based Budgeting
which will see a more integrated approach to budget and service planning over the MTFP
period focussing on priority outcomes and value for money.

2.20 Setting a clear medium-term financial plan (MTFP) also strengthens the Council’s
financial resilience by identifying financial issues early and options for potential solutions.

D) Budget Consultation
2.21 The Council launched a consultation on the 2024-25 budget on 13" July 2023. The

consultation was open until 6" September 2023 and can still be viewed via the
https://letstalk.kent.gov.uk/budget-consultation-2024-25 Council’s website.

2.22 2,620 responses were received which is higher than the 2,161 responses to last
year’s budget consultation. Responses were received from Kent residents, KCC staff and
local businesses. 49.8% of respondents found out about the consultation via Facebook
advertising, 19.4% via a KCC e-mail and/or website.

2.23 A supporting document set out the background to the consultation including key facts
about Kent, KCC’s strategic priorities, the financial challenges the council has had to
address in recent years, the 2022-23 budget outturn, and the 2023-24 budget. The
document included information on the council tax referendum principles together with the
assumed levels for 2024-25 and impact on council tax bills. The document sets out the
financial outlook for the forthcoming year and the difficult decisions that will be needed to
balance significant forecast spending increases with the forecast resources from council tax
and central government settlement.

2.24 The supporting document focuses on the six main spending areas which account for
over 80% of revenue spending (excluding non-attributable costs):

. Care, support and preventative services for vulnerable adults (32%)

. Care, support and preventative services for vulnerable and disabled children (17%)
. Care, support and preventative services for older persons (15%)

. Public transport including home to school transport (8%)

. Waste recycling and disposal (7%)

. Highways management and maintenance (4%)

2.25 The consultation sought views on both the general council tax and the adult social
care levy, and whether increases up to the referendum level are supported, increases
should be less than referendum level, or any increase is opposed. The consultation sought
views on spending priorities within the big six areas, and whether current spending is too
little, too much or about right. The consultation sought views on if spending has to be
reduced in one of the big six areas which should it be. The consultation also sought views
on ideas for savings.
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Background and Context (cont’d)

2.26 A separate detailed report setting out the responses received is included as a
background document to this report.

E) Equalities Considerations

2.27 The Equality Act 2010 requires the Council, in the exercise of its functions to have
due regard to eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation, advance
equality of opportunity and foster good relations between people who share a protected
characteristic and those who do not.

2.28 To help meet its duty under the Equality Act the council undertakes equality impact
assessments to analyse a proposed change to assess whether it has a disproportionate
impact on persons who share a protected characteristic. As part of our budget setting
process an equality impact assessment screening will be completed for each savings
proposal to determine which proposals will require a full equality impact analysis (with
mitigating actions set out against any equality risks) prior to a decision to implement being
made.

2.29 The amounts for some savings can only be confirmed following consultation and
completion of an equalities impact assessment. Consequently, amounts are only planned
at the time the budget is approved and can change. Any changes will be reported through
the in-year budget monitoring reports which will include separate and specific consideration
of delivery of savings plans.

F) Treasury Management Strategy

2.30 The Treasury Management Strategy Statement will be included as an appendix to
the report for approval by full Council in accordance with the CIPFA Treasury Management
Code of Practice. The Statement sets out the proposed strategy with regard to borrowing,
the investment of cash balances and the associated monitoring arrangements.

2.31 The prudential indicators set out in the Treasury Management Strategy and Capital
Strategy will be based on the first three years of the 10 year Capital Programme.
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Principles for 2024-25 Local Government Finance Settlement

3.1 The provisional local government finance settlement for 2023-24 included guiding
principles for 2024-25, although no indicative figures for individual councils were set out.
The guiding principles related to council tax referendum principles, additional social care
grants announced as part of a two-year package for 2023-24 and 2024-25 in the Autumn
2022 Budget, and uplifts to retained business rates and Revenue Support Grant (RSG)
linked to business rate multipliers.

3.2  The guiding principle on council tax is that referendum limits for 2024-25 would be
the same as 2023-24 i.e. for authorities with adult social care responsibilities an increase in
the general precept of up to but not exceeding 3% without the requirement for a
referendum, and adult social care levy of up to but not exceeding 2%. The initial draft
budget assumes a council tax increase of 4.992%, the maximum that would be allowed
without a referendum.

3.3  The additional grants for social care include:

e an extra £532m nationally in the Social Care Grant for adults and children’s social
care (increasing the total grant from £1,345m to £1,877m). If the same distribution
methodology is used for 2024-25 as 2023-24 KCCs estimated share of the extra
would be £14.4m (increasing Social Care grant from £88.8m to £103.2m).

e an extra £283m nationally in the Market Sustainability and Improvement Fund
(increasing the total grant from £562m to £845m). If the same distribution
methodology is used for 2024-25 as 2023-24 KCCs estimated share of the extra
would be £7.3m (increasing Market Sustainability and Improvement Fund grant from
£14.4m to £21.7m).

e an extra £200m nationally in the local authority 50% share of the Discharge Fund
(increasing the total grant from £300m to £500m). If the same distribution
methodology is used for 2024-25 as 2023-24 KCCs estimated share of the extra
would be £4.7m (increasing Discharge Fund grant from £7.0m to £11.7m).

3.4 On 28" July 2023 the government announced a further £600m funding for adult
social care over 2023-24 and 2024-25. £570m was added to the Market Sustainability and
Improvement Fund (£365m in 2023-24 and a further £205m in 2024-25). KCC’s share in
2023-24 was £9.4m with an estimated share of £5.2m in 2024-25. The remaining £30m is
to be targeted to those authorities in the most challenged health systems (no details have
yet been published).

3.5 The estimated increased social care grants have been included in the initial draft
budget assumptions. The additional social care grants and increase in the adult social care
council tax precept must be passported into social care budgets. This effectively sets a
minimum increase in net spending on social care services between 2023-24 and 2024-25
and caps the amount that can be delivered from efficiency and transformation programmes
in social care services to offset increasing costs.
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Principles for 2024-25 Local Government Finance Settlement (cont’d)

3.6 The Non-Domestic Rating Bill is currently making its way through parliament. Most
of this will not affect the retained funding for local authorities other than it will confirm that
the annual indexation will be based on Consumer Price Index (CPI) rather than Retail Price
Index (RPI) and the increase in the small business and standard multipliers would be
decoupled. The impact of these changes on retained business rates funding is subject to
technical consultation which closes on 2" November. Ministers will still have the power to
approve a lesser increase in the multiplier. Minsters have used the power of a lesser
increase in recent years including using CPI rather than RPI (although local authorities have
been compensated for the impact on retained business rates through a separate Section 31
grant).

3.7  The initial draft budget assumes that retained business rates (including top-up grant)
and RSG will be uplifted by CPI (with no further compensation to RPI) as this was set out in
the guiding principles. At this stage there has been no assumption about the decoupling of
small business and standard multipliers pending the outcome of the consultation. This
could mean that future uplifts are either based on local weighted average tailored for each
authority according to the individual mix of small businesses and standard businesses within
the tax base, or an England wide national weighted average. The initial draft budget
assumes all increases are based on the un-decoupled small business rate multiplier
(assumed 1.4p less than standard multiplier for 2024-25). The final impact of the decision
on decoupled uplifts will need to be included in subsequent drafts once decisions have been
confirmed.
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Progress on Outcomes Based Budgeting

4.1  Traditionally the revenue budget has been determined on an incremental basis.
Incremental budgeting starts with the current year’'s budget and then adds/subtracts for
known and forecast changes. These changes include the full year effect of current year
forecast variances as well as future forecasts for pay/prices, service demands (largely
driven by non-inflation related demand and cost drivers), service improvements and
government legislation. These spending forecasts are then balanced against available
funding by spending reductions through savings and income. Non inflation related demand
and cost drivers would include things like increased costs of additional hours in care
packages, longer journey routes, and supplier competition.

4.2 Incremental budgeting is relatively simple to understand and is appropriate if the
primary cost drivers do not change from year to year, or changes can be robustly forecast.
One of the big challenges in recent years has been the scale and unpredictability of
changes in these non-inflation related demand and cost drivers and the difficulty in
forecasting them accurately. This has resulted in overspends. There are also other
problems with incremental budgeting as it tends to reinforce current practices and can lead
to budget slack due to the inbuilt incentive to over-estimate incremental changes or failure
to challenge the basis of current budgets. It is also highly susceptible to volatility from
external factors.

4.3 Outcomes based budgeting (OBB) seeks to challenge the orthodoxy of incremental
budgeting as it seeks to measure the difference that council spending is expected to make
to the quality of life for local residents and communities and target spending accordingly. It
will take some time to fully move to OBB due to the large amount of recurrent spending that
is effectively fixed in the short to medium term due to existing care and support packages,
contractual obligations, and long-standing agreements. This means that initially OBB is
focused on an alternative approach to determining the distribution of the available year on
year change in resources. This continues to be through the calculation of resource
envelopes. For 2024-25 budget and MTFP resource envelopes were set for each of the
next three years covering 2024-25 and indicative allocations for 2025-26 and 2026-27. The
envelopes for 2024-25 are more predictable with the announcement of guiding principles
within the 2023-24 settlement which confirmed increases in social care grants and council
tax referendum principles for 2024-25.

4.4  The resource envelopes allocate the forecast available additional resources after
taking account of corporate issues such as maintaining adequate and prudent reserves,
provision for Kent scheme pay award and debt charges to fund capital programme. The
resource envelopes for social care (adults and children’s) need to ensure that additional
resources from targeted government grants and specific council tax levy are passported in
full.

4.5 Envelopes have been set on an Outcomes Based approach for the “big six” spending
areas:

. care, support and preventative services for older persons

. care, support and preventative services for vulnerable adults

. care, support and preventative services for vulnerable and disabled children
. public transport (including home to school transport)

. waste recycling and disposal

. highways management & maintenance
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4.6 The resource envelope calculation for the big six is based on a combination of
unavoidable spending increases (largely contractual price increases) and savings from
existing incremental MTFP, with the balance of available resources allocated according to
outcomes. Effectively this replaces the previous incremental demographic demand growth
and service improvements with an Outcomes basis. The envelopes for remaining spending
outside the big six (other envelope) are set from the remaining resources based on
historical spend and existing incremental MTFP growth and savings/income.

Progress on Outcomes Based Budgeting (cont’d)

4.7  Services were tasked with identifying the actions they would need to take to manage
spending within the resource envelopes. The initial draft plans to date have led to
significant gaps in older people & vulnerable adults, integrated children’s and public
transport envelopes where spending growth to date is forecast to be greater than the
envelope and sufficient new savings/income have not been identified to manage within the
envelope. It will be essential in closing the gap that the further outstanding actions seek to
find ways to manage down the spending growth in these areas although this will take some
time and it is inevitable that spending in other areas will also have to reduce below the
levels expected in the envelope allocations. The council will need to engage additional
external support to assist with identifying solutions that enable future spending growth in
these key areas to be managed within the likely resources available within general fund
from local taxation and government settlement and that these services do not take up an
ever increasing and disproportionate share of the Council’s overall budget.

4.8 Currently there is a smaller gap in the waste recycling and disposal envelope and
small surpluses in highways and other envelopes. The overall gap in the initial draft
revenue budget of £48.8m will need to be closed across all envelopes for subsequent and
final drafts through the objectives and actions identified in the strategy reported to Cabinet

on 5" October 2023 “Securing Kent's Future — Budget Recovery Strategy”. The latest
position compared to the envelopes is set out in table 1 below.
Table 1 — Resource Envelopes compared to Initial Draft Spending Plans

Resource | Initial Draft Gap/

Envelope Plans (surplus)

£m £m £m

Older people & vulnerable adults 40.4 52.3 11.9
Integrated Children’s Services 3.7 21.4 17.8
Highways management & maintenance 4.8 4.3 -0.5
Waste recycling & disposal 0.7 3.0 2.3
Transport 3.9 26.3 22.3
Other -0.4 -1.3 -0.9
Corporate for reserves, pay & financing 46.9 42.7 -4.2
Total 99.8 148.6 48.8

Numbers rounded for clarity including totals. As a result, small rounding differences sometimes occur, and tables may
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Progress on Outcomes Based Budgeting (cont’d)

4.9 The spending plan submissions have been captured in a new way using sharepoint
templates. This allows for more consistency with strategic business planning, enables more
information to be collected and held centrally to inform budget decisions, and allows
members to access more information about the draft budget proposals as part of the
scrutiny process. The information from the templates is presented in a series of dashboards
that can be interrogated. These dashboards have been designed to provide a high level of
summary information which can then be drilled down. The information can be viewed from
directorate, OBB service category, and the traditional MTFP categories (prices, demand,
efficiencies, etc) perspectives.

4.10 A short video demonstration of the dashboards has been prepared to help to use
them. The dashboards can only be accessed through a kent.gov e-mail account. The
attached appendix C includes screen shots of examples from the dashboards. A brief
description of each of the spending growth, savings & income, and reserves entries in the
dashboard is set out in appendix D. The templates and dashboards are a new approach to
gathering and presenting budget information. This means that inevitably further
developments and improvements both to the design and presentation of them, and quality
of information, will be needed as these evolve.

4.11 This approach is part of a transition towards Outcomes Based Budgeting ensuring a
greater outcome focus on the most significant spending areas. This is not to say that other
services are not necessarily a priority and cannot be added to the outcome based approach
in later years. As the approach is developed increasingly future years envelopes will be
based on finance and performance outcomes metrics. These metrics will need to be
developed and agreed.

4.12 The core objectives of the revenue strategy are largely unchanged by an Outcome
Based approach. The core budget objectives are as follows:

. Maintain a balanced budget and medium-term financial plan with net expenditure
(after income and specific grants) not exceeding available funding from un-
ringfenced grants and local taxation

. Set a council tax that does not exceed the government referendum limits

. Ensure the council is financially sustainable minimising the risk that the council
could cease to be responsible for its financial and other affairs through
government intervention or appointment of commissioners

. Maintain an adequate and prudent level of reserves commensurate with risks

. Maintain and improve the council’s overall financial resilience through
sustainability of reserves, levels of external borrowing and debt costs, balance of
income compared to spend, proportion of council budget spent on social care

. Prudent management of cashflow and liquidity through Treasury Strategy which
balances risks and returns on financial investments and low interest costs and
certainty on borrowing

. Full cost recovery on charges for discretionary services other than where Cabinet
agrees to provide services at a subsidy and/or concession

. Prudent capital investment programme

. Aligns resources to the council’s strategic vision and priorities whilst allowing the

council to fulfil statutory obligations
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Council Tax

5.1  Council Tax income is a key source of funding for council services. The amount
generated through Council Tax is based on precept on collection authorities derived from
the estimated band D equivalent Council Tax Base (the number of weighted properties in
each band adjusted for exemptions, discounts and assumed collection rates) and the county
council share of the band D household charge.

5.2 A significant proportion of the funding towards the revenue budget is derived from the
County Council’s share of council tax. The County Council share of council tax typically
amounts to around 70% of a household council tax bill. The County Council charge is the
same for all households in the county (as is the share for Police & Crime Commissioner and
Fire and Rescue authority), the amount for district/borough and town/parish councils will
vary depending on the local area and the individual decisions of these councils.

5.3  The Council currently can, subject to legislative constraints, increase its Council Tax
rate through two mechanisms, the Adult Social Care (ASC) precept and general tax rate
increases. Each 1% increase in the Council Tax rate generates circa £8.9m per annum in
2024-25, which equates to an extra 29.5 pence per week for a band D property.

5.4  The guiding principles for 2024-25 allow for up to but not exceeding 3% general tax
rate increases without a referendum plus an additional Adult Social Care precept of up to
2%. These increases are based on the total county council share of the household charge
for 2023-24 (£1,534.23 for band D household). The administration’s initial draft budget
2023-24 includes an assumed 2.998% increase for the general precept (up to but not
exceeding the referendum level) and a further 1.994% increase for the adult social care levy
(ASCL). The impact of these assumed council tax increases on individual bands are shown
in table 2.

Table 2 — Assumed Council Tax Band Charges

Band Proportion of 2023-24 2024-25 2024-25
Band D Tax Rate (incl. ASCL) (excl. increase in | (incl. increase in
ASCL) ASCL)
A 6/9 £1,022.82 £1,053.48 £1,073.88
B 7/9 £1,193.29 £1,229.06 £1,252.86
C 8/9 £1,363.76 £1,404.64 £1,431.84
D 9/9 £1,534.23 £1,580.22 £1,610.82
E 11/9 £1,875.17 £1,931.38 £1,968.78
F 13/9 £2,216.11 £2,282.54 £2,326.74
G 15/9 £2,557.05 £2,633.70 £2,684.70
H 18/9 £3,068.46 £3,160.44 £3,221.64

5,5 The County Council's 2023-24 council tax charge (including Fire and Rescue

Authority to ensure valid like for like comparison) is currently 10t highest of the 21 counties
and 4" of the 7 south east counties. We will not know KCC's relative position on Council
Tax for 2024-25 until all county councils have agreed their precept and Council Tax charge
for 2024-25.
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Council Tax (cont’d)

5.6 The assumed tax base in the initial draft budget is 1.7% increase. This is based on
an assumed historical average increase of 1.5% for increases in number of dwellings and
changes in discounts, exemptions and assumed collection rates plus a further 0.2% for the
assumed impact if the remaining 9 councils remove the remaining discounts on empty
dwellings. Removing such discounts would be consistent with reducing the number of
empty dwellings and reducing collection costs. Removing empty property discounts would
also be more consistent with reforms in the Levelling up and Regeneration Bill which would
allow premiums to be charged on dwellings empty for more than one year as otherwise
owners of empty dwellings would pay reduced or no council tax in the first year a property
became empty but then double council tax in second year. At this stage the tax base
includes no assumption of these increased premiums pending progress of the Bill through
parliament.

5.7  The final council tax precept and council tax funding levels will have to be based on
tax base estimates notified by the 12 collection authorities. This could change from the
assumed tax base in the initial draft 2024-25 budget. Collection authorities also have to
notify estimated collection fund balance for over/under collection. This must also be
reflected in the final budget as over/under collection has to be taken into account as part of
the final decision on council tax charge for 2024-25. The initial draft includes an assumed
£7m collection fund balance.
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The Administration’s Initial Draft Budget Proposals [l

6.1 The administration’s initial draft capital and revenue budgets are subject to the
budget scrutiny process in November (with scrutiny of further detail to follow in January).
The estimates in the initial draft budget are early forecasts which can, and in all likelihood
will, change in the final draft budget. Following the scrutiny process the administration’s
final draft budget for approval by County Council will be published by 9" February 2024.
The full Council is responsible for agreeing the budget at the County Council meeting on
19" February 2024 (this is later than previous years to avoid the school holidays but does
mean that the council tax precept must be agreed even if other aspects of the budget are
deferred to the reserve date as district and borough councils need certainty over the county
council precept for their budget setting which is scheduled in the days immediately after the
county council meeting). As required by the Council's Constitution and Financial
Regulations, the final draft budget for County Council approval will be proposed by the
Leader and published in a format recommended by the Corporate Director, Finance and
agreed by the Leader.

6.2  The draft proposed ten-year capital spending plans for 2024-34 are being updated to

reflect the recent monitoring position and are currently work in progress. The updated plans

will need to include some minor changes as detailed below, with the comprehensive refresh

scheduled to be published in January:

. Roll overs from the 2022-23 outturn position,

. The transfer of small recurring annual spend to revenue,

. The addition of £26.1m between 2024-25 to 2026-27 to the corporate Modernisation
of Assets programme, funded from additional capital receipts,

. Reflection of the 2025-26 basic need grant allocations which resulted in £20.5m
additional grant in 2025-26,
. Replacement of £2.6m prudential borrowing with available grant in 2024-25.

6.3 The presentation of the administration’s draft revenue budget 2024-25 and 2024-27
MTFP focuses on the key policy and strategic implications of the proposals. The revenue
proposals are summarised in appendices A to D of this report. These appendices show the
spending, income and savings changes from the current year’s approved budget (2023-24)
and the financing requirements. Appendix A provides a high-level summary of the
proposed three-year plan for the whole council, showing separately the spending growth,
savings & income, changes in reserves for core KCC funded activity (funding from the local
government settlement and local taxation) from changes in externally funded activities
(largely specific grant funded).

6.4  Appendix B provides a directorate high level summary of the proposed plan for 2024-
25 again showing separately spending growth, savings & income, changes in reserves and
funding for core KCC funded activity (funding from the local government settlement and
local taxation) from changes in externally funded activities (largely specific grant funded).
Throughout this report the focus is on core funded spending, savings, income and reserves
as changes on externally funded spend are financially neutral.

6.5 Appendix C shows examples of the more detailed information available through the
dashboards. Appendix D provides a full list of individual spending and savings & income
items. Subsequent versions of the draft and final budget will provide more budget details in
other formats as the dashboards can only be accessed via a kent.gov e-mail account. The
dashboards have been designed specifically to address issues with previous budget
presentations for scrutiny purposes.
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The Administration’s Initial Draft Budget Proposals (cont’d) ﬂ

6.6 The final draft budget presented to County Council will include the key service
analysis. The original planned spending on key services is set out in appendix E of the final
approved Budget Book for 2023-24 (published in March) and available on KCC website at
https://www.kent.gov.uk/ data/assets/pdf file/0006/148947/Budget-Book-2023-24.pdf

It is not feasible or appropriate to produce a key service presentation in the initial draft
budget for scrutiny as the scrutiny process needs to focus on the proposed changes to the
approved budgets for 2023-24 before more detailed delivery plans are completed and these
plans will inform the key service budgets for 2024-25.

6.7  Additional proposed spending growth includes the impact of decisions and activities
already being delivered in the current year not included in the current base budget and
known future contractual obligations. It also includes forecasts for future cost or activity
changes for the forthcoming year, or changes in Council policy. These are set out in fuller
detail in dashboards including an explanation of the reasons for the change, key impacts
and risks, dependencies and sensitivities. As outlined in section 4, the dashboards have
been designed as a new approach but inevitably will need further development on design,
content and data quality.

6.8 The savings and income options in the dashboards follows a similar pattern with
proposed savings amounts derived from the full year effect of 2023-24 plans already
agreed; savings and income for 2024-25 in the original 2023-26 MTFP (albeit updated);
savings/income from the application of existing policies; savings/income that do not require
any changes in policy; and those that require policy changes presented as policy savings,
efficiency/transformation savings, income or financing savings. Given the scale of the
savings, enhanced detailed delivery plans will need to be prepared and monitoring
arrangements will be put in place in addition to the arrangements already embedded
through the monthly monitoring with budget managers and regular quarterly budget
monitoring reports to Cabinet.

6.9 The high-level equation for changes in planned revenue spending for 2024-25
(growth and savings), income and net budget, together with the balancing changes in
funding is shown in table 3 below. This summarises how the requirement to set a balanced
budget will be met once the outstanding actions for 2024-25 outlined in Securing Kent’s
Future have been finalised and confirmed. To improve transparency the spending, savings
and reserves from core KCC funds are shown separately from externally funded changes
(consistent with revised presentation of appendices A and B).
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The Administration’s Initial Draft Budget Proposals (cont’d)

Table 3 — Net Change in Spending and Funding

Change in Net Spending Core External | Change in Net Funding Core
Funded | Funded Funded
Assumed additional spending | £201.5m | -£24.1m | Increase in Social Care £31.7m
grants
Proposed savings from -£59.2m* Net Increase in other £7.9m
spending reductions and government grants
future cost avoidance
Proposed changes in income | -£10.1m* | -£0.3m | Change in council tax base £14.9m
Savings & future cost -£48.8m Assumed increase in council £44.5m
avoidance from SKF to be tax charge
identified
Assumed changes in specific £20.9m | Change in retained business £3.0m
government grants rates
Proposed net change in £16.4m £3.5m | Change in net collection -£2.2m
reserves fund balances/S31
compensation
Total Change in Net £99.8m £0.0m | Total Change in Net £99.8m
Spending Funding

*Net figures from original 2023-26 plan updated and new proposals

6.10 The increased and additional grants have been set out in more detail in the section
on the principles for 2024-25 local government finance settlement (section 3 of this report).
This includes the ASC Discharge Fund, increases in Social Care Grant and Market
Sustainability and Improvement Fund.

6.11 The initial draft MTFP does not show a balanced 3 year plan. The initial draft budget
for 2024-25 has a gap of £48.8m due to spending growth after savings, income and
reserves exceeding the estimated resources from the government settlement and local
taxation. The early forecasts on which the initial draft budget is based means that
effectively this means the gap presented is a figure within a likely range. The recovery plan
has set out indicative amounts from the further actions to close this gap although at this
stage these have not been worked in sufficient detail to include as savings and cost
reduction plans for the initial draft budget. The recovery plan identified 3 main areas where
there is the biggest opportunity for further savings and to reduce costs in 2024-25 to resolve
the gap and balance the budget. These include:

e review of demand and cost drivers in adult social care, children’s services and home
to school transport leading to scope to reduce future cost growth with a particular
focus on managing down demand and non-inflationary cost increases in line with the
best value principles outlined in section 2B of this report

¢ Review of all contracts due for renewal in the next 12 months with particular regard to
those that can be allowed to lapse and those where there can be a significant change
in specification leading to lower tender prices

e Further targeted policy savings in areas of non-statutory spending (including
elements of SEN, adult social care and children’s services), efficiency/transformation
savings such as planning of SEN transport routes, and bringing forward savings in
later years of MTFP.

Numbers rounded for clarity including totals. As a result, small rounding differences sometimes occur, and tables may
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The Administration’s Initial Draft Budget Proposals (cont'd) [l

These further detailed plans will need to be presented for scrutiny in January in advance of
the publication of final draft budget plans for full Council approval in February. The plans for
2025-26 and 2026-27 have further albeit lesser gaps although the funding and spending
forecasts are less reliable for these later years.

6.12 Pressures arising from Special Education Needs & Disabilities (SEND) impact upon
both the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) and the General Fund. Pressures on DSG are
addressed primarily by the Safety Valve mechanism, whereby Department for Education
provides a substantial contribution (up to £140m), in return for improvements to the SEND
system. Pressures on the General Fund are reflected primarily on the number of requests to
assess, produce and then annually review Education & Health Care Plans (EHCP) and the
associated increased SEND home to school transport costs.

6.13 There is already substantial work being undertaken to manage down this financial
pressure and additional work will focus on identifying and reviewing changes to existing
policy and practice so that we are meeting statutory minimum requirements, but ceasing
discretionary services where they are not cost effective and only issuing EHCPs where they
are necessary, and needs cannot be met by other means.

6.14 Where required consultation and Equality Impact Assessments (EQIA) will need to
be undertaken on individual new savings and income proposals. The final planned amounts
can only be confirmed following consultation and EQIA. Any variances between the
approved budget and final planned amounts will be included in the budget monitoring report
to Cabinet, together with progress on delivery.
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Revenue Strategy and Initial Draft Budget

Proposed Initial Draft 2024-25 Revenue Budget — key numbers

£1,415.4m

£201.5m

-£69.3m

£16.4m

-£48.8m

£936.2m

£39.6m

Assumed net revenue budget for 2024-25. This represents a £99.8m increase
on the final approved budget for 2023-24 of £1,315.6m.
Additional assumed core funded spending growth — see paragraph 7.1 for
more detail.
Assumed savings, income and future cost increase avoidance. Of this £28.3m
relates to proposed savings, £10.1m additional income generation (mainly
fees and charges), and £30.9m reductions in the amount assumed for future
demand and cost increases in adult social care and home to school transport
— see paragraph 7.2 for more detail.
Assumed net impact on the budget of changes in use of reserves including
new contributions and removing previous years drawdown and contributions —
see section 8 for more detail
Outstanding actions yet to be finalised from Securing Kent's Future — Budget
Recovery Strategy. These additional reductions will need to mainly come from
further avoidance of future spending increases from reviewing impact of cost
and demand drivers, contract renewals and further service savings.
Assumed to be raised from Council Tax precept. An increase of £59.4m on
2023-24. £14.9m is due to a 1.7% assumed increase in the tax base due to
additional dwellings, changes in discounts and exemptions and assumed
collection rates. £44.5m is from the assumed increase in the household
charge up to but not exceeding 5% (including £17.8m from the adult social
care levy).
Assumed increase in the local government grant settlement. This comprises:
e £14.4mincrease in Social Care Grant announced in 2023-24 settlement
from repurposed funding from social care charging reforms
e £12.5m increase in Market Sustainability and Improvement Fund to
support capacity and discharge (including £7.3m announced in 2023-24
settlement and £5.2m further announcement in summer 2023)
e £4.7m ASC Discharge Fund
e £10.2m indexed linked uplifts in business rate top-up, business rate
compensation and Revenue Support Grant
e -£2.3m removal of New Homes Bonus Grant

Revenue spending: a reminder of what it is
Revenue spending is spent on the provision of day to day services, either directly through KCC staff and
operational buildings, or commissioned from third parties. Revenue spending is identified as gross spend
and net spend after taking account of service income and specific government grants. The net revenue
budget requirement is funded by a combination of council tax, locally retained business rates and un-ring-
fenced grants from the Department for Levelling-up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) included in the

local government finance settlement.

Grants from other government departments are ring-fenced to

specific activities and are shown as income to offset the related spending.
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7.1  The additional assumed core funded spending growth (i.e. excluding changes arising
from external funding changes) of £201.5m for 2024-25 is summarised in appendices A and
B and set out in more detail in appendix D together with more detail in the dashboard. It has
been subdivided into the following categories:

Revenue Strategy and Initial Draft Budget (cont’d)

Net base budget Changes to reflect full year effect of variations in the current year's

changes
£45.5m

monitoring forecast compared to approved budget. These adjustments
are necessary to ensure the draft budget is based on a robust and
sustainable basis.

Demand and
cost drivers
£80.9m

Forecast estimates for future non-inflationary cost and demand
increases such as additional care hours, increased journey length’s, etc.
across a range of services including adult social care, integrated
children’s services, home to school transport and waste tonnage.

Price uplifts
£46.2m

Contractual and negotiated price increases on contracted services,
including full year effect of planned mid-year uplifts in current year and
forecast future price uplifts.

Pay
£14.2m

Additional net cost of assumed pay award and progression after savings
from appointing new staff lower in pay ranges.

Service
Strategies &
Improvements
£13.2m

Other assumed spending increases to deliver strategic priorities and/or
service improvements and outcomes including financing of capital
programme

Government &
Legislative
£1.4m

Additional spending to meet compliance with legislative and regulatory
changes

Numbers rounded for clarity including totals. As a result, small rounding differences sometimes occur, and tables may
appear not to add up.
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Revenue Strategy and Final Draft Budget (cont’d)

7.2  The proposed savings, income and future cost increase avoidance of £69.3m for
2024-25 are summarised in appendices A and B and set out in more detail in appendix D
together with more detail in the dashboard. It has been subdivided into the following
categories:

Policy Savings Savings arising from proposed changes in KCC policies including

£6.6m full year effect of 2023-24 savings and new proposals for 2024-25
(full year effect in later years will be shown in detail in future
drafts). Savings in this category are changes to charging policies
and changes in our service offer.

Transformation & Savings aimed at achieving improved or the same outcomes at
Efficiency Savings less cost including full year effect of 2023-24 savings and new
£49.4m proposals for 2024-25 (full year effect in later years will be shown

in detail in future drafts. Savings in this category include future
cost increase avoidance as well as reductions to existing
recurring spend. Transformation and efficiency savings include
contracted spending as well as in-house spending on staffing and
premises.

Financing Savings Review of amounts set aside for debt repayment (MRP) based on

£3.3m asset life and increased investment income returns.
Income Generation Increases in fees and charges for council services from applying
£10.1m existing policies on fee uplifts (including contributions from other

bodies) and new income generation proposals. Existing policies
include increases in client contributions in line with estimated
2024-25 benefits and other personal income increases and
increases in contributions to Kent Travel Saver and 16+ pass
linked to fare increases.
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Reserves  [IEMR

8.1 Reserves are an important part of the Council’s financial strategy and are held to
create long-term financial stability. They enable the Council to manage change without
undue impact on the Council Tax and are a key element of its financial standing and
resilience.

8.2 The Council’'s key sources of funding face an uncertain future and the Council
therefore holds earmarked reserves and a working balance to mitigate future financial risks.

8.3  There are two main types of reserves:
e Earmarked Reserves — held for identified purposes and are used to maintain a
resource in order to provide for expenditure in a future year(s).
e General Reserves — these are held for ‘unforeseen’ events.

8.4  The Council maintains reserves both for its General Fund activities and it accounts
for the reserves of its maintained schools. Schools are funded by a 100% government
grant, Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG). Local authorities cannot fund DSG activities from
the general fund without express approval from the Secretary of State. The Statutory
Override on DSG deficits has been extended for 3 years from 2023-24 to 2025-26, however
during this period it is essential that the Council makes provision for the local authority
contributions to the Safety Valve agreement. The Secretary of State has given the council
the necessary approval for KCC’s contribution to the Safety Valve to be funded from the
general fund. The Safety Valve agreement does not fully eliminate the risk of DSG
overspends until the plan has been fully delivered and high needs spending is contained
within the block of funding available within DSG.

8.5 There remains a significant risk to reserves from the forecast overspend for 2023-24
and the gap in 2024-25 in the initial draft budget until all the actions to bring spending in
2023-24 back into balance have been delivered and the actions to balance planned
spending in 2024-25 finalised and agreed. The level of reserves held is a matter of
judgment which takes into account the reasons why reserves are maintained and the
Council’s potential financial exposure to risks. A Reserves Policy is included as Appendix E
to this report. An analysis of budget risks is included as Appendix F, and risk register as
Appendix G.

8.6 The Council holds reserves in order to mitigate future risks, such as increased
demand and costs; to help absorb the costs of future liabilities; and to enable the Council to
initially resource policy developments and initiatives without a disruptive impact on Council
Tax. Capital reserves play a similar role in funding the Council’s capital investment strategy.

8.7 The Council also relies on interest earned through holding cash and investment
balances to support its general spending plans.

8.8 Reserves are one-off monies and, therefore, the Council generally aims to avoid
using reserves to meet on-going financial commitments other than as part of a sustainable
budget plan. The Council has to balance the opportunity cost of holding reserves in terms of
Council Tax against the importance of interest earning and long-term future planning.
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Reserves (cont'd) [IEN

8.9 Reserves are therefore held for the following purposes:

e Providing a working balance

e Smoothing the impact of uneven expenditure profiles between years e.g.
collection fund surpluses or deficits, local elections, structural building
maintenance and carrying forward expenditure between years.

e Holding funds for future spending plans e.g. capital expenditure plans, and for
the renewal of operational assets e.g. information technology renewal.

e Meeting future costs and liabilities where an accounting ‘provision’ cannot be
justified.

e Meeting future costs and liabilities so as to cushion the effect on services e.g.
the Insurance Reserve for self-funded liabilities arising from insurance claims.

e To provide resilience against future risks.

e To create policy capacity in the context of forecast declining future external
resources.

8.10 All earmarked reserves are held for a specific purpose. A summary of the movement
on each category of reserves is published annually, to accompany the annual Statement of
Accounts.

8.11 The administration’s Initial draft budget 2024-25 includes an assumed net £16.4m
increase in reserves impacting on the budget including new contributions and removing
previous years drawdown and contributions. These changes include the following main
changes:

Increased/new contributions £36.7m

e £16.2m general reserves including £11.1m repayment of 50% of the amount drawn
down to balance 2022-23 and £5.1m for the additional annual contribution to reflect the
increase in net revenue budget to maintain general reserves at 5%. The phased
repayment of 2022-23 drawdown means general reserves are not planned to be
returned to 5% of net revenue until 2025-26

e £15.1m DSG reserve for the planned 2024-25 local authority contribution to the safety
valve programme

e £4.3m repayment to smoothing reserves for planned drawdown to support 2023-24
budget

e £1.0m annual contribution to establish new Emergency Capital Events Reserve for
emergency capital works and revenue costs related to capital spend such as
temporary accommodation, and condition surveys which don't result in capital works

Drawdowns and Removal of Prior Year Drawdown and Contributions -£20.2m

e -£5.8m removal of 2023-24 contribution to general reserve for increase in net budget

e -£12m removal of contribution to risk reserve (now treated as contingent spend rather
than reserve)

e -£5.6m removal of 2023-24 contribution to Local Taxation Equalisation reserve

e -£1.2m removal of annual contribution for phased repayment of long term reserves
borrowed to fund grant reductions in 2011-12 as these are now fully repaid

e +£4.3m replace drawdown from reserves to support 2023-24 budget
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Appendices and background documents ||l

Appendices
High Level Summary 3 Year Draft Revenue Plan and Financing 2024-27 A
Directorate Summary of 2024-25 Spending, Savings & Income and Reserves B
Budget 2024-25 Dashboard C
List of individual spending growth and savings & income items D
Reserves Policy E
Budget Risks and Adequacy of Reserves F
Budget Risk Reqgister G

Background documents
Below are click-throughs to reports, more information, etc.
Click on the item title to be taken to the relevant webpage.

KCC’s Budget webpage
KCC’s Corporate Risk Register (item 9)
KCC’s Risk Management Strateqy, Policy and Programme (item 11)
KCC’s approved 2023-24 Budget
2024-25 Budget Consultation (Let's Talk Kent) including the Budget Consultation
report
June 2023 (high level update for August 2023) Monitoring Report
Securing Kent's Future — Budget Recovery Strategy
Securing Kent's Future — Budget Recovery Report

Numbers rounded for clarity including totals. As a result, small rounding differences sometimes occur, and tables may Page 27 of 27

appear not to add up. Page 39

|


https://www.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/finance-and-budget/our-budget
https://www.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/finance-and-budget
https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=144&MId=9127&Ver=4
https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=144&MId=9125&Ver=4
https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/148947/Budget-Book-2023-24.pdf
https://letstalk.kent.gov.uk/budget-consultation-2024-25
https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/documents/s121239/Revenue%20and%20Capital%20Budget%20Monitoring%20Report%20June%20high%20level%20update%20for%20August%202023-24.pdf
https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/documents/s121235/Securing%20Kents%20Future%20-%20Budget%20Recovery%20Strategy.pdf
https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/documents/s121238/Appendix%201%20-%20Budget%20Recovery%20Report.pdf
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APPENDIX A: HIGH LEVEL 2024-27 REVENUE PLAN AND FINANCING

2024-25 2025-26 2026-27
core externally core externally core externally
funded | funded | 'OTAL funded | funded | 'OTAL funded | funded | TOTAL
£000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s
Revised Base Budget 1,315,610.6 1,315,610.6 1,415,450.7 1,415,450.7 1,473,162.2 1,473,162.2
Spending
Base Budget Changes 45,470.2 0.0 45,470.2 20,355.0 0.0 20,355.0 20,400.0 0.0 20,400.0
Reduction in Grant Income 35.0 0.0 35.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pay 14,205.9 505.1 14,711.0 7,611.8 0.0 7,611.8 7,560.1 0.0 7,560.1
Prices 46,234.9 967.4 47,202.3 28,345.0 0.0 28,345.0 22,513.2 0.0 22,513.2
Demand & Cost Drivers 80,924.7 314.7 81,239.4 84,447.6 0.0 84,447.6 82,879.0 0.0 82,879.0
Service Strategies & Improvements 13,205.7 -2,568.8 10,636.9 572.6 -3,952.0 -3,379.4 738.8 0.0 738.8
Government & Legislative 1,406.5 -23,337.5 -21,931.0 126.5 -4,520.6 -4,394.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Spending 201,482.9 -24,119.1 177,363.8 141,458.5 -8,472.6 132,985.9 134,091.1 0.0 134,091.1
Savings, Income & Grants
Transformation & Efficiency -49,387.1 0.0 -49,387.1 -46,852.2 -13.9 -46,866.1 -41,833.7 0.0 -41,833.7
Income -10,060.5 -281.3 -10,341.8 -5,170.3 0.0 -5,170.3 -4,695.4 0.0 -4,695.4
Financing -3,279.6 0.0 -3,279.6 222.4 0.0 222.4 -281.8 0.0 -281.8
Policy -6,569.4 -9.2 -6,578.6 -14,499.1 0.0 -14,499.1 -5,032.9 0.0 -5,032.9
Total Savings & Income -69,296.6 -290.5 -69,587.1 -66,299.2 -13.9 -66,313.1 -51,843.8 0.0 -51,843.8
Increases in Grants and Contributions 20,949.1 20,949.1 8,136.0 8,136.0 0.0 0.0
Total Savings & Income & Grant -69,296.6 20,658.6 -48,638.0 -66,299.2 8,122.1 -58,177.1 -51,843.8 0.0 -51,843.8
RESERVES
Contributions to reserves 36,699.7 0.0 36,699.7 29,910.0 0.0 29,910.0 15,560.0 0.0 15,560.0
Removal of prior year Contributions -24,739.6 0.0 -24,739.6 -36,699.7 0.0 -36,699.7 -29,910.0 0.0 -29,910.0
Drawdowns from reserves -829.2 -350.5 -1,179.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Removal of prior year Drawdowns 5,318.9 3,811.0 9,129.9 829.2 350.5 1,179.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Net impact on MTFP 16,449.8 3,460.5 19,910.3 -5,960.5 350.5 -5,610.0 -14,350.0 0.0 -14,350.0
NET CHANGE 148,636.1 0.0 148,636.1 69,198.8 0.0 69,198.8 67,897.3 0.0 67,897.3
Outstanding Actions for Securing Kent's Future (-ve) -48,796.0 -48,796.0 -11,487.3 -11,487.3 -2,385.2 -2,385.2
NET BUDGET REQUIREMENT 1,415,450.7 0.0 1,415,450.7 1,473,162.2 0.0| 1,473,162.2 1,538,674.3 0.0[ 1,538,674.3
MEMORANDUM:
The net impact on our reserves balances is:
Contributions to Reserves 36,699.7 0.0 36,699.7 29,910.0 0.0 29,910.0 15,560.0 0.0 15,560.0
Drawdowns from Reserves -829.2 -350.5 -1,179.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Net movement in Reserves 35,870.5 -350.5 35,520.0 29,910.0 0.0 29,910.0 15,560.0 0.0 15,560.0
FUNDING
Revenue Support Grant 11,649.6 11,716.1 11,716.1
Business Rate Top-Up Grant 148,138.7 148,985.2 148,985.2
Business Rate Compensation Grant 46,546.6 46,812.6 46,812.6
Social Care Support Grant 103,212.0 103,212.0 103,212.0
Market Sustainability & Improvement Fund 26,969.4 21,703.9 21,703.9
Hospital Discharge Grant 11,686.6 11,686.6 11,686.6
Services Grant 7,599.4 7,599.4 7,599.4
Improved Better Care Fund 50,014.7 50,014.7 50,014.7
Other un-ringfenced grants 3,257.7 3,257.7 3,257.7
Local Share of Retained Business Rates 63,177.9 63,521.7 63,521.7
Business Rate Collection Fund 0.0 0.0 0.0
Council Tax Income (including increase up to referendum limit 800,774.3 841,243.1 884,201.0
but excluding social care levy)
Council Tax Adult Social Care Levy 135,423.8 156,409.2 178,963.4
Council Tax Collection Fund 7,000.0 7,000.0 7,000.0
Total Funding 1,415,450.7 1,473,162.2 1,538,674.3
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APPENDIX B: HIGH LEVEL 2024- 25 REVENUE PLAN BY DIRECTORATE

ASCH PH CYPE GET CED DCED NAC CHB
Adult .
; . . Growth Deputy Chief Non
TOTAL . ’ . . ) :
SeE] AN Cilafter, Young Hadlslloes Environment Chief Executive's Department Executive's Attributable Corporately Held Budgets
Care & Health Education
& Transport Department Costs
Health
core externally core externally core externally core core externally core core core externally
funded | funded | TOTA funded funded funded | funded | 'OTA- funded funded | funded | TOTA funded funded funded | funded | TOTAL
£000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s £000s

Revised Base Budget 1,315,610.6 1,315,610.6 527,430.4 0.0 360,353.0 360,353.0 194,949.0 33,118.9 33,118.9 83,989.0 116,062.2 -291.9 -291.9
Spending
Base Budget Changes 45,470.2 0.0 45,470.2 16,900.0 0.0 21,666.0 0.0 21,666.0 -468.9 -55.4 0.0 -55.4 -3,000.0 -3,369.7 13,798.2 0.0 13,798.2
Reduction in Grant Income 35.0 0.0 35.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pay 14,205.9 505.1 14,711.0 0.0 505.1 553.0 0.0 553.0 85.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 67.9 13,500.0 0.0 13,500.0
Prices 46,234.9 967.4 47,202.3 28,482.3 967.4 13,384.0 0.0 13,384.0 2,841.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,482.1 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Demand & Cost Drivers 80,924.7 314.7 81,239.4 50,602.0 314.7 29,181.5 0.0 29,181.5 1,141.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Service Strategies & Improvements 13,205.7 -2,568.8 10,636.9 296.1 -2,568.8 2,008.0 0.0 2,008.0 5,065.0 656.6 0.0 656.6 -320.0 5,500.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Government & Legislative 1,406.5( -23,337.5 -21,931.0 0.0 -489.6 0.0 -777.0 -777.0 1,406.5 0.0 59.9 59.9 0.0 0.0 0.0] -22,130.8 -22,130.8
Total Spending 201,482.9| -24,119.1 177,363.8 96,280.4 -1,271.2 66,792.5 -777.0 66,015.5 10,105.3 601.2 59.9 661.1 -1,837.9 2,243.2 27,298.2| -22,130.8 5,167.4
Savings, Income & Grants
Transformation & Efficiency -49,387.1 0.0 -49,387.1 -39,758.1 0.0 -9,240.0 0.0 -9,240.0 -94.0 -250.0 0.0 -250.0 -45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Income -10,060.5 -281.3 -10,341.8 -8,773.9 -281.3 -417.7 -417.7 -868.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 -500.0 500.0 500.0
Financing -3,279.6 0.0 -3,279.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -3,279.6 0.0 0.0
Policy -6,569.4 -9.2 -6,578.6 -1,250.0 -9.2 -3,131.0 -3,131.0 -1,221.0 -102.5 -102.5 -864.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total-@avings & Income -69,296.6 -290.5 -69,587.1 -49,782.0 -290.5 -12,788.7 0.0| -12,788.7 -2,183.9 -352.5 0.0 -352.5 -909.9 -3,779.6 500.0 0.0 500.0
Incrﬁ;es in Grants and Contributions 20,949.1 20,949.1 -1,898.8 777.0 777.0 -59.9 -59.9 22,130.8 22,130.8
Tot avings & Income & Grant -69,296.6( 20,658.6 -48,638.0 -49,782.0 -2,189.3 -12,788.7 777.01 -12,011.7 -2,183.9 -352.5 -59.9 -412.4 -909.9 -3,779.6 500.0 22,130.8 22,630.8
RES&?VES
Contributions to reserves 36,699.7 0.0 36,699.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.0 36,539.7 0.0 0.0
Removal of prior year Contributions -24,739.6 0.0 -24,739.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -160.0 -24,579.6 0.0 0.0
Drawdowns from reserves -829.2 -350.5 -1,179.7 -567.2 -350.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 -262.0 -262.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Removal of prior year Drawdowns 5,318.9 3,811.0 9,129.9 567.2 3,811.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 262.0 262.0 0.0 4,489.7 0.0 0.0
Net impact on MTFP 16,449.8 3,460.5 19,910.3 0.0 3,460.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16,449.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
NET CHANGE 148,636.1 0.0 148,636.1 46,498.4 0.0 54,003.8 0.0 54,003.8 7,921.4 248.7 0.0 248.7 -2,747.8 14,913.4 27,798.2 0.0 27,798.2
Outstanding Actions for Securing Kent's -48.796.0 -48.796.0 48.796.0 48.796.0
Future
NET BUDGET REQUIREMENT 1,415,450.7 0.0 1,415,450.7 573,928.8 0.0 414,356.8 0.0 414,356.8 202,870.4 33,367.6 0.0 33,367.6 81,241.2 130,975.6 -21,289.7 0.0 -21,289.7
MEMORANDUM:
The net impact on our reserves
balances is:
Contributions to Reserves 36,699.7 0.0 36,699.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.0 36,539.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Drawdowns from Reserves -829.2 -350.5 -1,179.7 -567.2 -350.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -262.0 0.0 -262.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Net movement in Reserves 35,870.5 -350.5 35,520.0 -567.2 -350.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -262.0 0.0 -262.0 160.0 36,539.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
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A9 - MTFP Category

A2 - Directorate

A5 - Cabinet
Member

APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SPENDING PROPOSALS

AGii - Headline description
of spending increase

AGiii - Brief description of spending increase

177,363.8
AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

Bli - What priority

service area (Big 6) does
the Spending Template

relate to?

E3i - Is this
Externally or
Core funded?

TC abed

Base Budget Changes ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Realignment of Vulnerable Adults budget to reflect underlying pressure forecast 9,900.0|Vulnerable Adults Core
in 2023-24

Base Budget Changes ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Realignment of Older People budget to reflect underlying pressure forecast in 7,000.0(Older People Core
2023-24

Base Budget Changes CED Roger Gough Safeguarding Adults Removal of Review Manager at the end of the two year fixed term appointment -55.4|Adult Social Care staffing |Core
for dealing with the increased number of Adult Safeguarding reviews being
undertaken and to free up capacity to undertake development work for the
Safeguarding Adults Board

Base Budget Changes CHB Peter Oakford Corporately Held Emerging pressures contingency for risk of inability to deliver against approved 14,000.0|0ther Core

Contingency budget estimates due to unforeseen changes in external factors that arise after

the budget is set

Base Budget Changes CHB Dylan Jeffrey Pay and Reward Release of 2023-24 unallocated pay and reward allocation. The costs of the pay -201.8|Other Core
award and increase in annual leave entitlement for some staff were less than
assumed when the 2023-24 budget was set

Base Budget Changes CYPE Rory Love Home to school transport |Realignment of the home to school transport budget to reflect the full year effect 10,900.0|Transport Core

J of the cost and number of children being transported in 2023-24

Base Budget Changes CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Realignment of looked after children's placement budget to reflect the increase in 7,950.0|Integrated Children's Core

I cost of supporting children due to the market and complexity, and the number of Services
children in different placement types in 2023-24

Base Budget Changes CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Realignment of children in need packages of care budget to reflect the cost of 2,121.0|Integrated Children's Core
home support services including daycare and direct payments seen in 2023-24 Services

Base Budget Changes CYPE Sue Chandler 18-25 placements Realignment of the 18-25 Adult Learning & Physical Disability Community 695.0|Vulnerable Adults Core
Services budget to reflect the increase in cost of supporting these clients in 2023-
24

Base Budget Changes DCED Peter Oakford KCC Estate Energy Reduction in the price of gas and electricity for the KCC estate in 2023-24 -3,000.0|Other Core
compared to the assumptions at the time of setting the budget

Base Budget Changes GET Susan Carey Waste prices Realignment of prices for a variety of waste streams within the Materials 960.0{Waste Core
Recycling Facilities contract

Base Budget Changes GET Susan Carey Waste haulage costs Right sizing of budget for waste haulage contracts due to inflation being higher 623.9|Waste Core
than the increase assumed in the 2023-24 budget

Base Budget Changes GET Susan Carey Waste Facilities Right sizing of budget for household waste recycling centre and waste transfer 257.9|Waste Core
station management fees and rent due to higher inflation than assumed in the
2023-24 budget

Base Budget Changes GET Clair Bell Coroners Rightsize budget for post mortems, Coroner's pay, 223.0|{Other Core
Senior Coroner fees, pathologists fees and funeral director costs due to increasing
number and complexity of cases

Base Budget Changes GET Clair Bell Trading Standards Delay in achieving income from Trading Standards Checked service due to -40.0|Other Core
economic climate which was originally planned for 2021 -22
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A9 - MTFP Category

A2 - Directorate

A5 - Cabinet
Member

APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SPENDING PROPOSALS

AGii - Headline description
of spending increase

AGiii - Brief description of spending increase

AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

B1i - What priority

service area (Big 6) does
the Spending Template

relate to?

E3i - Is this
Externally or
Core funded?

Base Budget Changes GET Neil Baker Public Transport Removal of budget for the public transport smartcard following the winding down -48.0|Transport Core
of the scheme
Base Budget Changes GET Susan Carey Waste income from paper |An increase in the price per tonne received for recycled paper and card -485.8| Waste Core
& card
Base Budget Changes GET Neil Baker Streetlight Energy Figure has been adjusted to reflect additional costs of £475k to upgrade from 3g -1,959.9|Highways Core
to 4g due to third party providers removing 3g capability in 24/25. This is required
for functionality of the CMS and LED street lighting management
Base Budget Changes NAC Peter Oakford Insurance Rightsize budget for increase in insurance premiums 564.5|0ther Core
Base Budget Changes NAC Peter Oakford Other Non Attributable Payment to Kent Fire and Rescue Service of 3% share of the Retained Business 90.0|0ther Core
costs Rates levy in line with the Kent Business Rates pool agreement
Base Budget Changes NAC Peter Oakford Environment Agency Levy |Rightsize budget for the Environment Agency Levy as the increase in 2023-24 was -8.2|Other Core
lower than anticipated when the budget was set
Base Budget Changes NAC Peter Oakford Non Attributable Costs Removal of budget for Transferred Services Pensions as these payments have -16.0|Other Core
now ceased
Base Budget Changes NAC Peter Oakford Capital Financing Costs Reduction in debt charges from 2023-24 due to decisions taken by Members to -4,000.0|Other Core
contain the capital programme, significant levels of re-phasing of the capital
programme in 2022-23 and changes in interest rates
TOTAL BASE BUDGET CHANGES 45,470.2 Core
Demand & Cost Drivers ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Provision for impact of the full year effect of all current costs of care, further 34,945.3|Vulnerable Adults Core
1 increases in client numbers including young people coming into Adult Social Care
i through transition, and additional costs arising for existing clients and for those
new clients whose needs are becoming more complex- Vulnerable Adults
Demand & Cost Drivers ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Provision for impact of the full year effect of all current costs of care, further 15,656.7|0lder People Core
increases in client numbers including young people coming into Adult Social Care
through transition, and additional costs arising for existing clients and for those
new clients whose needs are becoming more complex- Older People
Demand & Cost Drivers CYPE Rory Love Home to School transport - |Estimated impact of rising pupil population on SEN Home to School and College 15,500.0|Transport Core
SEN Transport
Demand & Cost Drivers CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Estimated impact of an increase in the population of children in Kent, leading to 6,371.5|Integrated Children's Core
increased demand for children's social work and disabled children's services - Services
number of children & increasing packages of support
Demand & Cost Drivers CYPE Sue Chandler Adult Social Care Provision for impact of the full year effect of all current costs of care, further 3,400.0{Vulnerable Adults Core
increases in client numbers expected through transition into adulthood from
Children's Social Care, additional costs arising for existing clients and for those
new clients whose needs are becoming more complex.
Demand & Cost Drivers CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Estimated impact of an increase in the population of children in Kent, leading to 2,260.0|Integrated Children's Core
increased demand for children's social work and disabled children's services - Services
complexity of packages




A9 - MTFP Category

A2 - Directorate

A5 - Cabinet
Member

APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SPENDING PROPOSALS

AGii - Headline description
of spending increase

AGiii - Brief description of spending increase

AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

B1i - What priority

service area (Big 6) does
the Spending Template

relate to?

E3i - Is this
Externally or
Core funded?

TOTAL DEMAND & COST DRIVERS

Demand & Cost Drivers CYPE Rory Love Home to School transport - |Estimated impact of rising pupil population on Mainstream Home to School 1,400.0{Transport Core
Mainstream transport
Demand & Cost Drivers CYPE Sue Chandler Care Leavers Estimated increase in number of children supported by the care leaver service 250.0|Integrated Children's Core
Services
Demand & Cost Drivers GET Susan Carey Waste - tonnage changes |Estimated impact of changes in waste tonnage as a result of population and 936.7|Waste Core
housing growth
Demand & Cost Drivers GET Clair Bell Coroners Increase in budget for toxicology analysis due to increasing number and 60.0{Other Core
complexity of cases
Demand & Cost Drivers GET Clair Bell Trading Standards Increase in legal costs as a result of more Crown Court cases 55.0|Other Core
Demand & Cost Drivers GET Susan Carey Planning Applications Costs of the independent examination of the Minerals & Waste Local Plan by the 50.0{Other Core
Planning Inspectorate in the summer of 2024
Demand & Cost Drivers GET Neil Baker Streetlight energy & Adoption of new streetlights at new housing developments and associated 27.5|Highways Core
maintenance increase in energy costs
Demand & Cost Drivers GET Clair Bell Public Rights of Way Adoption of new routes 12.0(|Other Core

Government & Legislative |[GET Neil Baker Highways Costs of meeting our statutory duties in relation to inspection of bridges and 960.0[Highways Core
structures and complying with the Tunnels Regulations
a)Government & Legislative |GET Susan Carey Waste charging Loss of income from removal of charging for disposal of non DIY waste materials 446.5|Waste Core

TOTAL GOVERNMENT & LEGISLATIVE

at Household Waste Recycling centres following change in legislation

Pay CHB Dylan Jeffrey Pay and Reward Contribution to pay pot and impact on base budget of uplifting pay grades in 13,500.0|0ther Core
accordance with single pay reward scheme including the revision of lower Kent
Scheme pay scales to further increase the differential between the lowest pay
range and the Foundation Living Wage and increasing the annual leave
entitlement for some staff. This is the subject of pay bargaining with Trade
Unions.

Pay CYPE Sue Chandler Agency Staff Uplift in pay budget in line with average earnings for posts which are temporarily 332.0|Integrated Children's Core
covered by agency staff- Integrated Children's Services Services

Pay CYPE Rory Love Agency Staff Uplift in pay budget in line with average earnings for posts which are temporarily 181.0|Other Core
covered by agency staff - Special Educational Needs

Pay CYPE Sue Chandler Agency Staff Uplift in pay budget in line with average earnings for posts which are temporarily 40.0|Integrated Children's Core
covered by agency staff - lifespan pathway 0-25 Services

Pay GET Clair Bell Public Protection Increase in staffing costs and consumables within Kent Scientific Services to 49.0(Other Core
deliver scientific testing which are offset by increased income

Pay GET Clair Bell Coroners Increase in pay for senior, area and assistant coroners in accordance with the pay 36.0|Other Core
award agreed by the national Joint Negotiating Committee for Coroners

Pay NAC Peter Oakford Apprenticeship Levy Increase in the Apprenticeship Levy in line with the pay award 67.9|Other Core
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Prices ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Provision for contractual and negotiated price increases across all adult social 14,317.2|Vulnerable Adults Core
care packages including nursing, residential, domiciliary, supporting
independence and direct payments - Vulnerable Adults
Prices ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Provision for contractual and negotiated price increases across all adult social 10,075.9|0lder People Core
care packages including nursing, residential, domiciliary, supporting
independence and direct payments - Older People
Prices ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Provision for contractual and negotiated price increases across all adult social 2,155.1|Older People Core
care packages funded by the Market Sustainability and Improvement Fund
included in the provisional local government finance settlement - Older People
Prices ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Provision for contractual and negotiated price increases across all adult social 1,934.1|Vulnerable Adults Core
care packages funded by the Market Sustainability and Improvement Fund
included in the provisional local government finance settlement - Vulnerable
Adults
Prices CYPE Rory Love Home to School Transport |Provision for inflation on contracted services and season tickets for mainstream 4,933.0(Transport Core
& SEN Home to School and College Transport
Prices CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Provision for price negotiations with external providers, and uplift to in-house 4,513.0Integrated Children's Core
foster carers in line with DFE guidance - Integrated Children's Services Services
EJPrices CYPE Sue Chandler Adult Social Care Provision for contractual and negotiated price increases across all adult social 2,447.0|Vulnerable Adults Core
ﬁ care packages including nursing, residential, domiciliary, supporting
an independence and direct payments - Vulnerable Adults 18-25
Prices CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Provision for price negotiations with external providers, and uplift to in-house 937.0|Integrated Children's Core
foster carers in line with DFE guidance - lifespan pathway 0-25 Services
Prices CYPE Rory Love Kent Travel Saver & Kent |Provision for price inflation related to the Kent Travel Saver and Kent 16+ Travel 210.0|Transport Core
16+ Travel Saver Saver which is recovered through uplifting the charge for the pass - Kent 16+
Travel Saver
Prices CYPE Rory Love Non specific price Non specific provision for CPI inflation on other negotiated contracts without 180.0(Other Core
provision indexation clauses - Children, Young People & Education
Prices CYPE Rory Love Facilities Management Estimated future price uplift to new Facilities Management contracts - schools 91.0(Other Core
Prices CYPE Sue Chandler Children's Social Care Provision for price negotiations with external providers, and uplift to in-house 73.0|Integrated Children's Core
foster carers in line with DFE guidance Services
Prices DCED Peter Oakford Facilities Management Estimated future price uplift to new Facilities Management contracts - Corporate 867.7|0Other Core
Landlord
Prices DCED Peter Oakford Corporate Landlord Provision for price inflation for rates for the office estate 417.4|Other Core
Prices DCED Peter Oakford Cantium Business Solutions|Inflationary uplift on the CBS ICT contract 390.3|Other Core
(CBS)
Prices DCED Peter Oakford Technology contracts Provision for price inflation on Third Party ICT related contracts 272.2|Other Core
Prices DCED Peter Oakford Corporate Landlord Provision for price inflation for rent for the office estate 269.6|0ther Core
Prices DCED Peter Oakford Kent Commercial Services |Inflationary uplift on the KCS HR Connect contract 109.6|Other Core
(KCS)




A9 - MTFP Category

A2 - Directorate

A5 - Cabinet
Member

APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SPENDING PROPOSALS

AGii - Headline description | A6iii - Brief description of spending increase
of spending increase

AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

E3i - Is this
Externally or
Core funded?

B1i - What priority
service area (Big 6) does
the Spending Template

relate to?

Cc abed

Prices DCED Dylan Jeffrey Contact Centre Price inflation on Agilisys contract for provision of Contact Centre 103.9|Other Core
Prices DCED Peter Oakford KCC Estate Energy Anticipated price change on energy contracts for the KCC estate as estimated by -948.6|0Other Core
Commercial Services
Prices GET Neil Baker Contract related inflation |Provision for price inflation related to Highways, Waste and other contracted 1,170.3|Highways Core
services (based on contractual indices) - Highways contracts
Prices GET Susan Carey Contract related inflation |Provision for price inflation related to Highways, Waste and other contracted 1,117.6|Waste Core
services (based on contractual indices) - Waste contracts
Prices GET Neil Baker Other Transport Related |Provision for price inflation related to other transport services including 584.0|Transport Core
inflation subsidised bus services - subsidised bus routes
Prices GET Neil Baker Kent Travel Saver Provision for price inflation related to the Kent Travel Saver and Kent 16+ Travel 463.5|Transport Core
Saver which is recovered through uplifting the charge for the pass - Kent Travel
Saver
Prices GET Neil Baker Highways Management The handing back of the urban grass cutting and rural verge mowing contract by 100.0|Highways Core
Folkestone & Hythe District Council
Prices GET Clair Bell Contract related inflation |Provision for price inflation related to Highways, Waste and other contracted 81.7|0ther Core
services (based on contractual indices) - Public Rights of Way contracts
JPrices GET Clair Bell Contract related inflation |Provision for price inflation related to Highways, Waste and other contracted 37.0|Other Core
services (based on contractual indices) - Coroners Funeral Directors contract
L
Prices GET Clair Bell Coroners Provision for inflationary increase in specialist pathologist fees 25.5|Other Core
Prices GET Clair Bell Contract related inflation |Provision for price inflation related to Highways, Waste and other contracted 21.2|Other Core
services (based on contractual indices) - Coroners Post Mortem contract
Prices GET Clair Bell Contract related inflation |Provision for price inflation related to Highways, Waste and other contracted 13.0(Other Core
services (based on contractual indices) - annual uplift to the SLA with Tunbridge
Wells Borough Council for the running costs of the Amelia
Prices GET Clair Bell Other Transport Related  |Provision for price inflation related to other transport services including 5.0|0ther Core
inflation subsidised bus services - Mobile libraries fuel
Prices GET Neil Baker Streetlight Energy Provision for price changes related to Streetlight energy as estimated by -777.3|Highways Core
Commercial Services
Prices NAC Peter Oakford Levies Estimated increase in Environment Agency Levy together with impact of 23.8|Other Core
estimated change in taxbase
Prices NAC Peter Oakford Non specific price Non specific provision for CPI inflation on other negotiated contracts without 21.2|Other Core
provision indexation clauses - increase in Inshore Sea Fisheries Conservation Area (IFCA)
Levy
TOTAL PRICES 46,234.9 Core
Reduction in Grant Income |GET Clair Bell EU funding Replace a reduction in EU Funding ensuring sufficient resource is available to 35.0{Older People Core
continue delivering the Positive Wellbeing Service at current levels
TOTAL REDUCTION IN GRANT INCOME 35.0 Core
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Service Strategies & ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Increase in the bad debt provision to reflect the anticipated impact of the high 256.3|0lder People Core
Improvements cost of living on our income collection rates from client contributions - Older
People
Service Strategies & ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Increase in the bad debt provision to reflect the anticipated impact of the high 81.8|Vulnerable Adults Core
Improvements cost of living on our income collection rates from client contributions - Vulnerable
Adults
Service Strategies & ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Safeguarding Removal of two year pilot to combat Serious and Organised Crime -42.0|Adult Social Care staffing |Core
Improvements
Service Strategies & CED Peter Oakford Partnership Arrangements |Incentive payments for Kent District Councils to remove the remaining empty 541.1|Other Core
Improvements with District Councils property discounts to maximise council tax, and reimburse Kent District Councils
for temporary discretionary council tax discounts provided for properties affected
by fire or flooding
Service Strategies & CED Peter Oakford Member Allowances Uplift to Member Allowances 115.5|0ther Core
Improvements
Service Strategies & CYPE Rory Love Special Educational Needs |Increase in staff numbers in SEN service to support improved quality of Education 2,000.0(Other Core
Improvements Health & Care Plans
Service Strategies & CYPE Sue Chandler Adult Social Care Increase in the bad debt provision to reflect the anticipated impact of the high 8.0[Vulnerable Adults Core
Improvements cost of living on our income collection rates from client contributions - Vulnerable
Adults 18-25
;JService Strategies & DCED Peter Oakford Oakwood House Removal of holding costs and loss of income in the short term once Oakwood -320.0(|Other Core
% Improvements Development House is no longer operational, offset by savings in the longer term following
a change of use
Service Strategies & GET Neil Baker Highways Increased highway spend in line with additional Outcome allocation for 2024/24. 5,000.0(Highways Core
Improvements Activity focused on supporting the front line operational activities across the
highway network as follows:
Service improvement:
£2.4m to enhance the national pothole funding
Unavoidable (realignment):
£1.2m committed HTMC operational impact on district teams
£1.0m to drainage to realign budget for current activity levels
£0.4m to winter service to realign for current activity projections
Service Strategies & GET Clair Bell Country Parks Change the funding of improvements and adaptations to country parks from 70.0(Other Core
Improvements capital to revenue
Service Strategies & GET Clair Bell Sports Facilities Change the funding of refurbishment and provision of sports facilities and 37.5|0ther Core
Improvements community projects from capital to revenue
Service Strategies & GET Clair Bell Village Halls & Community |Change the funding of grants for improvements and adaptations to village halls 37.5|Other Core
Improvements Centres and community centres from capital to revenue
Service Strategies & GET Derek Murphy Economic Development Removal of time limited funding for re-design of the service and additional -80.0|0Other Core
Improvements Recovery Plan staffing and consultancy capacity to draft and deliver the Economic Recovery
Plan/Economic Strategy following the Covid pandemic
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Misuse

one-off Rough Sleeping Drug and Alcohol Treatment Grant from Office for Health
Improvement & Disparities in 2023-24

Service Strategies & NAC Peter Oakford Project Prime Loss of income from a review of contract with Commercial Services Group, 3,000.0|Other Core
Improvements specifically due to the removal of buy back of services
Service Strategies & NAC Peter Oakford Capital Programme The impact on debt charges of the review of the 2021-24 capital programme. 2,500.0|Other Core
Improvements
TOTAL SERVICE STRATEGIES & IMPROVEMENTS 13,205.7 Core
Demand & Cost Drivers Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Estimated increase in internal recharges for support services 375.1|Other External
Demand & Cost Drivers Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Healthy Removal of additional temporary funding for reducing waiting lists for Postural -60.4|Other External
Lifestyles Stability
TOTAL DEMAND & COST DRIVERS 314.7 External
Government & Legislative |CED Roger Gough Domestic Abuse New Costs of undertaking domestic abuse support in safe accommodation duties 59.9|Other External
Burdens funded by specific grant
Government & Legislative [CHB Peter Oakford Household Support Fund |Removal of the extension of the Government funded Household Support Fund -22,130.8|0ther External
into 2023-24 as announced in the Chancellor's Autumn Statement on 17th
November 2022
Government & Legislative |CYPE Sue Chandler Family Hubs Estimated reduction in our share of the DfE/DHSC Family Hubs and Start for Life -777.0|Integrated Children's External
grant Services
Government & Legislative |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance |Targeted housing support interventions for people in drug and alcohol treatment 23.1|Other External
) Misuse funded by Drug Strategy Housing Support Grant from Office for Health
Improvement & Disparities
overnment & Legislative |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance |Investment in substance misuse services funded by Individual Placement and 7.5|0ther External
Misuse Support in Community Drug and Alcohol Treatment Grant from Office for Health
Improvement & Disparities
Government & Legislative |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance |Removal of wraparound and engagement and community treatment funded by -520.2|Other External

Improvements

Lifestyles

support health visiting

TOTAL GOVERNMENT & LEGISLATIVE External
Pay Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Pay Estimated net impact of KCC pay award and other adjustments for KCC Public 505.1|Other External
Health staff
TOTAL PAY 505.1 External
Prices Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health contracts Estimated increase in public health contract values linked to the NHS Agenda for 614.2|Other External
change pay increases
Prices Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Sexual Contractual increases in other services including Sexual Health and Health 353.2|Other External
Health Improvement
TOTAL PRICES 967.4 External
Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance |Investment in Substance Misuse services funded by Supplemental Substance 1,412.9|0ther External
Improvements Misuse Misuse Treatment and Recovery grant from Office for Health Improvement &
Disparities
Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Other Removal of additional temporary investment in other minor service -20.0|Other External
Improvements improvements
Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Healthy Removal of temporary investment in Public Health services to promote and -118.4|0ther External
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Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Healthy Removal of additional temporary investment in Public Health services to promote -195.4|0ther External

Improvements Lifestyles and support Healthy Lifestyles

Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Sexual Removal of additional temporary investment in Public Health Sexual Health -212.9|0ther External

Improvements Health Services

Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Healthy Removal of temporary public health contribution towards the voluntary sector in -350.0(Other External

Improvements Lifestyles 2023-24

Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Children's |Removal of additional temporary investment in counselling services for children -1,085.0|0Other External

Improvements Programme

Service Strategies & Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Mental Removal of one-off public health investment in Live Well Kent in 2023-24 -2,000.0|Other External

Improvements Health

TOTAL SERVICE STRATEGIES & IMPROVEMENTS -2,568.8 External

8G abed
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APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SAVINGS PROPOSALS

AGii - Headline description of
saving/income

Adult Social Care Charging

Partnership arrangements with
District Councils
Member Services

Review of Open Access - Youth
Services & Children's Centres

Services to Schools

SEN Transport

Children's Residential Care

Kent 16+ Travel Saver

Corporate Landlord
Corporate Landlord

Waste - Household Waste &
Recycling Centres (HWRCs)

Review of Community Wardens

Reduction of Trading Standards
Budget

Planning Applications

AGiii - Brief description of saving/income

Review of the Adults Charging Policy, in line with Care Act legislation and
the statutory guidance

Cease Early Intervention Payments to District Councils

End Select Committees and Short Focused Inquiries
Review of open access services in light of implementing the Family Hub
model

Review our offer to schools in light of the latest DFE funding changes and
guidance including exploring alternative funding arrangements and
engaging in efficiency measure to reduce costs

Introduction of charging for post 16 SEN transport and reductions to the
Post 19 transport offer

Development of in-house residential units to provide an alternative to
independent sector residential care placements (invest to save)

Removal of undeliverable 2023-24 saving and review the Kent 16+ Travel
Saver scheme

Review of Office Assets
Review of Community Delivery including Assets

Review of the number and operation of HWRC sites
Review of Community Warden Service to deliver a £1m saving which is
likely to result in an overall reduction in wardens

Adjustment of Trading Standards legal costs as Courts recover post-Covid

Savings from delayed recruitment

-48,638.0
AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

B1i - What priority
service area (Big 6)
does the Saving/
Income Template
relate to?

-1,250.0 Vulnerable Adults

-82.5|0ther

-20.0|Other

-1,500.0|Integrated Children's
Services

-1,200.0 Other
-781.0|Transport
100.0 Integrated Children's

Services
250.0/ Transport

-763.9 Other
-101.0|Other
-616.0 Waste

-500.0|Other

-55.0/Other

-50.0|Other

E3 - Is this
Externally or
Core Funded?
Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core
Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Income

Income

Income

Income

ASCH

ASCH

ASCH

ASCH

Dan Watkins

Dan Watkins

Dan Watkins

Dan Watkins

Review of Charges for Service
Users - existing service income
streams & inflationary increases

Adult Social Care

Review of Charges for Service
Users - existing service income
streams & inflationary increases

Adult Social Care

Uplift in social care client contributions in line with estimated benefit and
other personal income uplifts, together with inflationary increases and a
review of fees and charges across all KCC services, in relation to existing
service income streams - Older People

Estimated annual inflationary increase in Better Care Fund - Older People

Uplift in social care client contributions in line with estimated benefit and
other personal income uplifts, together with inflationary increases and a
review of fees and charges across all KCC services, in relation to existing
service income streams - Vulnerable Adults

Estimated annual inflationary increase in Better Care Fund - Vulnerable
Adults

—4,773.1 Older People

-2,188.0 Older People

-1,529.1 Vulnerable Adults

-179.5|Vulnerable Adults

Core

Core

Core

Core
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Income ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Estimated annual inflationary increase in Better Care Fund - Adult Social -99.8|Adult Social Care Core
Care Staffing staffing
Income ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care Estimated annual inflationary increase in Better Care Fund - Integrated -4.4|Other Core

Community Equipment Service and Assistive Technology

Income CHB Peter Oakford Review of fees & charges Removal of corporately held saving from a review of all fees and charges as 500.0|Other Core
these savings are reflected within the individual directorate proposals

Income CYPE Sue Chandler Adoption Service Adoption Service -200.0/Integrated Children's | Core
Services
Income CYPE Sue Chandler Review of Charges for Service Uplift in social care client contributions in line with estimated benefit and -123.7|Vulnerable Adults Core

Users - existing service income other personal income uplifts, together with inflationary increases and a
streams & inflationary increases |review of fees and charges across all KCC services, in relation to existing
service income streams - 0-25

Income CYPE Rory Love Kent 16+ Travel Saver Kent 16+ Travel Saver price realighment to offset bus operator inflationary -94.0|Transport Core
fare increases

Income GET Neil Baker Kent Travel Saver Kent Travel Saver price realignment to offset bus operator inflationary fare -463.5|Transport Core
increases
Income GET Neil Baker Highways Increase in net income from recovery of costs from third parties for -100.0|Highways Core
streetworks and permit scheme
Income GET Neil Baker Highways Income from traffic management penalties including contravening traffic -100.0|Highways Core
restrictions, box junctions and bus lanes
Income GET Clair Bell Public Protection Increased income within Kent Scientific Services for toxicology analysis for -60.0 Other Core
the Coroners Service
Income GET Clair Bell Review of Charges for Service A review of fees and charges across all KCC services, in relation to existing -50.0|Other Core
Users - existing service income service income streams
streams & inflationary increases
Income GET Clair Bell Review of Charges for Service Increased contribution from Medway Council under SLA relating to -49.0|Other Core
Users - existing service income increasing costs for provision of Coroner service in Medway
streams & inflationary increases
Income GET Clair Bell Public Protection Inflationary increase in income levels and pricing policy for Kent Scientific -45.0|Other Core
Services
Income GET Clair Bell Trading Standards Inflationary increase in fees and charges -1.4|Other Core
Income NAC Peter Oakford Income return from our Estimated increase in the income contribution from our limited companies -500.0/Other Core
companies
Transformation & ASCH Dan Watkins Adult Social Care service redesign |Review and reshape the ASCH savings plans set out in the sustainability -15,745.3 Vulnerable Adults Core
Efficiency phase 2 of the ASCH restructure |plan to deliver new models of social care, and reducing costs associated

with care and support with a specific focus on growth - Vulnerable Adults
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Adult Social Care service redesign
phase 2 of the ASCH restructure

Older People's Residential &
Nursing Care

Care & Support in the Home

Adult Social Care service redesign

Adult Social Care service redesign

Adult Social Care service redesign

Adult Social Care Equipment
contract

Adult Social Care service redesign

Adult Social Care

Adult Social Care

Adult Social Care service redesign

Adult Social Care service redesign

AGiii - Brief description of saving/income

Review and reshape the ASCH savings plans set out in the sustainability
plan to deliver new models of social care, and reducing costs associated
with care and support with a specific focus on growth - Older People

Negotiate 5% reduction in Older People's Residential & Nursing contract
expenditure

Negotiate 5% reduction in Care & Support in the Home contract
expenditure

Continuation of of savings from earlier years from the redesign of the Adult
Social Care operating model. This saving focuses on increasing the take up
of direct payments for use on micro-enterprises, Personal Assistants -
Vulnerable Adults

Continuation of of savings from earlier years from the redesign of the Adult
Social Care operating model. This saving focuses on increasing the take up
of Technology Enabled Care - Older People

Continuation of of savings from earlier years from the redesign of the Adult
Social Care operating model. This saving focuses on increasing the take up
of direct payments for use on micro-enterprises, Personal Assistants -
Older People

Efficiencies from new contract for the supply of equipment for adult social
care clients

Continuation of of savings from earlier years from the redesign of the Adult
Social Care operating model. This saving focuses on increasing the take up
of Technology Enabled Care - Vulnerable Adults

Regular review of new and existing care packages to ensure that they are
achieving the best outcomes - Vulnerable Adults

Regular review of new and existing care packages to ensure that they are
achieving the best outcomes - Older People

Continuation of of savings from earlier years from the redesign of the Adult
Social Care operating model. This saving focuses on digital self service - by
developing new, accessible and user-friendly ways for people to access
clear information and support from adult social care when they need it.
Includes the use of self-assessment and financial assessment tools so
people can access this remotely - Vulnerable Adults

Continuation of of savings from earlier years from the redesign of the Adult
Social Care operating model. This saving focuses on digital self service - by
developing new, accessible and user-friendly ways for people to access
clear information and support from adult social care when they need it.
Includes the use of self-assessment and financial assessment tools so
people can access this remotely - Older People

AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

B1i - What priority
service area (Big 6)
does the Saving/
Income Template
relate to?

-8,856.7 Older People

-8,000.0|Older People

-3,400.0 Older People

-1,581.4Vulnerable Adults

-1,471.2 Older People

-1,459.7|Older People

-900.0 Older People

-577.8|Vulnerable Adults

-347.4 Vulnerable Adults

-309.4|Older People

-212.1 Vulnerable Adults

-195.8 /Older People

E3 - Is this
Externally or
Core Funded?

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core
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A9 - MTFP Category

Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency

Transformation &
Efficiency
Transformation &
Efficiency

A2 - Directorate

ASCH

ASCH

CED

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

CYPE

DCED

GET

GET

GET

GET

GET

Dan Watkins

Dan Watkins

Peter Oakford

Rory Love

Sue Chandler

Sue Chandler

Sue Chandler

Sue Chandler

Sue Chandler

Rory Love

Rory Love

Sue Chandler

Peter Oakford

Susan Carey

Susan Carey

Neil Baker

Susan Carey

Clair Bell

APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SAVINGS PROPOSALS

AGii - Headline description of
saving/income

Adult Social Care service redesign

Adult Social Care service redesign

Historic Pension Costs

Home to School transport - SEN

Looked After Children

Adult Social Care

Early Help & Preventative
Services

Disabled Children's Placement
and Support

Children's Social Care

Initiatives to increase use of
Personal Transport Budgets

Historic Pension Costs

Open Access - Youth & Children's
Centres

Corporate Landlord

Improved Food Waste Recycling
Rates

Waste - Household Waste &
Recycling Centres (HWRCs)

Highways

Windmills

Kent Sport

AGiii - Brief description of saving/income

Rephasing of 2023-24 service redesign saving - Older People

Rephasing of 2023-24 service redesign saving - Vulnerable Adults

Reduction in the number of Historic Pension Arrangements within CED
Directorate

Estimated reduction to the impact of rising pupil population on SEN Home
to School and College Transport

Implement strategies to reduce the cost of packages for looked after
children, including working with Health

Review of 18-25 community-based services: ensuring strict adherence to
policy, review of packages with high levels of support and enhanced
contributions from health

Expanding the reach of caseholding Early Help services

Review of children with disability packages ensuring strict adherence to
policy, review packages with high levels of support and enhanced
contributions from health

Explore strategies, including statutory guidance, to reduce dependency on
social work agency staff

Initiatives to increase use of Personal Transport Budgets to reduce demand
for Hired Transport

Reduction in the number of Historic Pension Arrangements - CYPE
Directorate

Removal of one-off saving in 2023-24 from vacancy management and
avoiding all non-essential spend across open access

Property savings from a review of specialist assets

Work with Kent District Councils to deliver savings from improving kerbside
food waste recycling rates

Increased waste material segregation, increased re-use, black-bag splitting
and trade waste recycling with a view to generating income or reducing
cost

Renegotiate income levels to include inflationary uplift for permit scheme,
lane rental scheme & National Driver Offender Retraining Scheme

Temporary reduction in spend on weatherproofing windmills

Withdraw the remaining contribution to the KCC hosted Active Kent and
Medway.

AS8i - 2024-25
Amount £000's -
LATEST Figure

B1i - What priority
service area (Big 6)
does the Saving/
Income Template
relate to?

1,356.6 Older People

1,942.1|Vulnerable Adults

-250.0 Other

-6,300.0 / Transport

-1,000.0 Integrated Children's
Services
-650.0/Vulnerable Adults

-560.0 Integrated Children's
Services

-550.0/Integrated Children's
Services

-300.0 Integrated Children's
Services
-300.0|Transport

-180.0 Other

600.0|Integrated Children's
Services
-45.0 Other

-160.0/ Waste

-105.0 Waste

-50.0|Highways

-50.0/Other

-28.0/Other

E3 - Is this
Externally or
Core Funded?

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core

Core
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APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - SAVINGS PROPOSALS

A9 - MTFP Category A2 - Directorate i AG6ii - Headline description of AG6iii - Brief description of saving/income AS8i - 2024-25 B1i - What priority E3 - Is this
saving/income Amount £000's - [service area (Big 6) Externally or
LATEST Figure does the Saving/ Core Funded?
Income Template
relate to?
Transformation & GET Clair Bell Libraries, Registration & Archives |Removal of one-off reduction in 2023-24 in the Libraries Materials Fund -1.0/Other Core
Efficiency (LRA) and one year contribution holiday for the Mobile Libraries renewals
reserve
Transformation & GET Susan Carey Environment Removal of one-off saving in 2023-24 from planned delay in recruiting to 300.0|Other Core
Efficiency the new structure in the Environment Team
Financing Peter Oakford Investment Income Increase in investment income largely due to the increase in base rate -2,279.6|Other Core
Financing NAC Peter Oakford Debt repayment Review amounts set aside for debt repayment (MRP) based on review of -1,000.0/ Other Core
asset life
Policy Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Review of Public Health Services principally related to Healthy Lifestyles to -9.2|Other External

ensure spending is contained within ringfenced grant

ToTALPOLCYSAVNGS| . | | | %2 |&ema

Income Public Health Dan Watkins Additional income linked to HIV | Additional income from NHSE to fund increased costs linked to HIV -275.2 Other External

prevention prevention
Income Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Estimated additional income for externally funded posts -6.1|Other External
Increases in Grants and |CED Roger Gough Domestic Abuse Increase in Domestic Abuse Duty grant to fund new burdens in providing -59.9|Other External
Contributions domestic abuse support in safe accommodation
Increases in Grants and |CHB Roger Gough Household Support Fund Removal of the extension of the Government funded Household Support 22,130.8 Other External
Contributions Fund into 2023-24 as announced in the Chancellor's Autumn Statement on

17th November 2022

Increases in Grants and |CYPE Sue Chandler Family Hubs Estimated reduction in our share of the DfE/DHSC Family Hubs and Start 777.0|Integrated Children's |External
Contributions for Life grant Services
Increases in Grants and |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance Misuse Supplemental Substance Misuse Treatment and Recovery grant from Office -1,412.9 Other External
Contributions for Health Improvement & Disparities
Increases in Grants and |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Grant Estimated increase in Public Health Grant pending announcement from -975.5|0Other External
Contributions Department of Health and Social Care
Increases in Grants and |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance Misuse |Drug Strategy Housing Support Grant from Office for Health Improvement -23.1|Other External
Contributions & Disparities
Increases in Grants and |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance Misuse |Individual Placement and Support in Community Drug and Alcohol -7.5|0Other External
Contributions Treatment Grant from Office for Health Improvement & Disparities
Increases in Grants and |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health - Substance Misuse |Remove one-off Rough Sleeping Drug and Alcohol Treatment Grant from 520.2|Other External
Contributions Office for Health Improvement & Disparities
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19,910.3
AS8i - 2024-25 B1 - What priority
Amount £000's - service area does the
NEW Figure Reserve Template

A5 - Cabinet
Member

E3 - Is this
Externally or
Core Funded?

A9 - MTFP Category A2 - Directorate

AG6ii - Headline description of AGiii - Brief description of reserve template
reserve template

79 abed

relate to?

Contributions to NAC Peter Oakford Dedicated Schools Grant KCC Contribution towards funding the DSG deficit as agreed with DfE as part of 15,100.0|Other Core
reserves (DSG) Deficit - Safety Valve the Safety Valve agreement
Contributions to NAC Peter Oakford General Reserves repayment |Repay the General Reserve over two years (2024-25 & 2025-26) for the 11,050.0|Other Core
reserves drawdown required in 2022-23 to fund the overspend
Contributions to NAC Peter Oakford General Reserves Contribution to reserves in order to maintain general reserve at 5% of net 5,100.0|Other Core
reserves revenue budget
Contributions to NAC Peter Oakford Corporate Reserves Contribution to reserves to repay the drawdown required to balance the budget 4,289.7|0ther Core
reserves in 2023-24 in order to maintain financial resilience
Contributions to NAC Peter Oakford Emergency capital events Annual contribution to a new reserve for emergency capital works and revenue 1,000.0|Other Core
reserves reserve costs related to capital spend such as temporary accommodation, and condition
surveys which don't result in capital works
Contributions to DCED Peter Oakford Facilities Management Contribution to reserves to smooth the impact of the mobilisation costs of the 160.0|Other Core
reserves Facilities Management contracts over the life of the contracts (2022-23 to 2026-
27)
TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO RESERVES 36,699.7 Core
Drawdowns from ASCH Dan Watkins Drawdown corporate reserves |Fund the Kent Support and Assistance Service from Corporate Reserves for two -567.2|Other Core
reserves years 2023-24 and 2024-25 - ASCH Directorate
Drawdowns from CED Roger Gough Drawdown corporate reserves |Fund the Kent Support and Assistance Service from Corporate Reserves for two -262.0|Other Core
reserves years 2023-24 and 2024-25 - CED Directorate
TOTAL DRAWDOWNS FROM RESERVES -829.2 Core
Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Risk Reserve Removal of prior year one-off contribution to risk reserve (2023-24 increase in -7,000.0|Other Core
Contributions annual contribution)
Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford General Reserves Removal of prior year one-off contribution to general reserve -5,800.0|0ther Core
Contributions
Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Risk Reserve Removal of prior year one-off contribution to risk reserve (original contribution) -5,000.0|Other Core
Contributions
Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Local Taxation Equalisation - |Removal of prior year contribution to Local Taxation Equalisation smoothing -4,488.7|Other Core
Contributions Council Tax Collection Fund reserve of Council Tax Collection Fund surplus above £7m assumed
Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Removal of contribution Reduction & full removal of the annual repayment of the "borrowing" from -1,223.3|0Other Core
Contributions related to repayment of reserves to support the budget in 2011-12, reflecting when the reserves will be
previous "borrowing" from fully repaid
reserves
Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Local Taxation Equalisation - |Removal of prior year contribution to the Local Taxation Equalisation smoothing -1,067.6|0Other Core
Contributions Business Rates Collection reserve of the Business Rates Collection Fund surplus
Fund
Removal of prior year |DCED Peter Oakford Facilities Management Removal of prior year contribution to reserves to smooth the impact of the -160.0|Other Core
Contributions mobilisation costs of the Facilities Management contracts over the life of the
contracts (2022-23 to 2026-27)
TOTAL REMOVAL OF PRIOR YEAR CONTRIBUTIONS -24,739.6 Core
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A9 - MTFP Category

A2 - Directorate

A5 - Cabinet
Member

APPENDIX D: 2024-25 DRAFT BUDGET - RESERVES PROPOSALS

AG6ii - Headline description of AGiii - Brief description of reserve template
reserve template

E3 - Is this
Externally or
Core Funded?

AS8i - 2024-25 B1 - What priority

Amount £000's - service area does the

NEW Figure Reserve Template
relate to?

Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Drawdown corporate reserves |Removal of one-off use of reserves in 2023-24 4,289.7|Other Core
Drawdowns

Removal of prior year |ASCH Dan Watkins Drawdown corporate reserves |Removal of use of corporate reserves in prior year to fund the Kent Support and 567.2|0Other Core
Drawdowns Assistance Service - ASCH Directorate

Removal of prior year |CED Roger Gough Remove prior year drawdown |Removal of use of corporate reserves in prior year to fund the Kent Support and 262.0|Other Core
Drawdowns from Covid reserve Assistance Service - CED Directorate

Removal of prior year |NAC Peter Oakford Drawdown corporate reserves |Removal of one-off drawdown from No Use Empty reserve in 2023-24 200.0|Other Core
Drawdowns

TOTAL REMOVAL OF PRIOR YEAR DRAWDOWNS 5,318.9 Core
Drawdowns from Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Reserves Use of Public Health reserves to fund one-off costs and invest to save initiatives -336.6|0Other External
reserves in 2024-25

Drawdowns from Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Reserves Use of Public Health reserves to balance 2024-25 budget plans -13.9|Other External
reserves

TOTAL DRAWDOWNS FROM RESERVES -350.5 External
Removal of prior year |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Reserves Removal of use of Public Health reserves to fund one-off costs in previous year 2,440.3|Other External
Drawdowns

Removal of prior year |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Reserves Removal of use of Public Health (Kent Community Health NHS Foundation Trust) 1,313.9|0ther External
Drawdowns reserves to fund one-off costs in previous year

Removal of prior year |Public Health Dan Watkins Public Health Reserves Removal of use of Public Health (Maidstone & Tunbridge Wells NHS Trust) 56.8|0ther External
Drawdowns reserves to fund one-off costs in previous year

TOTAL REMOVAL OF PRIOR YEAR DRAWDOWNS 3,811.0 External

Key

ASCH Adult Social Care & Health

CED Chief Executive's Department

CHB Corporately Held Budgets

CYPE Children, Young People & Education
DCED Deputy ChiefExecutive's Department

GET Growth, Environment & Transport
NAC Non Attributable Costs
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1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4

APPENDIX E

Reserves Policy
Background and Context

Sections 32 and 43 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992 require councils to consider
the level of reserves when setting a budget requirement. Section 25 of the Local Government
Act 2003 requires the Chief Financial Officer (Section 151 Officer) to report formally on the
adequacy of proposed reserves when setting a budget requirement. The accounting treatment
for reserves is set out in the Code of Practice on Local Authority Accounting.

CIPFA issued Local Authority Accounting Panel (LAAP) Bulletin No0.99, Guidance Note on
Local Authority Reserves and Balances in July 2014, which updated previous Bulletins to
reflect the new requirements of the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) Code
of Practice. In addition, during the period of financial austerity for the public sector, the Local
Authority Accounting Panel considered it necessary to update the guidance on local authority
reserves and balances. Compliance with the guidance is recommended in CIPFA’s Statement
on the Role of the Chief Financial Officer in Local Government. In response to the above
requirements, this policy sets out the Council’s approach for compliance with the statutory
regime and relevant non-statutory guidance for the Council’s cash backed usable reserves.

All reserves are categorised as per the Local Authority Accounting Practice guidance, into the
following groups:

e Smoothing — These are reserves which are used to manage large fluctuations in spend or
income across years e.g., PFl equalisation reserves. These reserves recognise the
differences over time between the unitary charge and PFI credits received.

e Trading — this reserve relates to the non-company trading entities of Laser and Commercial
Services to cover potential trading losses and investment in business development.

e Renewals for Vehicles Plant & Equipment — these reserves should be supported by an
asset management plan, showing projected replacement profile and cost. These reserves
help to reduce fluctuations in spend.

e Major projects — set aside for future spending on projects.

e Insurance - To fund the potential cost of insurance claims in excess of the amount provided
for in the Insurance Fund provision, (potential or contingent liabilities)

e Unspent grant/external funding — these are for unspent grants which the Council is not
required to repay, but which have restrictions on what they may be used for e.g., the Public
Health grant must be used on public health services. This category also consists of time
limited projects funded from ringfenced external sources.

e Special Funds - these are mainly held for economic development, tourism and
regeneration initiatives.

e Partnerships — these are reserves resulting from Council partnerships and are usually
ringfenced for the benefit of the partnership or are held for investing in shared priorities.

e Departmental underspends —these reserves relate to re-phasing of projects/initiatives and
bids for use of year end underspending which are requested to roll forward into the following
year.

Within the Statement of Accounts, reserves are summarised by the headings above. By
categorising the reserves into the headings above, this is limited to the nine groups, plus Public
Health, Schools and General. Operationally, each will be divided into the relevant sub reserves
to ensure that ownership and effective management is maintained.
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1.5

1.6

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

APPENDIX E

Reserves are an important part of the Council’s financial strategy and are held to create long-
term budgetary stability. They enable the Council to manage change without undue impact on
the Council Tax and are a key element of ensuring the Council’s strong financial standing and
resilience. The Council’s key sources of funding face an uncertain future and the Council
therefore holds earmarked reserves and a working balance in order to mitigate future financial
risks.

Earmarked reserves are reviewed regularly as part of the monitoring process and annually as
part of the budget process, to determine whether the original purpose for the creation of the
reserve still exists and whether or not the reserves should be released in full or in part or require
topping up based on known/expected calls upon them. Particular attention is paid in the annual
review to those reserves whose balances have not moved over a three-year period.

Overview

The Council’s overall approach to reserves will be defined by the system of internal control.
The system of internal control is set out, and its effectiveness reviewed, in the Annual
Governance Statement (AGS). Key elements of the internal control environment are objective
setting and monitoring, policy and decision-making, compliance with statute and procedure
rules, risk management, achieving value for money, financial management and performance
management. The AGS includes an overview of the general financial climate which the Council
is operating within and significant funding risks.

The Council will maintain:
e ageneral reserve; and
e a number of earmarked reserves.

The level of the general reserve is a matter for the Council to determine having had regard to
the advice of the S151 Officer. The level of the reserve will be a matter of judgement which will
take account of the specific risks identified through the various corporate processes. It will also
take account of the extent to which specific risks are supported through earmarked reserves.
The level will be expressed as a cash sum over the period of the general fund medium-term
financial strategy. The level will also be expressed as a percentage of the general funding
requirement (to provide an indication of financial context). The Council’s aim is to hold general
reserves of 5% of the net revenue budget to recognise the heightened financial risk the Council
is facing.

Strategic context

The Council continues to face a shortfall in funding compared to spending demands and must
annually review its priorities in order to address the shortfall.

The Council also relies on interest earned through investments of our cash balances to support
its general spending plans.

Reserves are one-off money. The Council aims to avoid using reserves to meet ongoing
financial commitments other than as part of a sustainable budget plan and one of the Council’s
financial principles is to stop the use of one-off funding to support the base budget. The Council
has to balance the opportunity cost of holding reserves in terms of Council Tax against the
importance of interest earning and long-term future planning.
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4.2

APPENDIX E

Management and governance

Each reserve must be supported by a protocol. All protocols should have an end date and at
that point any balance should be transferred to the general reserve. If there is a genuine reason
for slippage then the protocol will need to be updated.

A guestionnaire is completed by the relevant budget holder and reviewed by Finance to ensure
all reserves comply with legislative and accounting requirements. A de-minimis limit has been
set to avoid small funds being set up which could be managed within existing budgets or
declared as an overspend and then managed collectively. This has been set at £250k.

Reserves protocols and questionnaires must be sent to the Chief Accountant’s Team within
Finance for review and will be approved by the Corporate Director of Finance, Corporate
Management Team and then by the Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Finance,
Corporate and Traded Services. Protocols should clearly identify contributions to and
drawdowns from reserves, and these will be built into the MTFP and monitored on a quarterly
basis.

Accessing reserves will only be for significant unusual spend, more minor fluctuations will be
managed or declared as budget variances. In-year draw-downs from reserves will be subject
to the governance process set out in the revised financial regulations. Ongoing recurring costs
should not be funded from reserves. Any request contrary to this will only be considered during
the budget setting process. The short term use of reserves may be agreed to provide time to
plan for a sustainable funding solution in the following financial year.

Decisions on the use of reserves may be delayed until financial year end and will be dependent
on the overall financial position of the council rather than the position of just one budget area.

The current Financial Regulations state:
Maintenance of reserves & provisions

A.24 The Corporate Director of Finance is responsible for:

i. proposing the Council’s Reserves Policy.

ii. advising the Leader and the Council on prudent levels of reserves for the Authority
when the annual budget is being considered having regard to assessment of the
financial risks facing the Authority.

iii. ensuring that reserves are not only adequate but also necessary.

iv. ensuring that there are clear protocols for the establishment and use of each
earmarked reserve. Reserves should not be held without a clear purpose or without a
planned profile of spend and contributions, procedures for the reserves
managements and control, and a process and timescale for review of the reserve to
ensure continuing relevance and adequacy.

V. ensuring that all renewals reserves are supported by a plan of budgeted
contributions, based on an asset renewal plan that links to the fixed asset register.

vi. ensuring that no money is transferred into reserves each financial year without prior
agreement with him/herself.

vii. ensuring compliance with the reserves policy and governance procedures relating to
requests from the strategic priority and general corporate reserves.
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4.3. All reserves are reviewed as part of the monitoring process, the budget preparation, financial
management and closing of accounts processes. Cabinet is presented with the monitoring of
reserves on a regular basis and in the outturn report and the Council will consider a report from
the S151 Officer on the adequacy of the level of reserves in the annual budget setting process.
The report will contain estimates of reserves where necessary. The Governance and Audit
Committee will consider actual reserves when approving the statement of accounts each year.

4.4. The following rules apply:

e Any in year use of the General Reserve will need to be approved by Cabinet and any
planned use will be part of the budget setting process.

e In considering the use of reserves, there will be no or minimal impairment to the Council’s
financial resilience unless there is no alternative.

4.5. The Council will review the Reserves Policy on an annual basis.
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Appendix F
Budget risks and adequacy of reserves

The assessment of budget risks and the adequacy of reserves is even more important
for 2024-25 initial draft budget and the medium-term plan due to the priority to restore
the council’s financial resilience as set out in Securing Kent's Future — Budget
Recovery Strategy”. The strategy recognises that the current in-year overspend on
the scale forecast and the underlying causes from rising costs most notably in adult
social care, children in care and home to school transport represent a fundamental
risk to the council’s ability to set a balanced budget for 2024-25 and a sustainable
MTFP to 2026-27. Those risks are assessed in more detail In this section of the
budget. In the circumstances it is more essential than ever that the Council is
sufficiently financially resilient to avoid the risk of financial failure leading to the Council
losing the ability to manage its finances. This section includes a new and separate
assessment of the current position of the council against the key symptoms of financial
stress identified by CIPFA in its report entitled “Building Financial Resilience”.

The administration’s initial draft budget and MTFP is informed by the best estimate of
service costs and income based on the information currently available. Publishing the
initial draft in November inevitably means these estimates are longer range and thus
more likely to change for the final budget or when actual costs are incurred. It is also
acknowledged that this does not come without risks particularly as the recent trends
for changes in key cost drivers makes forecasting them accurately under traditional
incremental budgeting very difficult and we have not completed the full transition to an
Outcomes Based Budgeting approach (which in any case would not in itself completely
remove the risk from cost drivers). In addition, there will always be factors outside of
the Council’s direct control which have the potential to vary the key planning
assumptions that underpin those estimates.

There are a number of significant risks that could affect either the cost of providing key
services and/or level of service demand or its main sources of funding. In addition,
there are general economic factors, such as the level of inflation and interest rates that
can impact on the net cost of services going forward. Pressures from the main cost
drivers and in some cases from service demand are evident in children’s and adults
social care, waste volumes, and home to school and special educational needs
transport.

There are also opportunities to either reduce costs or increase income which will not,
as yet, be fully factored into the planning assumptions. The main risks and
opportunities are summarised below.

Risks

Cost of Living
e Extraordinary increases in the costs of goods and services procured
by the Council
e Market instability due to workforce capacity as a result of recruitment
and retention difficulties leading to exit of suppliers, increased costs,
and supply chain shortages
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Increased demand for Council Services over and above
demographic demands, including crisis and welfare support
Reductions in income from fees and charges

Under collection of local taxation leading to collection losses and
reductions in tax base

Claimants of Local Council Tax Reduction Scheme discounts

International Factors

War in Ukraine and other conflicts causing instability

Impact of the decision to leave the European Union

Legacy impact of covid-19

Ongoing supply chain disruption including energy supplies
Breakdown of hosting arrangements under Homes for Ukraine
scheme

Regulatory Risk

High Court ruling on Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking (UAS)
Children — the judgement that the council is responsible for
supporting all UAS children arriving in the county until they are
transferred under National Transfer Scheme impacts on the
availability and therefore cost of carers for local children as well as
risks of shortfalls in funding refugee schemes (see below)
Replacement Legislation and Regulation following Brexit —
including additional council responsibilities, impact on businesses
and supply chains, and economic instability

Statutory overrides — currently there are a number of statutory
overrides in place which reduce short term risks e.g., high needs
deficit, investment losses, etc. These are time limited and require a
long-term solution

Funding settlements - adequacy of the overall settlement and
reliance on council tax over the medium term, and uncertainty over
future settlements (especially beyond 2024-25)

Delayed Reforms to Social Care Charging - uncertainty over future
plans and funding, and providers’ fee expectations

Other delayed legislative reforms — impact on council costs and
ability to deliver savings/spending reductions e.g. Extended Producer
Responsibilities

Departmental Specific Grants - Unanticipated changes in specific
departmental grants and ability to adjust spending in line with
changes

Asylum and Refugee Related — increase in numbers of refugees
(adults and families) accommodated within the community impacting
on council services. Inadequate medium-term government funding
for refugee schemes

New Burdens — Adequacy of funding commensurate with new or
additional responsibilities

Further delay of the Local Government Funding Review - The
government has committed to updating and reforming the way local
authority funding is distributed to individual authorities. However, this
has now been further delayed until 2025-26 at the earliest. The Fair
Funding Review of the distribution methodology for the core grants
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was first announced as part of the final local government settlement
for 2016-17. The data used to assess funding distributions has not
been updated for a number of years, dating from 2013-14 to a large
degree, and even as far back as 2000.

General Economic & Fiscal Factors

Levels of national debt and borrowing

Inflation continues to be well above the government target for a
sustained period with consequential impacts on contracted services
(see below) and household incomes (including incomes of KCC
staff)

Economic recession

Rise in unemployment

A general reduction in debt recovery levels

Reductions in grant and third-party funding

Increase in fraud

Increases in Service Costs and Demand

Long term impact of Covid-19 pandemic on clients and suppliers
Higher cost for new clients coming into care than existing clients
especially but not exclusively older persons residential and nursing
care and children in care

Adult Social Care demography from increased complexity
Children’s Social Care including sufficiency of Foster carers and
numbers of UAS children or those with no recourse to public funds
Significantly higher than the national average Education and Health
Care Plans with consequential impact on both Dedicated Schools
Grant High Needs placements/services and General Fund services
for assessment and home to school transport

Waste tonnage

Public health services

General demographic trends (including a rising and ageing
population and growth in the number of vulnerable persons)

Contractual Price Increases

Index linked contracts rise above budgeted amounts

Containing locally negotiated contracts within the amounts provided
in the budget

Financial sustainability of contracted providers

Efficiencies and Savings Programme

Opportunities

Slippage in the expected delivery of the savings programme
Non-delivery of planned savings
Shortfalls in income from fees and charges

Growth in local taxbase for both housing and businesses
Service transformation and redesign including digital services
Invest to save approach to reduce revenue costs

Service remodelling
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Adequacy of Reserves

Reviewing the level of reserves the Council holds is an important part of the budget
setting process. The review must be balanced and reasonable, factoring in the current
financial standing of the Council, the funding outlook into the medium term and
beyond, and most importantly, the financial risk environment the Council is operating
in. The assessment of reserves is based on factors recommended by the Chartered
Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) as set out below together with
an indication of the direction of travel (up arrow represents an improved position i.e.,
the risk is less than it was last year).

Assumptions for l The direction of travel for this indicator was showing as

inflation deteriorating in last year’s budget due to the historically
high levels of inflation that arose during 2022. The
annual rate of inflation (using CPIH) peaked at 9.6% in
October 2022 and has been on a downward trajectory
in the subsequent months (CPI peaked at 11.1% and
RPI at 14.2% in October 2022).

The March Office for Budget Responsibility forecasts
were for the rate of inflation to peak in quarter 4 of 2022
(CP110.7% in quarter 4 2022), before the rate of prices
growth falls back reducing to 9.7% in quarter 1 2023,
6.9% quarter 2, 5.4% quarter 3, 2.9% quarter 4 and
1.5% quarter 1 2024. However, the rate of inflation in
2023 has not reduced as much as the March 2023 OBR
forecast with reported CPI from Office for National
Statistics (ONS) of 10.2% quarter 1, 8.4% quarter 2 and
6.7% quarter 3. Revenue spending subject to inflation
is around £1.4bn so each 1% adds £14m to council
costs. One of the principal reasons that inflation is not
falling as much as forecast is due to the rise in petrol
and diesel prices amid a sharp rise in in global oil costs
over recent months offsetting falls in food price inflation.

The higher than forecast inflation is the reason why this
measure is still showing as deteriorating for 2024-25 as
it makes the impact on future price forecasts in budget
plans uncertain and volatile.

Estimates of the level l The Council uses receipts as part of the funding for the

and timing of capital capital programme. The Council has not applied the

receipts flexible use of capital receipts to fund revenue costs
since the 2018-19 budget and does not propose to use
the permitted extension. Delivery of receipts against the
target has continued to fall behind in recent years
necessitating additional short-term borrowing/use of
reserves.
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Performance in the current year has been mixed with
the rise in interest rates dampening large new-build
housing developments. Although there is a reasonable
pipeline of assets for disposal the risk profile for
potential delays remains high therefore leading to a
continued deterioration in this measure.

Capacity to manage
in-year budget
pressures and
strategy for dealing
with demand and
service delivery in
the longer term

l
l

2022-23 ended with a revenue budget overspend for
the first time in 23 years. The net overspend in 2022-23
was £47.1m after roll forwards (3.9% of net revenue).
Overspends before roll forwards were reported in Adult
Social Care & Health (ASCH) of £24.4m, Children,
Young People and Education (CYPE) of £32.7m,
Growth Environment and Transport (GET) of £0.9m,
Deputy Chief Executive Department (DCED) of £1.6m.
These were partly offset by underspends in Chief
Executive Department (CED) of £3.5m and Non-
Attributable Costs and Corporately held budgets (NAC)
of £11.8m

The most significant overspends were:

. £30.5m older persons residential and nursing
care in ASCH

. £16.1m home to school transport in CYPE

£9.9m children in care in CYPE

The most recent 2023-24 revenue budget monitoring
presented to Cabinet on 5" October 2023 showed a
forecast overspend of £37.3m before management
action. This overspend was largely driven by higher
spending growth than the £182.3m (excluding spending
on externally funded activities) provided for in the
budget. The largest overspends are in the same main
areas as 2022-23 (adult social care, children in care
and home to school transport). This is despite including
additional spending in the budget for the full year effect
of recurring spend from 2022-23 and forecasts for
future price uplifts, increases in demand and cost
increases unrelated to price uplifts.

At the same Cabinet meeting on 5" October 2023 a
separate report “Securing Kent's Future — Budget
recovery Strategy” set out the broad strategic approach
to providing reassurance on the necessary action to
bring 2023-24 budget back into balance and the
opportunity areas for further savings and avoidance of
future cost increases over the medium term 2024-27.

However, until this strategic plan has been converted
into detailed plans and these have been delivered
managing in-year spending and spending growth over
the medium term presents the most significant risk to
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the Council’s financial resilience and sustainability and
therefore the highest rating of deterioration.

Strength of financial
reporting and ability
to activate
contingency plans if
planned savings
cannot be achieved

There continues to be a reasonable degree of
confidence in the validity of financial reporting despite
the uncertainties and volatility as a result of
overspends. However, the abilty to activate
contingency plans if planned savings cannot be
achieved has to date been severely restricted as a
result of these overspends, although every effort is
being made to reduce the forecast overspend in 2023-
24.

Reporting has been enhanced to include separate
analysis of delivery of savings plans, treasury
management and council tax collection. Further
improvements are planned in terms of the timeliness of
financial monitoring and reporting to ensure corrective
action is taken as early as possible.

Some areas of spending can still be changed at short
notice if required as a contingency response if planned
savings cannot be achieved (or there are unexpected
changes in spending). A significant plank of the 2023-
24 recovery strategy is to reduce non committed
spending for the remainder of the year. At this stage it
is expected that managers across the whole
organisation will exercise this restraint to reduce
forecast spending for the remainder of the year.
However, if this does not result in sufficient reductions
to bring in-year spending back into balance further
spending controls will have to be considered. These
spending reductions are largely anticipated to be one-
offs and will not flow through into 2024-25 or later years.

The increased focus on savings monitoring and delivery
has had some impact and the maijority of the overspend
in 2022-23 and forecast for 2023-24 is due to
unbudgeted spend rather than savings delivery,
although savings delivery is still a contributory factor
and remains a risk, this is no greater risk than in
previous years, hence this measure has not been rated
as deteriorating.

However, if the further savings necessary to bring 2023-
24 back into balance are not proving to be achieved this
measure would need to be reassessed for future drafts.

Risks inherent in any
new partnerships,
major outsourcing

l

Partnership working with NHS and districts has
improved. However, further sustained improvements
are still needed to change the direction of travel.
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arrangements, and
major capital
developments

Trading conditions for Council owned companies
continue to be challenging.

A number of outsourced contracts are due for retender
and the Council is still vulnerable to price changes due
to market conditions.

The ability to sustain the capital programme remains a
significant challenge. It is essential that capital
programmes do not rely on unsustainable levels of
borrowing and additional borrowing should only be
considered where absolutely essential to meet statutory
obligations. This will impact on the condition of non-
essential assets possibly resulting in the closure of
facilities although the planned spending to limit
modernisation programmes to essential measures to
ensure buildings are safe warm and dry has proved to
be inadequate and the programme needs to reflect a
realistic level of spend on the assets the council needs
to sustain necessary functions. Despite the action taken
to limit additional borrowing, a third of the capital
programme is still funded by borrowing.  Slippage
within individual projects remains an issue leading to
lower than planned spending in the short-term but
potentially higher medium to long term costs due to
inflation. This slippage defers borrowing rather than
reducing it.

The quarter 1 capital monitoring report showed a
forecast net underspend on capital spending of £42.3m
comprising net £8.2m increased spending on projects
(real variance) and £50.5m reduction due to slippage.
The real variance includes spending on grant and
externally funded projects where funding has been
announced after the capital programme was approved.

Financial standing of
the Authority (level of
borrowing, debt
outstanding, use of
reserves, etc.)

l
l

The financial standing of the Council has weakened
significantly as a result of the overspend in 2022-23 that
was balanced by the drawdown of £47.1m from general
and risk reserves (39% of general reserve and all of the
risk reserve). Usable reserves were also reduced
through the transfer of £17m from earmarked reserves
to Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) reserve as part of
KCC’s contribution the Safety Valve agreement with
DfE in March 2023 (with further transfer of £14.4m
planned for 2023-24). Overall, the council’s usable
revenue reserves have reduced from £408.1m at
31/3/22 (40% of net revenue) to £355.1m at 31/3/23
(29.8% of net revenue) with further reduction to
£316.3m (24% of net revenue) forecast for 31/3/24.
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This forecast assumes 2023-24 revenue budget is
brought back into balance by year end with no further
draw down from reserves.

The reduction in usable reserves has significantly
reduced the council’s ability to withstand unexpected
circumstances and costs, and reduced the scope to
smooth timing differences between spending and
savings plans. The levels of reserves now pose a more
significant risk to the council’s financial resilience than
levels of debt. Levels of reserves are now considered
to be the second most significant financial risk after
capacity to deal with in-year budget pressures.
Reserves will need to be replenished at the earliest
opportunity and will need to be factored into future
revenue budget plans.

The Council has an ongoing borrowing requirement of
£1.1bn arising from its historic and ongoing capital
expenditure, which is expected to remain broadly stable
over the medium term. Most of this requirement is
covered by existing external debt, which is forecast to
decline gradually over the medium term (from around
72% in 2023/24 to 66% in 2026/27. The remaining
portion is met via internal borrowing (namely the
temporary use of internal cash balances in lieu of
investing those balances with external counterparties).

Although the Council has been protected to a significant
extent from the material increase in interest rates over
the past two years (given that the majority of its
borrowing requirement is already met by fixed rate debt)
the higher rate environment has increased the expected
costs of internal borrowing as well as costs associated
with any new external borrowing over the near and
medium term.

A small portion of the borrowing requirement (8.4% in
2023/24) is met via “LOBO” (Lender Option Borrower
Option) loans. These instruments provide lower cost
financing in exchange for giving the lender the periodic
opportunity to reset the loan’s interest rate. The Council
manages the risks around these loans being “called” by
restricting their use to only a minor portion of the
borrowing portfolio and by avoiding any concentration
in the loans’ associated option dates.

In managing the structure of its borrowing (the balance
between internal and external borrowing, and the
portion of the latter that is made up of fixed-rate as
opposed to variable-rate loans), the Council is chiefly
concerned with risks arising from uncertainty around
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interest rates as well as ensuring it has adequate
liquidity over the medium term. The Council reviews its
borrowing strategy formally on an annual basis to
ensure its approach remains appropriate.

The Authority’s
record of budget and
financial
management
including robustness
of medium-term
plans

l

The direction of travel for this factor was shown as
deteriorating in the final budget presented to County
Council on 9™ February 2023 due to the quarter 3
monitoring for 2022-23 showing a significant £53.7m
forecast revenue overspend. The overspend reduced
a little by year-end to £44.4m before roll forwards
(£47.1m after roll forwards). However, this was not
sufficient to change the direction of travel bearing in
mind the scale further of the forecast overspends for
2023-24.

The most significant cause of the overspends is higher
than budgeted spending growth despite significant
increases already factored into the budget. The need
to include for the full year effect of current year
overspends as a variance to the published medium-
term plan means that the capacity to manage in-year
budget pressures (highest rated risk assessment) is the
most significant factor in MTFP variances rather than
robustness of MTFP forecasts. This is the only reason
that this particular assessment has not been shown as
a significant deterioration with a double arrow.
Nonetheless, the robustness of forecasts included in
the MTFP does need improvement (hence this
assessment is still showing a deterioration until these
are improved).

The initial draft budget for 2024-25 and MTFP for 2024-
27 is not balanced. As outlined in the budget report this
was an acknowledged risk from the earlier publication
of the draft for scrutiny. At this stage the unbalanced
initial draft has not been taken into account in the
assessment of this risk as there is a strategy agreed to
bring future drafts into balance. Should that strategy
not be successful this aspect would need to be
reassessed as further deterioration in future drafts.

Virement and year-
end procedures in
relation to under and
overspends

l

The direction of travel for this factor was shown as
deteriorating in last year’s budget due to monitoring for
2022-23 forecast to overspend and ongoing issues with
Whole Government Accounts. The forecast for 2023-
24 is further forecast overspend and issues remain with
Whole Government Accounts meaning there has not
been sufficient progress to date to change the direction
of travel on this assessment.
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The Council continues to adhere to its virement and
year end procedures as set out in its financial
regulations. The Council’s ability to close the year-
end accounts early or even on time is becoming
increasingly difficult. The audit certificate for 2020-21
was issued on the 4" September 2023, following
confirmation that no further work was required on the
Whole Government Accounts. The audit certificate
for 2021-22 has not been issued due to the audit of
the 2021-22 Whole Government Accounts being
outstanding as the external auditors have prioritised
the audit of the Council’'s 2022-23 accounts.

The draft outturn for 2022-23 was reported to Cabinet
on 29th June 2023 outlining the main overspends and
underspends together with roll-forward requests. This
was presented alongside an update to the medium-term
financial outlook. A net overspend of £47.1m was
reported after roll forwards of £2.7m. The overspend
was funded from a drawdown from earmarked and
General reserves. The draft accounts for 2022-23 were
published on 1st July 2023 and are still being audited.
The audit is ongoing as there is still audit work to
complete on group accounts and pensions.

The availability of
reserves and
government
grants/other funds to
deal with major
unforeseen events

l

As identified in the assessment of the financial standing
of the authority the levels of usable reserves have
reduced at the end of 2022-23 and are forecast to
reduce further by the end of 2023-34. Furthermore, a
number of significant risks remain unresolved (including
at this stage balancing 2023-24 revenue budget) which
could impact on reserves and the assessment of their
adequacy if solutions are not found.

The most significant risk to reserves in previous years
has been identified from the accumulated and growing
deficit on the DSG reserve largely from the
overspending high needs support within the DSG. This
has now been addressed over a number of years
through the Safety Valve agreement with DfE.
However, at this stage the Safety Valve agreement is a
recovery plan that will be delivered over a number of
years with spending on high needs support gradually
bought back into balance with the available grant
funding and the historic accumulated deficit cleared
with contributions from DfE and local authority.
However, this does not fully mitigate the risk as should
the plan not be fully delivered there is a risk that DFE
could withhold contributions and a residue deficit would
remain.
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The reserves forecast includes the transfer to the DSG
reserve of the local authority contribution for 2022-23
and a further forecast transfer for the local authority
contribution in 2023-24. Provision is included in the
2024-25 initial draft budget and 2024-27 MTFP for the
remaining local authority contributions. The DSG
reserve forecast also includes the DfE contributions for
2022-23 to 2027-28. These contributions together with
the recovery plan to reduce the in-year deficit on high
needs spending would see the accumulated deficit
cleared by 2027-28. However, resolving this aspect of
risk to reserves does represent £82.3m over the term of
the agreement of the authority’s resources which would
otherwise have been available to mitigate other risks.

A new risk has arisen during the course of 2023-24
following the high court order that the Council must take
all possible steps to care for all Unaccompanied Asylum
Seeking (UAS) children arriving in the county under the
Children Act 1989, unless and until they are transferred
to other local authorities under the National Transfer
Scheme. The council is currently in negotiation with
Department for Levelling Up Housing and Communities
(DLUHC), Home Office and Department for Education
(DfE) over a funding package to support compliance
with the judgement. To date the offer is circa £9m which
is insufficient to cover forecast costs for caring for UAS
children for the remainder of 2023-24 which if not
resolved would leave a forecast deficit and no offer has
yet been made for 2024-25. This combination poses a
major threat to the Council’s financial sustainability.

Although this DSG risk has been addressed the risk of
the requirement for further draw downs if the 2023-24
current year spend and gaps in 2024-25 initial draft
budget and 2024-27 MTFP and the overall forecast
level of reserves means the assessment of this risk
cannot yet show an improvement and could be a further
deterioration’

A register of the most significant risks is published as
part of the initial draft 2024-25 revenue budget, 2024-
27 medium term plan and 2024-34 capital programme.

The general financial
climate including
future expected
levels of funding

The Autumn Statement 2022 included departmental
spending plans up to 2024-25 and high-level spending
plans up to 2027-28. The plans for 2023-24 and 2024-
25 included significant additional support for local
government including additional grants and increased
assumptions for council tax. These plans will be
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updated in the 2023 Autumn budget which is scheduled
for 22" November.

The local government finance settlement only included
individual grant allocations and core spending power
calculations for 2023-24. The settlement did include
council tax referendum levels for 2024-25 as well as the
overall additional amounts for the main grants for 2024-
25 but did not include individual authority allocations.
Other departmental specific grants were not included in
the settlement..

The Autumn Statement and local government finance
settlement confirmed that the planned reforms to social
care charging have been delayed until 2025. It is this
delay that has enabled Government to redirect the
funding allocated for social care reform as a short term
increase in funding for current pressures in adult social
care. A further tranche of funding for the Market
Sustainability and Improvement Fund for workforce
reform for 2023-24 and 2024-25 was announced in July
2023.

However, the inadequacy of medium to long term
sustainable funding for adults social care remains, and
the lack of certainty that the additional funding available
in 2023-24 and 2024-25 will be baseline for subsequent
years cause the assessment of this risk to remain as a
neutral direction of travel at this stage. This can be
reassessed following the 2023 Autumn Budget
statement.

The long-awaited update and reform to the funding
arrangements for local government have also been
delayed again until 2025 at the earliest.

Despite increased certainty of funding for 2023-24 and
2024-25 medium term financial planning remains
uncertain, particularly future spending and income
forecasts . The plans for 2025-26 include a higher level
of uncertainty. Plans can only be prepared based on
prudent assumptions and forecasts for later years
remain highly speculative.

The adequacy of
insurance
arrangements

l

The Council’s insurance policies were reviewed for
January 2022. A hardening market along with
changing levels of risk has resulted in a rise in
premiums, with some deductibles being increased to
mitigate this. The implications of limiting capital
borrowing to absolutely essential statutory services
increases the risk of insurance claims where assets
have not been adequately maintained. A fund audit
confirms the levels of insurance reserve are
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adequate, however as the corporate contribution to
the fund is remaining unchanged more reliance will be
placed on the reserve to balance insurance claims.

Of the eleven factors used to assess risk and the adequacy of reserves, only one has
shown no change from twelve months ago (the strength of financial reporting and
ability to activate contingency plans, and even this is conditional on delivering the
contingency plans to bring 2023-24 spending back into balance), the remaining ten
are still deteriorating. In the case of capacity to manage in-year budget pressures and
strategy for dealing with demand and service delivery in the longer term and financial
standing of the Authority (level of borrowing, debt outstanding, use of reserves, etc.)
the deterioration is now at a severe level and cause for serious concern. There are
aspects of these deteriorations as well as number of the others that are largely due to
outside factors but still need to be managed and mitigated as much as possible. No
weighting has been applied to the individual factors, but the general financial risk to
the Council should now be regarded as substantially and severely increased
compared with a year ago, which in turn, was increased from the year before.

The amounts and purposes for existing reserves have been reviewed to ensure the
Council achieves compliance with Local Authority Accounting Panel (LAAP) Bulletin
99. This bulletin sets out the recommendations on the purposes for holding reserves.
Reserves are split between general reserves (working balance to help cushion the
impact of uneven cashflows/avoiding unnecessary temporary borrowing and
contingency to cushion the impact of unexpected events/emergencies) and earmarked
reserves to build up funds for known/predicted specific events.

The administration’s initial draft 2024-25 budget includes a £16.4m net increase from
changes in contributions and draw down from reserves. This is largely for the to
replenish the draw down from general reserves in 2022-23 over two years 2024-25
and 2025-26 and provision for the local authority contribution to DSG reserve under
the safety valve agreement. A full reconciliation of all the changes to contributions
and draw down from reserves for 2024-25 is available through the detailed dashboard
of budget variations.

Page 83



This page is intentionally left blank



Appendix G: Budget Risks Register 2024-25

|TOTAL | 499.7|
Directorate Risk Title Source/Cause of Risk Risk Event Consequence Current |Estimated
Likelihood |Maximum
(1-5) Financial
£m
Significant Risks (over £10m)
High Needs The Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) High Needs| The Safety Valve programme does not deliver the reduction to the |The Department for Education withholds its 4 150.0
Spending Block does not meet the cost of demand for in-year deficit on spending to support children with high needs as |contribution towards the accumulated deficit
placements in schools, academies, colleges and |planned leading to a higher deficit and/or the increased overspend leaves a residue
independent providers. deficit. The government requires that the total
deficit on the schools budget to be carried forward
and does not allow authorities to offset from
general funds anything above the amounts
included in the Safety Valve agreement without
express approval from Secretary of State. This
approach does not resolve how the deficit will be
eliminated and therefore still poses a significant
risk to the council
Non delivery of |Changes in circumstances, resulting in delays in |Inability to progress with plans to generate savings or additional Overspend on the revenue budget, requiring 4 103.1
Savings and the delivery of agreed savings or income income as scheduled, due to changing circumstances alternative compensating in year savings or
income temporary unbudgeted funding from reserves.
Potential recurring budget pressure for future
years.
Unaccompanied |The High Court has ruled that the council is Failure to reach agreement with government departments (Home |Overspend on the revenue and or capital budgets, 3 60.0
Asylum Seeking |responsible for the care of all Unaccompanied Office and Department for Education) to cover all costs incurred  |requiring alternative compensating in year savings
Children Asylum Seeking (UAS) children arriving in the by the council in supporting UAS children or temporary unbudgeted funding from reserves.
county until such time as they are transferred to Potential recurring budget pressure for future
other councils under National Transfer Scheme years.
ALL 2023-24 potential |[Under delivery of recovery plan to bring 2023-24 |Overspend against the revenue budget in 2023-24 required to be |Insufficient reserves available to manage risks in 3 37.3
overspend revenue budget into a balanced position by 31-3- |met from reserves leading to a reduction in our financial resilience |{2023-24 and future years
impact on 24.
reserves
ALL Revenue Inflation|The Council must ensure that the Medium Term |Price pressures rise above the current MTFP assumptions and we |Additional unfunded cost that leads to an 4 21.0
Financial Plan (MTFP) includes robust estimates |are unsuccessful at suppressing these increases. overspend on the revenue budget, requiring
for spending pressures. compensating in year savings or temporary
unbudgeted funding from reserves. Potential
recurring budget pressure for future years.




Appendix G: Budget Risks Register 2024-25

|TOTAL | 499.7|
Directorate Risk Title Source/Cause of Risk Risk Event Consequence Current |Estimated
Likelihood |Maximum
(1-5) Financial
£m
ASCH / CYPE Market The long term impact of Covid-19 is still If staffing levels remain low, vacancies unfilled and retention poor, |Care Homes closures are not an infrequent 5 20.0
Sustainability impacting on the social care market, and there  |then repeated pressure to increase pay of care staff employed in [occurrence and whilst some homes that close are
continues to be concerns about the sustainability |the voluntary/private sector in order to be able to compete in either too small or poor quality others are making
of the sector. At the moment all areas of the recruitment market. At the moment vacancy level said to be 1 in  |informed business decisions to exit the market.
social care sector are under pressure in 10. The more homes that exit in this unplanned
particular around workforce capacity including manner further depletes choice and volume of
both recruitment and retention of staff especially beds which can create pressures in the system
for providers of services in the community, regarding throughput and discharge from hospital
meaning that sourcing appropriate packages for thus potentially increasing price.
all those who need it is becoming difficult. This is
likely to worsen over the next few months with
the pressures of winter, and increased activity in
hospitals. Throughout this year we have
continued to see increases in the costs of care
packages and placements far greater than what
would be expected and budgeted for, due to a
combination of pressures in the market but also
due to the increased needs and complexities of
people requiring social care support.
Full year effect of | The Council must ensure that the Medium Term |Increases in forecast current year overspends on recurring Additional unfunded cost that leads to an 4 20.0
current Financial Plan (MTFP) includes robust estimates |activities resulting in higher full year impact on following year's overspend on the revenue budget, requiring
overspends for spending pressures. budget (converse would apply to underspends) compensating in year savings or temporary
unbudgeted funding from reserves. Potential
recurring budget pressure for future years.
ALL Capital Capital project costs are subject to higher than  |Increase in building inflation above that built into business cases. |Capital projects cost more than budgeted, 4 18.3
budgeted inflation. resulting in an overspend on the capital
programme, or having to re-prioritise projects to
keep within the overall budget. For rolling
programmes (on which there is no annual
inflationary increase), the level of asset
management preventative works will reduce,
leading to increased revenue pressures and
maintenance backlogs.
Market Availability of suitable placements for looked Continued use of more expensive and unregulated placements, Unfunded cost that leads to an overspend on the 5 10.0
Sustainability after children. where it is difficult to find suitable regulated placements as no revenue budget, requiring compensating in year
suitable alternative is available. savings or temporary unbudgeted funding from
reserves.
Availability in the market for home to school The cost of transport contracts continues to increase above
transport, due to reducing supplier base and inflation.
increasing demand.
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|TOTAL | 499.7|
Directorate Risk Title Source/Cause of Risk Risk Event Consequence Current |Estimated
Likelihood |Maximum
(1-5) Financial
£m
ALL Demand & Cost |The Council must ensure that the Medium Term |Non inflationary cost increases (cost drivers) continue on recent  |Additional unfunded cost that leads to an 4 10.0
Drivers Financial Plan (MTFP) includes robust estimates |upward trends particularly but not exclusively in adult social care, |overspend on the revenue budget, requiring
for spending pressures. children in care and home to school transport above the current  |compensating in year savings or temporary
MTFP assumptions and the council is not able to supress these unbudgeted funding from reserves. Potential
recurring budget pressure for future years.
Other Risks (under £10m - individual amounts not included) 50.0
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Children, Young People and Education Directorate Scorecard

Guidance Notes

POLARITY
H The aim of this indicator is to achieve the highest number/percentage possible
L The aim of this indicator is to achieve the lowest number/percentage possible
T The aim of this indicator is to stay close to the target that has been set

RAG RATINGS

m Floor Standard* has not been achieved

AMBER Floor Standard* achieved but Target has not been met

- Target has been achieved

* Floor @ndards are set in Directorate Business Plans and if not achieved must result in management action

«Q
DIREC@ON OF TRAVEL (DOT)
H

ﬁ Performance has improved
@ Performance has worsened
<:> Performance has remained the same

INCOMPLETE DATA

N/A Data not available
Data to be supplied
New indicator - historical data not available

Data in italics indicates previous reporting year

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION CONTACT DETAILS

Wendy Murray 03000 419417
Maureen Robinson 03000 417164
Matt Ashman 03000 417012
Chris Nunn 03000 417145

MIEducation&WiderEH@kent.gov.uk
MlintensiveEH&SocialCare@kent.gov.uk

DATA PERIOD

R12M Monthly Rolling 12 months
MS Monthly Snapshot

YTD Year To Date

Q Quarterly

A Annual

CHILDREN, YOUNG PEOPLE AND EDUCATION SCORECARDS

CYPE Children, Young People and Education Directorate Scorecard
EY Early Years Scorecard
NEET NEET Monthly Scorecard

SEND Special Educational Needs & Disabilities Scorecard

ICS Intensive EH and CSWS Monthly Performance Report
KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS

CIC Children in Care

CSWT Children's Social Work Teams

CYp Children and Young People

DWP Department for Work and Pensions

EY Early Years

EYFE Early Years Free Entitlement

EYFS Early Years Foundation Stage

FF2 Free For Two

FSM Free School Meals

NEET Not in Education, Employment or Training
SCS Specialist Children's Services

SEN Special Educational Needs
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent Activity/Volume

September 2023

as at May 2023

132,505 pupils in 460 primary schools
25.7 % with free school meals (24.6%)

111,822 pupils in 101 secondary schools
21.6 % with free school meals (24.1%)

6,091 pupils in 24 special schools
45.0 % with free school meals (46.4%)

as at Sep 2023

4

Rate of Early Help Unit Referrals
per 10,000 of the 0-17 population

(inclusive, rolling 12 months)

659.0  659.0 659.2

653.5

629.0

March 2023 to Sept 2023

as at Sep 2023

Open cases

Intensive Early Help 2,240 (Families)

Open Social Work Cases 12,211
Including:

* Child Protection 1,294
* Children in Care 2,287
* Care Leavers 2,103

as at Sep 2023

Ofsted good or outstanding

EY providers 97.5% (96%)
Primary 91.3% (90%)
Secondary 87.9% (82%)
Special 92.3% (90%)

as at Sep 2023

4

Rate of referrals to Children's Social
Work Services per 10,000 of the 0-17

population (inclusive, rolling 12 months)

703.1

695.7

685.8
684.4

679.1 680.4 676.1

March 2023 to Sept 2023

as at Sep 2023

ATA

Number of First Time Entrants into

the Youth Justice system

315

311
310

302
March 2023 to Sept 2023

as at Sep 2023

Requests for SEND statutory assessment

March 2023 to Sept 2023 119

as at Sep 2023

7

Activity at the Front Door (children)

Total contacts 7,136
Number resolved at FD 2,897
Number to CSWS 2,096
Number to EH Units 1,617

as at Sep 2023

Open Access Indicators

Number of Focused Support Requests

started during the month 163
by Children Centre 79
* by Youth Hub 84
% of Focused Support Requests supported 60.1%
by Open Access after 3 months

Number of clients supported (interventions 8922

and sessions)

* Free School Meal averages are as at January 2023 school census and based on state funded schools only

Figures shown in brackets are National averages

« Ofsted National averages are as at 30th September 2023, except EY Providers average which is as at March 2023

Management Information, CYPE, KCC

Page 2



Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023

Directorate Scorecard - SEND Monthly Indicators

APP17 Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks

APP17-N | Total number of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks H| MS 51 45 16 22 17 3 19

APP17-D | Total number of EHCPs issued L| MS 155 116 107 167 196 131 207

APP17-A |Average duration in days from assessment request to EHCP completion L| MS 231 203 260 241 249 256 293

APP-EP :,:::Sntage of assessment requests sent to Educational Psychology returned within 6 H M 29 33 2 2 35 35 16 28 17 0 55

CYPEL E::lcter"::g:nsz'f:‘;ﬁct;jng placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - | | | g 107 10.8 108 10.9 107 11.0 11.0 2,118 19335 | & 9
Percentage of open Educational Psychology referrals waiting more than 6 weeks L| MS 20.5 23.8 26.5 25.8 21.4 38.5 45.2 203 449 4 N/A N/A
Percentage of SEND statutory assessment requests waiting more than 20 weeks L| MS 30.5 38.8 38.0 42.1 45.2 51.7 53.0 1,072 2,023 4 N/A N/A

APP22 Percentage of audited EHCPs rated good or better H| MS 19.2 17.4 N/A N/A

Note: 2023-24 targets for APP17 and APP-EP are using the June 2024 targets from the APP scorecard

U
8mmentary on Education SEND Indicators:

(Bruitment s complete across the SEND service and the service is currently staffed over-establishment, as additional agency staff have been retained to support the work on the most out of date cases and annual reviews. Demand into the service remains high so the focus is on training new staff and on making the processes within the
@ice as efficient as possible, to increase productivity, and finalise a greater number of EHCPs every month. Additional operational reporting is in place to inform staff’'s work to ensure that resources are being targeted in the most effective way. Both the SEND service and the Educational Psychology service are focused on reducing the
wber of cases out of timescale as quickly as possible.

Management Information, CYPE, KCC Page 3



Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

scsp3  |Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a L |R12M 22,0 222 22.9 23.3 23.4 23.2 23.2 5485 23639 | © 25.0 220 | 250 20.4 215
previous referral (R12M)
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M 88.8 88.7 87.9 86.9 86.8 85.6 83.6 1603 1918 4 90.0 88.8 90.0 N/A N/A
scs13 |Percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the TIRI2M| v | 232 22.0 2.1 2138 212 211 204 287 1404 1 20.0 232 | 200 238 233
second or subsequent time
scs1g  |Children in Care in same placement for the last two years H| mMs v | 743 74.6 74.2 73.7 73.4 74.0 73.6 338 459 3 70.0 743 | 700 72.1 71.0
(for those in care for two and a half years or more)
SCS19 f:;iegg’c‘; of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements H Ms | v| 737 73.0 74.1 74.4 74.4 74.9 75.2 789 1049 I 85.0 737 | 850 [ N/A N/A
scs2g  |Average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with L RIM v | 3521 3238 343.0 326.4 344.7 343.0 3435 17862 52 4 426.0 3521 | 426.0 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | {ihose KCC I8 n touch with) H |R12M 62.2 61.3 61.0 61.3 59.6 59.5 59.4 627 1055 4 65.0 622 | 650 N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 84.8 84.8 86.2 86.2 86.1 86.1 86.2 439 509 by 85.0 84.8 80.0 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 75.2 73.7 74.8 75.1 74.0 74.0 74.8 439.6 588.0 T 85.0 RED 75.2 85.0 N/A N/A
SCS42 | Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L Ms 16.6 17.2 16.1 17.3 17.0 17.3 16.9 1658 98.2 i 15.0 166 | 150 N/A N/A
SEJ43 | Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams L MS 25.0 23.1 23.4 25.1 23.7 21.5 21.6 5823 269.5 4 18.0 25.0 18.0 RED N/A N/A
= Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within
(@nr S L [R12M 28.2 28.3 28.3 28.5 28.7 29.0 29.3 3323 11342 4 25.0 282 | 250 28 N/A
EDF | Fereentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within H| Ms 89.4 9.2 %0.5 91.0 916 2.0 922 5157 5591 Iy 85.0 894 | 850 N/A /A
~ 6 weeks of allocation
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 90.6 90.6 92.4 92.4 92.9 92.9 94.9 148 156 T4 85.0 90.6 80.0 N/A N/A
EHi6-F Fercentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to L |R12M 13.3 13.6 13.7 13.7 13.7 13.8 14.2 656 4628 3 15.0 133 | 150 N/A N/A
EH or CSWS in 3 mths
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| Ms 14.7 14.3 14.0 13.5 12.7 10.1 11.0 1880 171.2 4 15.0 147 | 150 N/A N/A

CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q 34.4 28.6 28.9 28.5 105 368 ity 28.0 28.9 30.0 31.2 28.5

Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.

Management Information, CYPE, KCC Page 4



Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

SISE7L Percept_age of Year 12-13 age-group (16-.17.year olds) not in education, employment Ll Ms 35 35 35 36 35 34 22 801 35,776 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]

EH43 Number of pupils perma'nently excluded from the primary phase - L |Ri2M 17 18 17 15 15 15 15 NA N/A
all Year R to Year 6 pupils

EH44 Number of pupils permar]ently excluded from the secondary phase - L |Ri2M 43 44 45 53 56 54 62 NA N/A
all Year 7 to Year 14 pupils

CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 82.7 82.1 81.5 77.0 79.2 79.7 81.3 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information

CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 556 6.7 57.6 98 56.6 557 528 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early

E_\'(_2| education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H) A 696 613 68.6 692 3,340 4825 70 I 750

\d

€14 |Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 65.8 68.1 12,363 18,154 67.5 iy 69.0 67.5 67.2

%5 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L| A 22.6 21.4 19.7 iy 23.5 19.7

[{

§‘1‘EIE 4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 50.0 58.7 11,448 19,502 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics

SISEL6 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a«':hieving age-related expectations in LA 28.0 28.0 220 D o 24.0 27 2
Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap

SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H| A 49.3 46.9 51.0 RED 0 48.0 47.4 46.3

SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 18.5 17.9 15.0 iy 15.0 18.3 14.9

CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 37.7 38.86 38.28

CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 32.0 3222 33.31

CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 34.6 34.48 34.82

SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - LA 38 42 48 48 12,125 250,254 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils

CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 88.3 89.2 90.1 90.1 15,295 16,978 91.2 92.2

CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 77.7 69.7 79.6 78.2 14,865 19,007 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -

EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 97 191 191
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -

EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L| A 15.6 2.2 269

Th rces for 202 inment I follows: FSP = School returns, June 2023. KS2 = DfE Provisional SFR, 12/09/23. KS4 = DfE Provisional SFR, 19/10/23. Provisional KS5 data will be available in November.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

Commentary on Integrated Children's Services Indicators:

Children's Social Care

RED: The percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers is 74.8%, just below the floor standard of 75.0%. The target for this measure is 85.0% which is based on the national average for Agency Social Workers of 15%. Recruiting and retaining qualified social workers remains a priority for CYPE and a range of
initiatives are being explored and implemented. The annual collection of Children's Social Care Workforce data, provides some comparative data as at 30th September 2022 - Social Work Vacancies: Kent 16.5%, England average 20.0%, SE average 18.8%; % Agency Social Workers covering vacancies - Kent 12.3%, England average 17.6%, SE

average 17.9%; Social Worker turnover - Kent 15.9%, England average 17.1%, SE average 18.6%.

The Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with Children's Social Work Involvement is 83.6%, below the Target of 90.0% Target and continuing a trend of decreased performance. The Form held on the Case Management System has been reviewed and changes to the process for recording will be implemented.
This will streamline recording for allocated case workers and improve compliance for the recording of the Returner Interview Form.

At 75.2% the percentage of children in care placed in KCC foster care, or in placements with relatives/friends, is just above the floor standard of 75.0%. The target of 85.0% is an aspirational target set to drive up the use of in-house provision and historically performance has remained stable at around 80.0%. However several
factors contributed to the lower rates over the last 12 months. There has been an increase in the number of children in care , some of which is due to the extended timescales for care proceedings to be concluded which has meant that many babies and younger children are remaining in care longer. Recruitment and retention of foster
carers also remains a challenge especially during the current cost of living crisis, not only for Kent but across the South region and nationally. This has been highlighted within the recent Government Social Care Review which was published in May 2022. Foster homes for children to live together with their parents and homes for siblings
remains a high priority but recruitment of these provisions within Kent remains a significant challenge. Actions being taken include a continuous focus on the recruitment of foster carers, with particular emphasis on some geographical areas and types of carers required, for example to increase the number of foster carers who are able to
accommodate parent and child placements. Work has also commenced with Local Authority colleagues in the South to apply to become one of the pilot Regional Care Co-operatives so that the recommendations of the Social Care Review can be implemented to start to address some of the barriers to recruitment.

The percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training (of those KCC is in touch with) is 59.4% which is below the Target of 65.0%.

The average caseload in the Children in Care (CIC) Teams is 16.9 cases, above target of no more than 15 children/young people. This is a slightly improved position when compared to the previous month. The number of cases held by the CIC Teams has increased by 3.9% since September 2022 and the number of Social Workers in
the CIC Teams has decreased by 4 FTE over this same period. A comprehensive set of measures to improve the recruitment and retention of social workers is in place, aimed at reducing the average caseloads for all teams.

The average caseload in the Children's Social Work Teams (CSWT) is 21.6 cases, which is above the target caseload of no more than 18 children/young people. The challenge with caseloads relates to increases in demand and the turnover rates for qualified social workers (please see commentary above).

The percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a previous referral was 23.2% , achieving the Target of below 25.0%. This performance compares to the latest published England average of 21.5%, 20.4% for Kent's Statistical Neighbours and 25.9% for the South East (all comparative rates are for
2021/22 performance).

The percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the second or subsequent time is 20.4% which is within the target range of 17.5% - 22.5% and compares to average rates for England of 23.3%, Statistical Neighbours 23.8% and the South East 23.7% (2021/22).

The percentage of Children in Care in same placement for the last two years (for those in care for two and a half years or more) is 73.6% and above the Target of 70.0%. Kent's performance remains above the latest published average for Kent’s Statistical Neighbours of 72.1%, the average for the South East of 68.0% and the
England average of 71.0% (comparative data is for 2021/22).

The average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with an adoptive family is 343.5 days, within the nationally set target of less than 426 days. The average number of days had been increasing as a result of delays to court hearings but in recent months the average number of days has started to reduce,
-iBJroving performance against this measure. This compares to the latest published England average of 367 days, the average of 333 days for Kent's Statistical Neighbours and an average of 364 for local authorities in the South East Region (data is for 2021/22).

Q

(@] The percentage of Children's Social Work Case File Audits graded good or outstanding is 86.2%, which is above the 80.0% Target.
D

8ensive Early Help

The percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within 12 months is 29.3%, which is above the target of 25.0%. Performance has remained stable over the previous six months.
The percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within 6 weeks of allocation, is at 92.2%, achieving the target of 85.0%.
The percentage of cases open to Intensive Early Help that were audited and graded as good or outstanding is 94.9% , achieving the 80.0% target.

The percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to EH or CSWS in 3 months is 14.2%, achieving the Target of less than 15.0%.

Management Information, CYPE, KCC Page 6



Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

September 2023

Commentary on Education Indicators:
The majority of education indicators are annual. Commentary has only been provided for indicators where new data has been published since the last scorecard was issued where targets exist.

RED: The number of permanent exclusions from secondary schools at 62 pupils is above the target of 24. The PRU, Inclusion and Attendance Service (PIAS) aims to improve attendance at school and reduce exclusions for children in Kent. Despite an increase in the number of permanent exclusions over the 2022-23 academic year, Kent's
figures remain below their statistical neighbours and the national average. KCC services continue in their journey to provide support, training, and access for schools with wider inclusion resources around trauma-informed practices and emotional wellbeing to manage ongoing challenges from the Covid-19 pandemic and lockdowns.

RED: The average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 at 46.9 is below the target of 51.0% but in line with the national figure of 46.3%. Grading standards returned to those from 2019, the final year before exams were cancelled due to COVID.

RED: The percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days at 81.3% remains below the target of 90%

RED: The percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention at 52.8% remains below the target of 95%. The recent decline is a result of the combination of multiple factors, which are being actively managed to ensure rates return as quickly as
possible. The team has experienced an increase in volume of received cases, while also managing changes in key personnel. This has resulted in an unavoidable delay in the time taken to contact families. The service has responded to this though via additional recruitment to increase capacity and a review of processes to streamline them.
Unfortunately, whilst the Service is now seeing an improvement in output, this has yet to be reflected in the directorate scorecard but this is expected to return in the near future.

For the four consecutive month 15 primary aged pupils were permanently excluded from school during a 12-month period; three pupils above the target.
The average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap at 17.9 percentage points was wider than the target of 15.0 but has reduced from 18.5 the previous year. The national gap is 14.9 and has closed by the smallest margin of 0.1

The Percentage of Year 12-13 age-group (16-17 year olds) not in education, employment or training (NEET) in September was 2.2% which is better than target of 2.8%. Please note this is a seasonal indicator and numbers will naturally increase as the academic year progresses. For this reason, the DfE uses the rolled average for

December, January, and February. Provisional data for 2022/23 shows Kent to have 3.3% NEETs, which combined with the Not Known cohort (2.5%) the aggregate figure is 5.8%. The latest national NEET and participation scorecard that has been published by the Department of Education for 2021/22 shows Kent to be 5.1% compared to the
South East at 5.4% and England at 4.7%.

16 abed
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs - Vulnerable Learners

EY14

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - all pupils

EY15

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - Kent CIC gap

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - SEN Support gap

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - SEN EHCP gap

SISE4

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - all pupils

59

SISE16

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - FSM gap

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - Kent CIC gap

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - SEN Support gap

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - SEN EHCP gap

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - all pupils

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - FSM Eligible

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - Kent CIC

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - SEN Support

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - SEN EHCP

Progress score in writing at KS2 - all pupils

Progress score in writing at KS2 - FSM Eligible

Progress score in writing at KS2 - Kent CIC

Progress score in writing at KS2 - SEN Support

Progress score in writing at KS2 - SEN EHCP

Progress score in maths at KS2 - all pupils

Progress score in maths at KS2 - FSM Eligible

Progress score in maths at KS2 - Kent CIC

Progress score in maths at KS2 - SEN Support

Progress score in maths at KS2 - SEN EHCP

Management Information, CYPE, KCC

12,363 18,154
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22.5
50.9
70.8

58.7 11,448 19,502
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35.4
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs - Vulnerable Learners

September 2023

SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - all pupils

SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A
Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - Kent CIC gap Ll A
Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - SEN Support gap L A
Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - SEN EHCP gap Ll A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - all pupils HH A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - FSM H A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - Kent CIC H| A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - SEN Support H A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - SEN EHCP H A

Management Information, CYPE, KCC

4 15.0 18.8 14.9
4 15.0 18.9 16.9
4 36.0 39.4 36.1
4 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
4 -0.60 -0.81 -0.58
4 -0.45 -0.52 -0.45
4 -1.12 -1.36 -1.12
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Data Sources for Current Report

September 2023

CYPE10 Number of Primary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE11 Number of Secondary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE12 Number of Special Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE13 Total pupils on roll in Primary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE14 Total pupils on roll in Secondary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE15 Total pupils on roll in Special Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE16 Percentage of Primary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE17 Percentage of Secondary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE18 Percentage of Special School pupils eligible for Free School Meals MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
EY8 Percentage of EY settings with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness (non-domestic premises) MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SISE35 Percentage of Primary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SISE36 Percentage of Secondary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SISE37 Percentage of Special Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE19 Number of requests for SEND statutory assessment Synergy reporting Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH71-C Rate of notifications received into Early Help per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) Early Help module Rolling 12 months up to end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS02 Rate of referrals to Children's Social Work Services per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) Liberi Rolling 12 months up to end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FDOIEJ},J Number of contacts processed in the Front Door Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FD14D Number of Information, Advice and Guidance contacts processed in the Front Door Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FD02'® Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which met the threshold for CSWS involvement Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FDOBE Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which proceeded to Early Help Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EHO5® Number of cases open to Early Help Units Early Help module Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS01 Number of open Social Work cases Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Number of Child Protection cases Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Number of Children in Care Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Number of Care Leavers Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH35 Number of First Time Entrants into the Youth Justice system MI monthly reporting (CareDirector Youth) Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS3 Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS3a Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Children Centre Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS3b Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Youth Hub Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS8 Percentage of Focused Support Requests supported by Open Access after 3 months Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
TS3 Number of Clients supported (interventions and sessions) Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17 Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17-N  Total number of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17-D | Total number of EHCPs issued Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17-A | Average duration in days from assessment request to EHCP completion Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP-EP Percentage of assessment requests sent to Educational Psychology returned within 6 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE1 Percentage of pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Kent responsible EHCPs Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of open Educational Psychology referrals waiting more than 6 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of SEND statutory assessment requests waiting more than 20 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of audited EHCPs rated good or better July 2023
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Data Sources for Current Report

September 2023

Latest data
Code |Indicator Source Description Latest data Description release
date

Key Performance Indicators
SCS03 Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a previous referral (R12M) Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS08 Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS13 Percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the second or subsequent time Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS18 Children in Care in same placement for the last two years (for those in care for two and a half years or more) Liberi Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS19 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements (exc UASC) Liberi Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS29 Average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with an adoptive family Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS34 Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training (of those KCC is in touch with) Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS37 Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS40 Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers Area Staffing Spreadsheets Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS42 Average caseloads in the CIC Teams Liberi / Area Staffing Spreadsheets Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS43 Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams Liberi / Area Staffing Spreadsheets Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH72-F Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within 12 months Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH52-F Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within 6 weeks of allocation Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH16-F Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to EH or CSWS in 3 mths Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPESU Rate of proven re-offending by CYP MOJ quarterly reporting Data for Jul 2020 to June 2021 cohort Oct 2023
SISEZ% Percentage of Year 12-13 age-group (16-17 year olds) not in education, employment or training (NEET) Monthly submission to DfE via NCCIS for KCC Snapshot as at Oct 2021 Oct 2023
CYPE( Percentage of pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Kent responsible EHCPs Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH43ﬁ Number of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 pupils Synergy - monthly reported data Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH44ﬁ Number of pupils permanently excluded from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 pupils Synergy - monthly reported data Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE6 Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days Fair Access Team Synergy reporting Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE22 Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information within 10 school days of them being Fair Access Team Synergy reporting Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023

brought to our attention
EY2 Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early education place FF2 Team in Early Years & Childcare Snapshot as at December 2022 Dec 2022
EY14 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development End of year assessments based on EYFSP framework 2022-23 NCER Early Provisional (LA) MI Calcs (Distr) |Aug 2023
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM Eligible achievement gap End of year assessments based on EYFSP framework 2022-23 MI Calcs (LA & District) Aug 2023
SISE4 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics Test/TA results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA) MI Calcs (Distr) Sep 2023
SISE16 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap Test/TA results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA) MI Calcs (Distr) Sep 2023
SISE12 Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 Test results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA) NPD Prov (Distr) Oct 2023
SISE19 Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap Test results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA only) Oct 2023
CYPE23 Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] Test results for end of academic year 2021-22 DfE Published (LA) Feb 2023
CYPE24 Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] Test results for end of academic year 2021-22 DfE Published (LA) Feb 2023
CYPE25 Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] Test results for end of academic year 2021-22 DfE Published (LA) Feb 2023
SEND10 Percentage of pupils with a Statement or Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Kent resident pupils DfE annual snapshot based on school census Snapshot as at January 2023 June 2023
CYPE2 Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school Admissions school places offered for start of academic year | Offers data for academic year 2023-24 June 2023
CYPE3 Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school Admissions school places offered for start of academic year |Offers data for academic year 2023-24 June 2023
EH46 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold Aut/Spr data for academic year 2022-23 2022-23 MI Calcs (LA & Distr) July 2023
EH47 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold Aut/Spr data for academic year 2022-23 2022-23 MI Calcs (LA & Distr) July 2023
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Indicator Definitions

. The number of Kent maintained Primary schools (excluding Nurseries) and Primary academies (including Free Schools). Total is
CYPELD Number of Primary Schools as at the latest available termly school census.
The number of Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies (including Free Schools). Total is as at the latest
CYPELL Number of Secondary Schools available termly school census.
CYPE12 Number of Special Schools The number of Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies. Total is as at the latest available termly school census.
. . . The number of pupils on roll in Kent maintained Primary schools (excluding Nurseries) and Primary academies (including Free
CYPE13 Total pupils on roll in Primary Schools Schools). Total excludes guest and subsidiary pupils and is as at the latest available termly school census.
" . The number of pupils on roll in Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies (including Free Schools). Total
CYPEL4 Total pupils on roll in Secondary Schools excludes guest and subsidiary pupils and is as at the latest available termly school census.
. . . The number of pupils on roll in Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies. Total excludes guest and subsidiary
CYPELS Total pupils on roll in Special Schools pupils and is as at the latest available termly school census.
The number of pupils eligible for Free School Meals in Kent maintained Primary schools (excluding Nurseries) and Primary
CYPE16 Percentage of Primary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals academies (including Free Schools) as a proportion of all pupils on roll. Totals for both numerator and denominator are for
- statutory aged pupils only and excludes guest and subsidiary pupils. Data is as at the latest available termly school census.
Y The number of pupils eligible for Free School Meals in Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies (including
CY P87 Percentage of Secondary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals Free Schools) as a proportion of all pupils on roll. Totals for both numerator and denominator are for statutory aged pupils only
(9] and excludes guest and subsidiary pupils. Data is as at the latest available termly school census.
=Y The number of pupils eligible for Free School Meals in Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies as a proportion of
CYPET3 Percentage of Special School pupils eligible for Free School Meals all pupils on roll. Totals for both numerator and denominator are for statutory aged pupils only and excludes guest and subsidiary
N pupils. Data is as at the latest available termly school census.
EY8 Percentage of EY settings with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness The percentage of Kent Early Years settings (non-domestic premises only), judged good or outstanding for overall effectiveness
(non-domestic premises) in their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent Early Years settings (non domestic premises only).
. . . _ . The percentage of Kent maintained Primary schools and Primary academies judged good or outstanding for Overall Effectiveness
SISE35 Percentage of Primary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness in their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent maintained Primary schools and Primary academies.
The percentage of Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies judged good or outstanding for Overall
SISE36 Percentage of Secondary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness Effectiveness in their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary
academies.
. " . R . The percentage of Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies judged good or outstanding for Overall Effectiveness in
SISE37 Percentage of Special Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies.
CYPE19 Number of requests for SEND statutory assessment The number of initial requests for assessment for Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) for 0-25 year olds in Kent LA,
. P . . ~ . . . . The total number of referrals to an Early Help Unit completed during the corresponding reporting month per 10,000 (Population
EH71-C Rate of notifications received into Early Help per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) figures are updated upon reciept of the latest ONS Mid Year population estimates). This is a child level indicator.
This indicator shows the rate of referrals received by Children's Social Work Services. Numerator: Number of referrals (rolling 12
SCS02 Rate of referrals to Children's Social Work Services per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) month period). Denominator: child population figure divided by 10,000 (Population figures are updated upon receipt of the latest
ONS Mid Year Estimates).
The total number of notifications received during the corresponding reporting month that were processed by the Front Door.
FDO01-C Number of contacts processed in the Front Door District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This
is a child level indicator.
The total number of notifications with a contact outcome of "Information, Advice & Guidance" received during the corresponding
FD14-C Number of Information, Advice and Guidance contacts processed in the Front Door reporting month that were processed by the Front Door. District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data
includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This is a child level indicator.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Indicator Definitions

The total number of notifications with a contact outcome of "Threshold met for CSWS" received during the corresponding

FD02-C Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which met the threshold for CSWS involvement reporting month that were processed by the Front Door. District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data
includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This is a child level indicator.
The total number of notifications with a contact outcome of "Proceed to Early Help Unit" received during the corresponding

FD03-C Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which proceeded to Early Help reporting month that were processed by the Front Door. District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data
includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This is a child level indicator.

. " The number of open cases as at the end of the corresponding reporting month. The data includes all cases sent to units at Early
EHOS-F Number of cases open to Early Help Units Help Record stage prior to the end of the month. This is a family level indicator.
SCS01 Number of open Social Work cases The total caseload figures for Children's Social Work Services.

Number of Child Protection cases

The number of Children who have a Child Protection Plan as at the end of the corresponding reporting month.

Number of Children in Care

The number of Children in Care as at the end of the corresponding reporting month.

Number of Care Leavers

The number of Care Leavers as at the end of the corresponding reporting month.

Number of First Time Entrants into the Youth Justice system

First time entrants are defined as young people (aged 10 — 17 years) who receive their first substantive outcome (relating to a
Youth Caution with or without an intervention, or a Conditional Caution or a Court disposal for those who go directly to Court
without a Youth Caution or Conditional Caution).

€0T

FS3

Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month

The total number of focused support referrals started in the month. The total is the number of family referrals, not number of
clients.

FS3a

Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Children Centre

The total number of focused support referrals started in the month by Children Centre. The total is the number of family
referrals, not number of clients.

FS3b

Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Youth Hub

The total number of focused support referrals started in the month by Youth Hub. The total is the number of family referrals, not
number of clients.

FS8

Percentage of Focused Support Requests supported by Open Access after 3 months

Percentage of referrals still supported by Open Access within 3 months of focus support closing (Further Engagement). Reported
month is the date three months after focus support closed date. Further engagement is at least one member of the family to
have attended any type of session or taken part in a client/family intervention. Interventions counted as successful are as
follows: 'Direct Intervention outside of a group setting', 'Direct Intervention in group setting', 'Email/Telephone/Text', 'Meeting -
Client(s) present’, 'FF2 Contact', 'NEET Contact', 'Contact with Client'.

TS3

Number of Clients supported (interventions and sessions)

Number of distinct clients who have attended at least one session or client/family intervention (excluding focused support) within
the month.
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Page 13




Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Indicator Definitions

The percentage of Education and Health Care Plans that are issued within 20 weeks as a proportion of all such plans. The data is

APP17 Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks a snapshot at the end of the month. An education, health and care plan (EHCP) replaced statements and are for children and
young people aged up to 25 who need more support than is available through special educational needs support.
The number of Education and Health Care Plans that are issued within 20 weeks.The data is a snapshot at the end of the month.
APP17-N Total number of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks An education, health and care plan (EHCP) replaced statements and are for children and young people aged up to 25 who need
more support than is available through special educational needs support.
The total number of Education and Health Care Plans that are issued.The data is a snapshot at the end of the month. An
APP17-D Total number of EHCPs issued education, health and care plan (EHCP) replaced statements and are for children and young people aged up to 25 who need
more support than is available through special educational needs support.
APP17-A Average duration in days from assessment request to EHCP completion
APP-EP Percentage of assessment requests sent to Educational Psychology returned within 6 weeks The percentage of Educational Psychology assessments returned within a 6 week timeframe as a proportion of all such requests.
] : o vy " _ " The number of pupils with an EHCP that are placed in independent Special schools or out-of-county Special schools as a
CYPE1 Percentage of pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Kent responsible EHCPs percentage of the total number of pupils with an EHCP
) . - The percentage of open referrals to the educational psychology service that have been waitng more than 6 weeks as a proportion
g Percentage of open Educational Psychology referrals waiting more than 6 weeks of all such cases. The data is a snapshot at the end of the month.
@D
- The percentage of cases where a request for a statutory assessment has been made but no final EHCP has been issued that have
'8 Percentage of SEND statutory assessment requests waiting more than 20 weeks been waitng more than 20 weeks as a proportion of all such cases. The data is a snapshot at the end of the month.
g

Percentage of audited EHCPs rated good or better

The percentage of referrals to SCS in the last 12 months where the previous referral date (if any) is within 12 months of the new

SCS03 Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a previous referral (R12M) referral date
. . The percentage of returner interviews completed in the last 12 months where the case was open to SCS at the point the child
SCS08 Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement went missing and the child was aged under 18 at the point of going missing.
5Cs13 Percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the second or subsequent time :3—::/ i%ifi?;ige of children who become subject to a Child Protection Plan during the last 12 months who have been subject to a
The percentage of Children in Care aged under 16 at the snapshot date who had been looked after continuously for at least 2.5
SCS18 Children in Care in same placement for the last two years (for those in care for two and a half years or more) years who were living in the same placement for at least 2 years, or are placed for adoption and their adoptive placement
together with their previous placement together last for at least 2 years.
. . The percentage of Kent Children in Care at the snapshot date who are in Foster Care and are placed with KCC Foster Carers or
SCS19 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements (exc UASC) with Relatives and Friends. UASC are excluded
. . Lo . . . The average number of days between becoming a Looked After Child and moving in with Adoptive Family (for children who have
SCS29 Average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with an adoptive family been Adopted in the last 12 months)
. . . . . The percentage of relevant and former relevant care leavers who we were in contact with in a 4 month window around their
SCS34 Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training (of those KCC is in touch with) birthday who were aged 17, 18, 19, 20 or 21 and were in education, employment or training.
SCS37 Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding The percentage of all completed case audits in the last 12 months where the overall grading was good or outstanding
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Indicator Definitions

The percentage of case holding posts (FTE) at the snapshot date which are held by qualified social workers employed by Kent

SCS40 Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers County Council

SCS42 Average caseloads in the CIC Teams The average caseload of social workers within district based CIC Teams at the snapshot date.

SCS43 Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams The average caseload of social workers within the district based Children's Social Work Teams (CSWTs) at the snapshot date.
The percentage of referrals into an EH Unit (R12M) that previously had an episode open to an Early Help Unit in the preceding 12

EH72-F Percentage of re-referrals to an Early Help Unit within 12 months of a previous Unit case (R12M) months. The data only looks at referrals allocated to a Unit. It is calculated using a comparison between the episode end date of
the previous episode and the episode start date of the subsequent referral.

EH52-F Percentage of Assessments completed in the given month, within 6 weeks of allocation The percentage of assessments completed in the reporting month, where the assessment was completed within 30 working days

of allocation.

Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding

The percentage of all EH Unit completed case audits in the last 12 months where the overall grading was good or outstanding

¥d

The percentage of EH cases that have been closed with an outcome of “outcomes achieved” and then came back into either EH

EH1 Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to EH or CSWS in 3 mths or CSWS in the next 3 months. Please note that there is a 3 month time lag on this data so the result shown for May 2020 is
% actually looking at all EH Closures in the 12 months up to February 2020.
= Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) Definition to be confirmed.
o
O1

An offender enters the cohort if they are released from custody, received a non-custodial conviction at court or received a
reprimand or warning (caution) in a three month period. A proven reoffence is defined as any offence committed in a one year

CYPE8 Rate of proven re-offending by CYP follow-up period that leads to a court conviction, caution, reprimand or warning in the one year follow-up or within a further six
month waiting period to allow the offence to be proven in court. It is important to note that this is not comparable to
previous proven reoffending publications which reported on a 12 month cohort.

~ g ~ . . . The percentage of young people who have left compulsory education, up until the end of National Curriculum Year 13, who have

SISE71 Percentage of Year 12-13 age-group (16-17 year olds) not in education, employment or training (NEET) not achieved a positive education, employment or training destination.

. . _ . The total number of pupils in Year R to Year 6 that have been permanently excluded from a Kent maintained Primary school,

EH43 Number of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year & pupils Special school or Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) or Primary academy or Special academy during the last 12 months.

. _ . The total number of pupils in Year 7 to Year 14 that have been permanently excluded from a Kent maintained Secondary school,

EH44 Number of pupils permanently excluded from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 pupils Special school or Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) or Secondary academy or Special academy during the last 12 months.

. . . L The number of closed cases within 30 school days of their referral to Kent County Council’s CME Team, as a percentage of the

CYPE6 Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days total number of cases opened within the period.

. . e . . S . The number of CYP who register with the LA to Home Educate contacted to include information regarding a visit, within 10 days

CYPE22 Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information within 10 school days of them being of receipt of the referral to Kent County Council’s EHE Team, as a percentage of the total number of cases opened within the

brought to our attention

period.
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Indicator Definitions

. . - . . The number of two year old children accessing a free early education place at an early years provider as a proportion of the total
EY2 Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early education place number of families identified as potentially eligible for funding by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP).
. Lo Percentage of pupils assessed as achieving Expected or Exceeding in all Prime Learning Goals and all literacy and mathematics
Evi4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development Early Learning Goals at the end of reception year, based on the Early Years Foundation Stage framework.
The difference between the achievement of non-FSM eligible pupils and FSM eligible pupils in terms of percentage assessed as
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM Eligible achievement gap achieving Expected or Exceeding in all Prime Learning Goals and all literacy and mathematics Early Learning Goals at the end of
reception year, based on the Early Years Foundation Stage framework.
. Lo g . . . - . The percentage of pupils at the end of Key Stage 2 working at the Expected Standard in all of Reading, Writing & maths. Includes
SISE4 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics Kent maintained schools and academies.
. Lo . . . . . e The difference between the achievement of non-FSM eligible pupils and FSM eligible pupils in terms of percentage working at the
SISE16 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap Expected Standard in all of Reading, Writing & maths at KS2. Includes Kent maintained schools and academies.
The average Attainment 8 score for pupils at end of Key Stage 4. Attainment 8 is a point score based on attainment across eight
. . subjects which must include English; mathematics; three other English Baccalaureate (EBacc) subjects (sciences, computer
SISE12 Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 science, geography, history and languages); and three further subjects, which can be from the range of EBacc subjects, or can
) be any other approved, high-value arts, academic, or vocational qualification.
QD
. . R The difference between the Attainment 8 score of non-FSM eligible pupils and FSM eligible pupils at the end of KS4 (see above
SIS% Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap definition for SISE12a). Includes Kent maintained schools and academies.
=
. The total number of points achieved in A-Level qualifications by pupils at the end of Key Stage 5 divided by the total number of
CYP@ Average point score per A Level entry at KSS [School students only] entries made in all A-Level qualifications. Outcomes are for Kent maintained schools and academies only.
. . The total number of points achieved in Applied General qualifications by pupils at the end of Key Stage 5 divided by the total
CYPE24 Average point score per Applied General entry at KSS [School students only] number of entries made in all Applied General qualifications. Outcomes are for Kent maintained schools and academies only.
. The total number of points achieved in Tech Level qualifications by pupils at the end of Key Stage 5 divided by the total number
CYPE25 Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] of entries made in all Tech Level qualifications. Outcomes are for Kent maintained schools and academies only.
Percentage of pupils with an Education, Health and care Plan (EHCP) as a proportion of all pupils on roll in all schools as at
SEND10 Percentage of pupils with a Statement or Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Kent resident pupils January school census. Includes maintained schools and academies, Pupil Referral Units, Free schools and Independent schools
(DfE published data).
CYPE2 Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school The percentage of parents who got their first preference of Primary school (out of their three ordered preferences) for their child.
CYPE3 Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school '(I:':;dpercentage of parents who got their first preference of Secondary school (out of their three ordered preferences) for their
. . . " The percentage of pupils that have been persistently absent from a Kent maintained Primary school or a Primary academy for
- 0,
EH46 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold 10% or more of their expected sessions over the reported time period.
. . . The percentage of pupils that have been persistently absent from a Kent maintained Secondary school or a Secondary academy
- 0
EH47 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold for 10% or more of their expected sessions over the reported time period.
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Children, Young People and Education Directorate Scorecard

Guidance Notes

POLARITY
H The aim of this indicator is to achieve the highest number/percentage possible
L The aim of this indicator is to achieve the lowest number/percentage possible
T The aim of this indicator is to stay close to the target that has been set

RAG RATINGS

m Floor Standard* has not been achieved

AMBER Floor Standard* achieved but Target has not been met

- Target has been achieved

* Floor §ndards are set in Directorate Business Plans and if not achieved must result in management action

«Q
DlREcﬁON OF TRAVEL (DOT)

o
© )
ﬁ Performance has improved
@ Performance has worsened
<:> Performance has remained the same

INCOMPLETE DATA

N/A Data not available
Data to be supplied
New indicator - historical data not available

Data in italics indicates previous reporting year

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION CONTACT DETAILS

Wendy Murray 03000 419417
Maureen Robinson 03000 417164
Matt Ashman 03000 417012
Chris Nunn 03000 417145

MIEducation&WiderEH@kent.gov.uk
MlintensiveEH&SocialCare@kent.gov.uk

DATA PERIOD

R12M Monthly Rolling 12 months
MS Monthly Snapshot

YTD Year To Date

Q Quarterly

A Annual

CHILDREN, YOUNG PEOPLE AND EDUCATION SCORECARDS

CYPE Children, Young People and Education Directorate Scorecard
EY Early Years Scorecard
NEET NEET Monthly Scorecard

SEND Special Educational Needs & Disabilities Scorecard

ICS Intensive EH and CSWS Monthly Performance Report
KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS

CIC Children in Care

CSWT Children's Social Work Teams

CYp Children and Young People

DWP Department for Work and Pensions

EY Early Years

EYFE Early Years Free Entitlement

EYFS Early Years Foundation Stage

FF2 Free For Two

FSM Free School Meals

NEET Not in Education, Employment or Training
SCS Specialist Children's Services

SEN Special Educational Needs
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent Activity/Volume

September 2023

as at May 2023

132,505 pupils in 460 primary schools
25.7 % with free school meals (24.6%)

111,822 pupils in 101 secondary schools
21.6 % with free school meals (24.1%)

6,091 pupils in 24 special schools
45.0 % with free school meals (46.4%)

as at Sep 2023

4

Rate of Early Help Unit Referrals
per 10,000 of the 0-17 population

(inclusive, rolling 12 months)

659.0  659.0 659.2

653.5

629.0

March 2023 to Sept 2023

as at Sep 2023

Open cases

Intensive Early Help 2,240 (Families)

Open Social Work Cases 12,211
Including:

* Child Protection 1,294
* Children in Care 2,287
* Care Leavers 2,103

as at Sep 2023 Ofsted good or outstanding as at Sep 2023 Rate of referrals to Children's Social as at Sep 2023 Number of First Time Entrants into
Work Services per 10,000 of the 0-17 the Youth Justice system
EY providers 97.5% (96%) A population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) A A
Primary 91.3% (90%) - -
703.1 315
Secondary 87.9% (82%) i 313 311
X 695.7 310
Special 92.3% (90%)
coaa 058 306 446
679.1 6804 761
302
March 2023 to Sept 2023 March 2023 to Sept 2023
as at Sep 2023 Requests for SEND statutory assessment as at Sep 2023 Activity at the Front Door (children) as at Sep 2023 Open Access Indicators
- A Total contacts 7,136 [ N Number of Focused Support Requests 163
I I . Number resolved at FD 2,897 - - started during the month
Number to CSWS 2,096 by Children Centre 79
I
Number to EH Units 1,617 * by Youth Hub 84
% of Focused Support Requests supported 60.1%
by Open Access after 3 months e
March 2023 to Sept 2023 119 Number of clients supported (interventions 8922

and sessions)

* Free School Meal averages are as at January 2023 school census and based on state funded schools only

Figures shown in brackets are National averages

« Ofsted National averages are as at 30th September 2023, except EY Providers average which is as at March 2023

Management Information, CYPE, KCC
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023

Directorate Scorecard - SEND Monthly Indicators

APP17 Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks

APP17-N | Total number of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks H| MS 51 45 16 22 17 3 19

APP17-D | Total number of EHCPs issued L| MS 155 116 107 167 196 131 207

APP17-A |Average duration in days from assessment request to EHCP completion L| MS 231 203 260 241 249 256 293

APP-EP :,:::Sntage of assessment requests sent to Educational Psychology returned within 6 H M 29 33 2 2 35 35 16 28 17 0 55

CYPEL E::lcter"::g:nsz'f:‘;ﬁct;jng placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - | | | g 107 10.8 108 10.9 107 11.0 11.0 2,118 19335 | & 9
Percentage of open Educational Psychology referrals waiting more than 6 weeks L| MS 20.5 23.8 26.5 25.8 21.4 38.5 45.2 203 449 4 N/A N/A
Percentage of SEND statutory assessment requests waiting more than 20 weeks L| MS 30.5 38.8 38.0 42.1 45.2 51.7 53.0 1,072 2,023 4 N/A N/A

APP22 Percentage of audited EHCPs rated good or better H| MS 19.2 17.4 N/A N/A

Note: 2023-24 targets for APP17 and APP-EP are using the June 2024 targets from the APP scorecard

U
fdmmentary on Education SEND Indicators:
«Q

@Bxruitment is complete across the SEND service and the service is currently staffed over-establishment, as additional agency staff have been retained to support the work on the most out of date cases and annual reviews. Demand into the service remains high so the focus is on training new staff and on making the processes within the
eryice as efficient as possible, to increase productivity, and finalise a greater number of EHCPs every month. Additional operational reporting is in place to inform staff’s work to ensure that resources are being targeted in the most effective way. Both the SEND service and the Educational Psychology service are focused on reducing the
ﬁwber of cases out of timescale as quickly as possible.

[EE
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

SCS03 zf;f;ﬁgrzf:fr:fgﬂ;? Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a L |R12M 22,0 222 22.9 23.3 23.4 23.2 23.2 5485 23639 | © 25.0 220 | 250 20.4 215
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M 88.8 88.7 87.9 86.9 86.8 85.6 83.6 1603 1918 4 90.0 88.8 90.0 N/A N/A
sCs13 ::;‘;Z‘Z?‘iﬁ;::;ﬂ:: tib:;"ming subject to a child protection plan for the TIRI2M| v | 232 22.0 2.1 2138 212 211 204 287 1404 1 20.0 232 | 200 238 233
scs18 g:ﬂti’;;"ﬁ;f:};f;i‘::je;"r?;tf f;:at:;eo'rars:ort";‘; years H| mMs v | 743 74.6 74.2 73.7 73.4 74.0 73.6 338 459 3 70.0 743 | 700 72.1 71.0
SCS19 f:;iegg’c‘; of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements H Ms | v| 737 73.0 74.1 74.4 74.4 74.9 75.2 789 1049 I 85.0 737 | 850 [ N/A N/A
5C529 :r‘f:jg;ti'\‘,‘;";ab::ilsf days between becoming a child in care and moving in with L |[Ri2M| v | 3521 323.8 343.0 326.4 344.7 343.0 343.5 17862 52 4 426.0 3521 | 426.0 447 367
scs34 f:;‘;ﬁgigzc"cf P Lii‘éfl';:;‘hiducati"”' employment or training HRM v | 622 613 61.0 613 50.6 59.5 50.4 627 1055 4 65.0 622 | 650 NA N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 84.8 84.8 86.2 86.2 86.1 86.1 86.2 439 509 by 85.0 84.8 80.0 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 75.2 73.7 74.8 75.1 74.0 74.0 74.8 439.6 588.0 T 85.0 RED 75.2 85.0 N/A N/A
SCS42  Average caseloads in the CIC Teams Ll Ms 16.6 17.2 16.1 173 17.0 173 16.9 1658 98.2 i 15.0 166 | 15.0 NA N/A
£43 Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams L MS 25.0 23.1 23.4 25.1 23.7 21.5 21.6 5823 269.5 4 18.0 25.0 18.0 RED N/A N/A
EEZ-F l;ezzr::::rll:?g: of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 28.2 28.3 283 285 28.7 29.0 203 3323 11342 I 25.0 28.2 25.0 28 N/A
E-néz-F Ze‘:,‘;‘i'l‘(t:z‘:;floigtﬁfessme"ts completed in the given month, within H| Ms 89.4 9.2 %0.5 91.0 916 2.0 922 5157 5591 Iy 85.0 894 | 850 N/A N/A

Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 90.6 90.6 92.4 92.4 92.9 92.9 94.9 148 156 T4 85.0 90.6 80.0 N/A N/A
EH16-F :ﬁ'z‘i"g‘-\’,‘;s°ifn'5;'$:§s closed with outcomes achieved that come back to L |R12M 13.3 13.6 13.7 13.7 13.7 13.8 14.2 656 4628 3 15.0 133 | 150 N/A N/A

Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) Ll Ms 14.7 143 14.0 135 12.7 10.1 11.0 1880 171.2 3 15.0 147 | 150 NA N/A

CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q 34.4 28.6 28.9 28.5 105 368 ity 28.0 28.9 30.0 31.2 28.5

Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

SISE7L Percept_age of Year 12-13 age-group (16-.17.year olds) not in education, employment Ll Ms 35 35 35 36 35 34 22 801 35,776 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]

EH43 Number of pupils perma'nently excluded from the primary phase - L |Ri2M 17 18 17 15 15 15 15 NA /A
all Year R to Year 6 pupils

EH44 Number of pupils permar]ently excluded from the secondary phase - L |Ri2M 43 44 45 53 56 54 62 NA N/A
all Year 7 to Year 14 pupils

CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 82.7 82.1 81.5 77.0 79.2 79.7 81.3 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information

CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 556 6.7 57.6 98 56.6 557 528 WA N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early

E_\'(_2| education place [seasonally impacted indicator] HI A 696 613 686 69.2 3,340 4825 70 i) 750

U

14 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 65.8 68.1 12,363 18,154 67.5 ity 69.0 67.5 67.2

EPIS Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 22.6 21.4 19.7 Tt 235 19.7

=

ﬁ 4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 50.0 58.7 11,448 19,502 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics

SISEL6 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a«':hieving age-related expectations in LA 28.0 28.0 2.0 5 o 24.0 27 2
Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap

SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H| A 49.3 46.9 51.0 RED 0 48.0 47.4 46.3

SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 18.5 17.9 15.0 iy 15.0 18.3 14.9

CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 37.7 38.86 38.28

CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 32.0 3222 33.31

CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 34.6 34.48 34.82

SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - LA 38 42 48 48 12,125 250,254 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils

CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 88.3 89.2 90.1 90.1 15,295 16,978 91.2 92.2

CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 77.7 69.7 79.6 78.2 14,865 19,007 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -

EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 97 194 191
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -

EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L| A 15.6 292 269

Th rces for 202 inment I follows: FSP = School returns, June 2023. KS2 = DfE Provisional SFR, 12/09/23. KS4 = DfE Provisional SFR, 19/10/23. Provisional KS5 data will be available in November.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

Commentary on Integrated Children's Services Indicators:

Children's Social Care

RED: The percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers is 74.8%, just below the floor standard of 75.0%. The target for this measure is 85.0% which is based on the national average for Agency Social Workers of 15%. Recruiting and retaining qualified social workers remains a priority for CYPE and a range of
initiatives are being explored and implemented. The annual collection of Children's Social Care Workforce data, provides some comparative data as at 30th September 2022 - Social Work Vacancies: Kent 16.5%, England average 20.0%, SE average 18.8%; % Agency Social Workers covering vacancies - Kent 12.3%, England average 17.6%, SE

average 17.9%; Social Worker turnover - Kent 15.9%, England average 17.1%, SE average 18.6%.

The Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with Children's Social Work Involvement is 83.6%, below the Target of 90.0% Target and continuing a trend of decreased performance. The Form held on the Case Management System has been reviewed and changes to the process for recording will be implemented.
This will streamline recording for allocated case workers and improve compliance for the recording of the Returner Interview Form.

At 75.2% the percentage of children in care placed in KCC foster care, or in placements with relatives/friends, is just above the floor standard of 75.0%. The target of 85.0% is an aspirational target set to drive up the use of in-house provision and historically performance has remained stable at around 80.0%. However several
factors contributed to the lower rates over the last 12 months. There has been an increase in the number of children in care , some of which is due to the extended timescales for care proceedings to be concluded which has meant that many babies and younger children are remaining in care longer. Recruitment and retention of foster
carers also remains a challenge especially during the current cost of living crisis, not only for Kent but across the South region and nationally. This has been highlighted within the recent Government Social Care Review which was published in May 2022. Foster homes for children to live together with their parents and homes for siblings
remains a high priority but recruitment of these provisions within Kent remains a significant challenge. Actions being taken include a continuous focus on the recruitment of foster carers, with particular emphasis on some geographical areas and types of carers required, for example to increase the number of foster carers who are able to
accommodate parent and child placements. Work has also commenced with Local Authority colleagues in the South to apply to become one of the pilot Regional Care Co-operatives so that the recommendations of the Social Care Review can be implemented to start to address some of the barriers to recruitment.

The percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training (of those KCC is in touch with) is 59.4% which is below the Target of 65.0%.

The average caseload in the Children in Care (CIC) Teams is 16.9 cases, above target of no more than 15 children/young people. This is a slightly improved position when compared to the previous month. The number of cases held by the CIC Teams has increased by 3.9% since September 2022 and the number of Social Workers in
the CIC Teams has decreased by 4 FTE over this same period. A comprehensive set of measures to improve the recruitment and retention of social workers is in place, aimed at reducing the average caseloads for all teams.

The average caseload in the Children's Social Work Teams (CSWT) is 21.6 cases, which is above the target caseload of no more than 18 children/young people. The challenge with caseloads relates to increases in demand and the turnover rates for qualified social workers (please see commentary above).

The percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a previous referral was 23.2% , achieving the Target of below 25.0%. This performance compares to the latest published England average of 21.5%, 20.4% for Kent's Statistical Neighbours and 25.9% for the South East (all comparative rates are for
2021/22 performance).

The percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the second or subsequent time is 20.4% which is within the target range of 17.5% - 22.5% and compares to average rates for England of 23.3%, Statistical Neighbours 23.8% and the South East 23.7% (2021/22).

The percentage of Children in Care in same placement for the last two years (for those in care for two and a half years or more) is 73.6% and above the Target of 70.0%. Kent's performance remains above the latest published average for Kent’s Statistical Neighbours of 72.1%, the average for the South East of 68.0% and the
England average of 71.0% (comparative data is for 2021/22).

-U The average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with an adoptive family is 343.5 days, within the nationally set target of less than 426 days. The average number of days had been increasing as a result of delays to court hearings but in recent months the average number of days has started to reduce,
mproving performance against this measure. This compares to the latest published England average of 367 days, the average of 333 days for Kent's Statistical Neighbours and an average of 364 for local authorities in the South East Region (data is for 2021/22).

(¢} The percentage of Children's Social Work Case File Audits graded good or outstanding is 86.2%, which is above the 80.0% Target.
[
Eensive Early Help

The percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within 12 months is 29.3%, which is above the target of 25.0%. Performance has remained stable over the previous six months.
The percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within 6 weeks of allocation, is at 92.2%, achieving the target of 85.0%.
The percentage of cases open to Intensive Early Help that were audited and graded as good or outstanding is 94.9% , achieving the 80.0% target.

The percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to EH or CSWS in 3 months is 14.2%, achieving the Target of less than 15.0%.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs

Commentary on Education Indicators:
The majority of education indicators are annual. Commentary has only been provided for indicators where new data has been published since the last scorecard was issued where targets exist.

RED: The number of permanent exclusions from secondary schools at 62 pupils is above the target of 24. The PRU, Inclusion and Attendance Service (PIAS) aims to improve attendance at school and reduce exclusions for children in Kent. Despite an increase in the number of permanent exclusions over the 2022-23 academic year, Kent's
figures remain below their statistical neighbours and the national average. KCC services continue in their journey to provide support, training, and access for schools with wider inclusion resources around trauma-informed practices and emotional wellbeing to manage ongoing challenges from the Covid-19 pandemic and lockdowns.

RED: The average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 at 46.9 is below the target of 51.0% but in line with the national figure of 46.3%. Grading standards returned to those from 2019, the final year before exams were cancelled due to COVID.

RED: The percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days at 81.3% remains below the target of 90%

RED: The percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention at 52.8% remains below the target of 95%. The recent decline is a result of the combination of multiple factors, which are being actively managed to ensure rates return as quickly as
possible. The team has experienced an increase in volume of received cases, while also managing changes in key personnel. This has resulted in an unavoidable delay in the time taken to contact families. The service has responded to this though via additional recruitment to increase capacity and a review of processes to streamline them.
Unfortunately, whilst the Service is now seeing an improvement in output, this has yet to be reflected in the directorate scorecard but this is expected to return in the near future.

For the four consecutive month 15 primary aged pupils were permanently excluded from school during a 12-month period; three pupils above the target.
The average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap at 17.9 percentage points was wider than the target of 15.0 but has reduced from 18.5 the previous year. The national gap is 14.9 and has closed by the smallest margin of 0.1

The Percentage of Year 12-13 age-group (16-17 year olds) not in education, employment or training (NEET) in September was 2.2% which is better than target of 2.8%. Please note this is a seasonal indicator and numbers will naturally increase as the academic year progresses. For this reason, the DfE uses the rolled average for

December, January, and February. Provisional data for 2022/23 shows Kent to have 3.3% NEETs, which combined with the Not Known cohort (2.5%) the aggregate figure is 5.8%. The latest national NEET and participation scorecard that has been published by the Department of Education for 2021/22 shows Kent to be 5.1% compared to the
South East at 5.4% and England at 4.7%.

GTT abed
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs - Vulnerable Learners

EY14

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - all pupils

EY15

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - Kent CIC gap

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - SEN Support gap

Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - SEN EHCP gap

SISE4

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - all pupils

59

SISE16

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - FSM gap

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - Kent CIC gap

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - SEN Support gap

Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing &
mathematics - SEN EHCP gap

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - all pupils

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - FSM Eligible

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - Kent CIC

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - SEN Support

Progress score in Reading at KS2 - SEN EHCP

Progress score in writing at KS2 - all pupils

Progress score in writing at KS2 - FSM Eligible

Progress score in writing at KS2 - Kent CIC

Progress score in writing at KS2 - SEN Support

Progress score in writing at KS2 - SEN EHCP

Progress score in maths at KS2 - all pupils

Progress score in maths at KS2 - FSM Eligible

Progress score in maths at KS2 - Kent CIC

Progress score in maths at KS2 - SEN Support

Progress score in maths at KS2 - SEN EHCP

Management Information, CYPE, KCC
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Kent KPIs - Vulnerable Learners

September 2023

SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - all pupils

SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A
Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - Kent CIC gap Ll A
Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - SEN Support gap L A
Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - SEN EHCP gap Ll A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - all pupils HH A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - FSM H A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - Kent CIC H| A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - SEN Support H A
Average score at KS4 in Progress 8 - SEN EHCP H A

Management Information, CYPE, KCC

4 15.0 18.8 14.9
4 15.0 18.9 16.9
4 36.0 39.4 36.1
4 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
4 -0.60 -0.81 -0.58
4 -0.45 -0.52 -0.45
4 -1.12 -1.36 -1.12
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Ashford District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
5CS03 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o s
BH2-F l;ezzrcme:r'l:?gse of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 2.1 26.3 273 27.7 28.1 28.2 28.9 ”
iy - |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 97.3 97.2 96.5 96.8 96.9 97.0 97.2 417
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 87.5 87.5 90.0 90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 13.2 12.9 11.8 12.4 12.2 12.7 13.5 48
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 14.0 12.5 134 11.9 11.6 9.0 10.7 182

CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP

Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Ashford District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 34 33 31 29 29 28 1.9 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 103 106 10.6 10.9 10.8 111 13 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA /A
EH44 Numbe_r of pupils permanently excluded from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year L |Ri2m 6 4 5 5 4 4 6 NA /A
14 pupils
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 75.0 71.4 71.4 72.7 74.6 75.2 78.6 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE2 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H |R12M 549 547 544 571 527 523 504 N/A N/A
m PercenFage of DWP and othgr |dent|ﬁe_d e_IlglbIe 2 year olds taking up a free early Hl ms 67.0 715 701 79.5 21 404 70 o 75.0
. education place [seasonally impacted indicator]
=
€4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 67.6 68.6 1,119 1,631 67.5 iy 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap Ll A 22.3 16.0 19.7 iy 23.5 19.7
SISE4 Perce_nhage of pupils at KS2 a_chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 55.7 56.9 %62 1,690 61.0 = o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISEL6 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap LI A 8.7 268 220 0 T 240 27 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 48.2 45.8 1,507 51.0 RED 4 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 19.3 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 36.5 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 29.7 3222 3331
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H|I A 28.7 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta_ge of pup_lls with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - LA 36 41 45 49 1,059 21,656 30 = 0 42 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H|l A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 8.3 18.9 17.2
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L| A 11.6 318 288
Page 11
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Canterbury District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
5CS03 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o
FG2-F I;ezzrcentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 24.0 24.7 25.1 253 26.0 2.2 263 198 28 N/A
= months
p—
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 89.8 90.1 91.8 92.5 94.0 93.6 93.7 373 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 9 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 10.9 11.7 12.1 12.7 13.6 12.9 14.1 44 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 17.7 16.5 16.1 15.5 13.3 11.1 11.1 140 N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Canterbury District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks

SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 32 34 31 37 41 41 25 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]

CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 10.9 108 10.9 11.0 11.0 116 116 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs

EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 1 P 2 P 2 P 3 NA /A

EH44 Numbe_r of pupils permanently excluded from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year L |Ri2m 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 NA /A
14 pupils

CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 85.2 82.4 82.4 72.5 74.2 74.2 70.1 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information

CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 58.7 592 57.1 590 55.0 557 513 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early

ﬁ% education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 730 77 733 679 264 389 70 g 750

M4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 61.9 65.0 958 1,474 67.5 ity 69.0 67.5 67.2

EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 31.3 20.6 19.7 ity 235 19.7

SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 59.7 56.6 033 1,649 61.0 RED o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in

SISEL6 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 353 355 220 0 3 240 7 2

SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 48.1 46.2 1,540 51.0 RED Q 48.0 47.4 46.3

SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 16.4 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9

CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 37.1 38.86 38.28

CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 33.0 3222 33.31

CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 30.3 34.48 34.82

SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 41 43 51 5.4 1,177 21,813 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils

CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2

CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -

EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A o8 9.8 14
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -

EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 124 306 257
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Dartford District

SCs03 Percgntage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a L |Ri2M 204 215
previous referral (R12M)
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
SCS34 Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training H RI2M| v N/A /A
(of those KCC is in touch with)
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v & N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o s
DO2-F Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 23.0 234 22.9 235 232 233 2.9 151
) 12 months
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 84.9 85.6 86.5 87.5 88.1 88.6 90.9 319
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 8
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L [R12M 18.0 17.9 18.5 16.7 16.9 16.8 18.0 56
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 119 10.5 10.3 10.3 8.2 7.6 8.0 108

CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q 29.7 30.6 28.1 28.2 39 ity 28.0 28.1 30.0 31.2 28.5

Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Dartford District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 24 25 23 23 23 20 16 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 116 116 116 117 115 117 116 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 5 6 8 1 1 1 13 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 80.8 83.1 82.6 78.6 81.6 82.1 82.8 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE2 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H |R12M 519 54.0 552 59.5 599 56.7 542 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early .
ﬁ% education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 605 454 637 64.0 219 342 70 0 i) 750
I_GH4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 64.3 70.7 1,167 1,650 67.5 1} 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 26.5 25.0 19.7 RED ity 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 50.2 64.6 1,083 1,677 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 251 252 220 0 g 240 7 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H| A 55.5 53.1 1,708 51.0 g 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 18.2 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 37.7 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 325 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 33.8 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 21 24 28 30 724 23,826 30 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 8.4 17.4 17.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 75 211 2L5
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Dover District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
5CS03 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o s oo ms m w o w | w w w0 | o R
FO2-F I;ezzrcentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 24.9 246 25.5 26.0 26.4 7.4 278 246 28 N/A
~ months
EEN
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 87.7 86.5 85.3 83.2 80.1 77.4 76.8 225 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 87.5 87.5 90.0 90.0 88.9 88.9 88.9 8 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 143 13.5 13.5 13.7 13.9 14.5 14.0 43 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 14.0 11.8 11.6 10.4 9.2 6.3 6.8 117 N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Dover District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 44 4.0 4.0 39 35 33 31 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 121 124 124 125 122 124 124 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 4 4 1 1 1 1 1 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 82.2 82.2 81.9 66.1 68.8 68.8 76.9 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE2 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H |R12M 49.7 523 522 513 516 497 47.7 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early
?% education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 775 741 81.3 818 320 391 70 ﬁ 750
NV
[0 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 64.9 68.2 772 1,132 67.5 iy 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap Ll A 14.1 17.9 19.7 4 23.5 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 51.9 56.1 730 1,302 61.0 RED o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 217 285 220 0 g 240 7 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 44.5 43.6 1,163 51.0 RED Q 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 16.9 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 34.9 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 29.0 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 30.3 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_lls with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 36 39 41 45 741 16,397 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A N/A 207 27
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L A N/A 347 349
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Folkestone and Hythe District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCso3 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o
FG2-F I;ezzrcentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 304 293 28.0 27.6 26.7 27.0 282 204 28 N/A
Py months
A\~
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 75.5 74.4 72.6 73.2 73.0 73.5 73.8 259 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 9 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 14.1 13.7 14.2 14.3 13.8 13.9 13.1 41 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 15.7 15.1 14.1 13.4 124 10.7 1.1 155 N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Folkestone and Hythe District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 30 30 31 29 30 29 22 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 29 10.0 98 10.0 99 10.0 9.9 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 64.2 62.5 63.0 60.9 67.0 72.6 78.7 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE2 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H |R12M 48.5 514 54.6 57.9 54.6 545 518 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early
?% education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 764 69.7 745 744 203 273 70 g 750
v
355 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 65.9 67.1 747 1,113 67.5 1} 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 23.5 24.2 19.7 RED 4 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 60.2 50.4 744 1,252 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 210 281 220 0 g 240 7 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 50.1 43.1 1,060 51.0 RED Q 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 18.5 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 333 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 337 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 35.8 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_lls with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 38 42 48 5.0 760 15,320 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 9.4 185 8.7
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 14.3 351 312
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Gravesham District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCS03 previous referral (R12M) L |RiM 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v & N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v & N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o
FG2-F I;ezzrcentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 2.8 26.7 271 26.7 2.2 2.5 %8 11 28 N/A
= months
W
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 82.0 84.8 87.3 89.4 90.8 90.9 91.0 393 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 11.6 12.2 11.6 11.0 10.9 9.7 10.9 36 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 18.1 17.1 14.1 15.6 14.6 11.6 134 168 N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q 46.9 36.6 34.1 37.5 15 40 4 28.0 34.1 30.0 31.2 28.5
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Gravesham District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 34 33 32 33 34 31 28 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 8.6 8.9 8.8 9.0 91 8.9 93 NA N/A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 0 1 2 4 6 5 5 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 85.4 87.6 87.4 83.5 86.4 87.0 84.6 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 60.6 615 62.1 66.7 60.0 591 56.1 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early
ﬁ% education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 547 46.1 46.9 50.2 215 428 70 0 ﬁ 750
é‘g4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 66.8 67.4 933 1,384 67.5 ity 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 21.2 15.6 19.7 ity 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 6.8 56.6 871 1,538 61.0 RED o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 208 261 220 0 g 240 7 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 48.4 46.3 1,459 51.0 RED Q 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 15.6 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 35.4 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 313 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 30.8 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 24 27 31 32 655 20,402 30 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 99 205 207
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 115 260 273
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Maidstone District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
5CS03 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o
52 I;ezzrcentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 23.0 238 233 238 235 24.4 25.1 243 28 N/A
= months
p—
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 94.6 95.6 95.9 96.6 97.1 97.5 97.5 626 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 15 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 11.0 10.6 10.7 10.7 10.4 10.8 11.7 66 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 20.7 19.3 17.4 17.1 19.3 12.6 13.8 234 N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Maidstone District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 35 35 36 35 34 31 15 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 76 75 76 73 72 75 72 NA N/A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 7 9 8 9 9 9 1 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 68.0 66.3 62.4 60.1 64.2 65.6 67.8 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 617 615 61.1 623 59.7 598 559 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early .
?ﬁ education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 664 582 63.2 66.5 355 534 70 0 i) 750
M4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 64.2 70.6 1,521 2,154 67.5 1} 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 23.9 14.8 19.7 ity 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 58.5 50.0 1,202 2,189 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap Ll A 263 27 20 I 240 4 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 50.8 46.7 2,193 51.0 RED Q 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 19.0 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 38.2 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 29.9 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 38.0 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 39 45 5.0 55 1,647 20,739 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 77 18.0 18.8
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 8.0 251 237
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Sevenoaks District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCS03 previous referral (R12M) L |R12M 22.4 22.8 22.5 23.7 23.9 24.0 229 394 1721 ﬁ 25.0 20.4 215
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 72.1 710
Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements v
SCS19 (exc UASC) H| MS N/A N/A
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS
543 Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams L| MS

€303 Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
N) previous referral (R12M)

SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement

Percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the
second or subsequent time

Children in Care in same placement for the last two years

(for those in care for two and a half years or more)

Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements
(exc UASC)

Average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with
an adoptive family

Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training

(of those KCC is in touch with)

SCS13

SCS18

SCS19

SCS29

SCS34

SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding

SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers

SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams

SCS43  |Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Sevenoaks District

Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within

September 2023

EH or CSWS in 3 mths

Average Caseload within EH Units (Families)

Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within

EH72-F |1 onthe 4 28 N/A
EH52-F Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within Ms 97.8 98.0 8.4 985 %87 985 28.0 533 544 0 85.0 NA N/A
6 weeks of allocation
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding R12M 90.9 90.9 92.9 92.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 14 14 & 85.0 N/A N/A
EHi6.F |Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to R12M 18 16 1.0 15 132 135 13.9 64 461 I 15.0 NA N/A
g

CYPE8

EH72-F 12 months
Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F N
6 weeks of allocation
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding
Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F .
- EH or CSWS in 3 mths
U
g Average Caseload within EH Units (Families)
@

Rate of proven re-offending by CYP

Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Sevenoaks District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 28 27 27 29 27 25 15 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 15.0 15.1 151 15.0 14.2 143 14.0 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 84.7 79.6 74.6 62.7 68.7 68.1 72.2 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE2 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H |R12M 516 54.0 552 56.4 527 515 509 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early
@ education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 701 532 651 68.9 146 212 70 ﬁ 750
=
EY14 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 68.8 72.4 954 1,317 67.5 1} 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 24.8 14.2 19.7 ity 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 63.9 63.5 885 1,393 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 342 398 220 0 g 240 7 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H| A 43.8 41.0 562 51.0 RED g 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 13.6 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 34.9 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 33.8 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A - 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 5.0 5.4 58 6.0 785 13,111 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 7.2 7.7 174
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 15.7 376 307
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Swale District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCso3 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
Q
$=203 Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a L |Ri2M
[9%) previous referral (R12M)
§t‘§os Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS
SCs19 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 100.0
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 73.3 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
SCS43  |Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams L MS N/A N/A
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Swale District

EH72-F T;’f::rﬁgse of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within | | 015y 29.7 30.2 306 30.8 30.1 30.1 29.7 370 1246 1 25.0 297 | 250 28 N/A
EHso-F hercentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within HoMs 84.3 87.4 89.8 91.0 92.9 93.4 9.6 442 a7 @ 85.0 843 | 850 /A N/A
6 weeks of allocation
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 15 15 fed 85.0 100.0 80.0 N/A N/A
EHi6-F Fercentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to L |R12M 16.1 16.0 16.7 16.3 15.2 15.1 15.7 63 401 3 15.0 16.1 15.0 N/A N/A
EH or CSWS in 3 mths
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 15.3 16.4 15.4 14.9 13.4 9.8 10.3 195 19.0 @ 15.0 15.3 15.0 N/A N/A

u,
QYPE8 | Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q

Iilge: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.

w
o
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Swale District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks H| MS 28.6 10.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 42.8 49.2
SISE7L Percept_age of Year 12-13 age-group (16-.17.year olds) not in education, employment Ll Ms 48 53 53 55 5.4 56 33 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 1.4 1ns 16 116 1.4 119 120 NA N/A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 gLLIlFr)rIIISer of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2M 3 4 2 5 2 5 2 N/A /A
EH44 ;lLl.llFr)rIIISer of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2M 1 5 1 5 2 5 2 N/A /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 86.0 86.6 85.6 80.3 82.1 83.5 81.0 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 61.7 619 623 63.2 574 556 498 WA N/A
m PercenFage of DWP and othgr |dent|ﬁe_d e_IlglbIe 2 year olds taking up a free early Hl ms 67.0 68.0 723 78.4 440 561 70 o 75.0
PN education place [seasonally impacted indicator]
195}
x4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 64.2 66.8 1,256 1,880 67.5 iy 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap Ll A 17.2 23.6 19.7 RED q 23.5 19.7
SISE4 Perce_nhage of pupils at KS2 a_chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 55.1 55.6 1,115 2,005 61.0 = o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISEL6 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L| A 256 202 220 & 240 27 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 43.9 43.4 1,467 51.0 RED 4 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 16.6 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 34.5 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 31.4 3222 3331
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 35.1 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta_ge of pup_lls with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - LA 4.0 44 54 538 1,430 24,527 30 = 0 42 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H|I A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school Hl A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 12.0 21 207
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 242 368 327
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Thanet District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCso3 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 72.1 710
Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements v
SCS19 (exc UASC) H| MS N/A N/A
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v & N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
B noor o s
= Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
?.?'203 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M
W
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS
SCs19 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS
SCS43  |Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams L MS
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management

Directorate Scorecard - Thanet District

Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within

September 2023

EH or CSWS in 3 mths

Average Caseload within EH Units (Families)

Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within

EH72-F |1 onths T 28 N/A
EH52-F Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within Ms 923 93.6 947 94.9 94.9 95.0 94.8 275 290 @ 85.0 NA N/A
6 weeks of allocation
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding R12M 87.5 87.5 90.0 90.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 8 10 & 85.0 N/A N/A
EH16-F Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to R12M 146 155 168 17.2 17.4 175 182 44 242 I 15.0 NA N/A
0

CYPE8

EH72-F 12 months
Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EH52-F N
6 weeks of allocation
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding
EHi6.F |Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH or CSWS in 3 mths
U
Q Average Caseload within EH Units (Families)
3=
)

Rate of proven re-offending by CYP

Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Thanet District

APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 58 55 54 5.8 57 55 33 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 128 12.7 131 128 128 128 12.7 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 1 1 2 P 2 P 3 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 3 3 3 4 4 4 5 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 81.2 82.6 82.3 77.5 79.4 79.2 80.3 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE2 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H |R12M 45.0 47.3 522 55.9 543 543 506 N/A N/A
fry PercenFage of DWP and othgr |dent|ﬁe_d e_IlglbIe 2 year olds taking up a free early Hl ms 72.0 68.5 69.2 78.5 444 566 70 o 75.0
D education place [seasonally impacted indicator]
84 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 60.1 61.2 955 1,561 67.5 RED iy 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap Ll A 13.5 21.0 19.7 q 23.5 19.7
SISE4 Perce_nhage of pupils at KS2 a_chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 522 53.9 202 1,673 61.0 = o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISEL6 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L| A 226 28 220 e 240 27 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H A 43.9 45.5 1,296 51.0 RED i 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 15.3 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 32.9 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 32.2 3222 3331
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 47.0 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta_ge of pup_lls with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - LA 4.7 5.1 59 6.3 1,76 20,261 30 = 0 42 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H|I A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school Hl A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 15.3 247 238
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 14.5 313 311
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Children, Young People and Education Performance Management September 2023
Directorate Scorecard - Tonbridge and Malling District

Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCS03 previous referral (R12M) L |RiM 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v & N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v & N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
Q
oF Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 2.8 2.5 2.1 26.6 2.8 7.2 27.4 275 1002 ! ' ’ 28 N/A
n 12 months
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
EHASZ F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 97.8 98.0 98.4 98.5 98.7 98.5 98.0 533 544 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 90.9 90.9 92.9 92.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 14 14 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 11.8 11.6 11.0 11.5 13.2 13.5 13.9 64 461 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L| MS 13.5 17.2 17.8 16.6 16.5 11.8 14.3 229 16.0 A 3 X N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 30 32 32 30 29 27 18 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 8.1 8.1 8.2 8.2 8.1 8.1 79 NA N/A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 3 3 2 P 2 P 2 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m 6 5 5 7 9 8 s NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 75.9 70.9 69.3 58.8 59.3 59.3 71.5 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 60.0 626 63.7 65.9 61.1 592 57.3 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early
% education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 708 616 68.1 68.3 215 315 70 i) 750
EY14 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 70.6 69.8 1,143 1,638 67.5 4 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 23.1 33.3 19.7 RED 4 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 50.1 60.5 1,068 1,766 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap Ll A 35 327 20 0 I 240 4 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H| A 55.9 53.3 1,736 51.0 g 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 23.0 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 41.9 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 325 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 31.8 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 36 39 43 45 1,049 23,501 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 55 155 164
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 10.6 287 242
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Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a
SCso3 previous referral (R12M) L |Ri2M 204 2L5
SCS08  |Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement H |R12M N/A N/A
scs13 Percentage of children ?ecomlng subject to a child protection plan for the T RIM v 238 233
second or subsequent time
Children in Care in same placement for the last two years v
Scs18 (for those in care for two and a half years or more) H | MS 721 71.0
SCsi9 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements Hl mMs | v N/A /A
(exc UASC)
SCS29 Average pumbe( of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with LRi2M v 447 367
an adoptive family
Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training v
SCS34 | of those KCC is in touch with) HRi2M N/A N/A
SCS37  |Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding H |R12M| v 4 N/A N/A
SCS40  |Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers H| MS | v 4 N/A N/A
SCS42  |Average caseloads in the CIC Teams L MS N/A N/A
Q
oF Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within L |Ri2M 25.7 26.3 26.4 26.1 2.5 7.4 284 239 28 N/A
N |12 months ' ) ) ) ) ) -
- |Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within
éﬁgz F 6 weeks of allocation H| MS 87.8 89.1 89.2 89.8 93.5 95.5 96.4 402 N/A N/A
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding H |R12M 50.0 50.0 60.0 60.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 7 N/A N/A
- Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to
EH16-F EH or CSWS in 3 mths L |R12M 13.0 14.5 14.7 14.4 13.7 13.5 13.1 41 N/A N/A
Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) L MS 12.8 13.1 14.3 13.4 14.1 11.4 12.3 147 N/A N/A
CYPE8 |Rate of proven re-offending by CYP Q
Note: This target is out of date and the indicator requires updating and therefore this will be refreshed once this work has been done by the County Youth Justice Board.
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APP17 |Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks
SISE71 Percepb_age of Year 12-13 age—group (16-‘17‘year olds) not in education, employment Ll ms 22 22 23 23 23 22 13 25 28
or training (NEET) [seasonally impacted indicator]
CYPEL Percentage o_f pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Ll Ms 9.2 9.0 2.0 9.0 91 101 10.4 NA /A
Kent responsible EHCPs
EH43 g::l:er of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 L |Ri2m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA /A
EH44 g::l:er of permanent exclusions from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 L |Ri2m s 7 8 7 6 6 4 NA /A
CYPE6 |Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days H |R12M 77.1 72.6 69.7 65.8 71.9 72.0 76.9 N/A N/A
Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information
CYPE22 within 10 school days of them being brought to our attention H|Ri2M 57.0 58.1 60.6 649 63.0 626 613 N/A N/A
Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early
g education place [seasonally impacted indicator] H| MS 721 64.0 763 701 157 224 70 g 750
E%4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development H| A 66.6 69.2 844 1,220 67.5 1} 69.0 67.5 67.2
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM gap L A 29.3 28.0 19.7 RED ity 235 19.7
SISE4 Perce'ntage of pupils at KS2 a'chlevmg age-related expectations in HI A 63.4 63.4 867 1,368 61.0 o 60.0 59 59
Reading, writing & mathematics
Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in
SISE16 Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap L] A 3Lt 382 220 0 g 240 7 2
SISE12 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 H| A 56.6 53.5 1,690 51.0 0 48.0 47.4 46.3
SISE19 |Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap L A 18.2 15.0 15.0 18.3 14.9
CYPE23 |Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 42.4 38.86 38.28
CYPE24 |Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 33.2 3222 33.31
CYPE25 |Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] H| A 37.3 34.48 34.82
SEND10 Percenta'ge of pup_ils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Ll oA 34 37 39 42 822 19,701 30 5 0 4.2 46 42
Kent resident pupils
CYPE2 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school H| A 91.2 92.2
CYPE3 |Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school H| A 83.3 83.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools -
EH46 all pupils based on 10% threshold Ll A 6.6 5.9 17.3
Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools -
EH47 all pupils based on 10% threshold L] A 75 234 8.7
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CYPE10 Number of Primary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE11 Number of Secondary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE12 Number of Special Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE13 Total pupils on roll in Primary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE14 Total pupils on roll in Secondary Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE15 Total pupils on roll in Special Schools MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE16 Percentage of Primary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE17 Percentage of Secondary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
CYPE18 Percentage of Special School pupils eligible for Free School Meals MI School Census Database May 2023 School Census July 2023
EY8 Percentage of EY settings with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness (non-domestic premises) MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SISE35 Percentage of Primary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SISE36 Percentage of Secondary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SISE37 Percentage of Special Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness MI Ofsted Database Inspections as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE19 Number of requests for SEND statutory assessment Synergy reporting Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH71-C Rate of notifications received into Early Help per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) Early Help module Rolling 12 months up to end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS02 Rate of referrals to Children's Social Work Services per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) Liberi Rolling 12 months up to end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FDO1Q@ Number of contacts processed in the Front Door Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FD11% Number of Information, Advice and Guidance contacts processed in the Front Door Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FDOZTﬁ Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which met the threshold for CSWS involvement Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FDO3te> Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which proceeded to Early Help Early Help module Children referred during the month of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EHOSﬁ Number of cases open to Early Help Units Early Help module Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS01 Number of open Social Work cases Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Number of Child Protection cases Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Number of Children in Care Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Number of Care Leavers Liberi Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH35 Number of First Time Entrants into the Youth Justice system MI monthly reporting (CareDirector Youth) Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS3 Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS3a Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Children Centre Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS3b Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Youth Hub Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
FS8 Percentage of Focused Support Requests supported by Open Access after 3 months Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
TS3 Number of Clients supported (interventions and sessions) Core+ Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17 Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17-N  Total number of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17-D | Total number of EHCPs issued Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP17-A | Average duration in days from assessment request to EHCP completion Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
APP-EP Percentage of assessment requests sent to Educational Psychology returned within 6 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE1 Percentage of pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Kent responsible EHCPs Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of open Educational Psychology referrals waiting more than 6 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of SEND statutory assessment requests waiting more than 20 weeks Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot data as at end of Sept 2023 Oct 2023

Percentage of audited EHCPs rated good or better July 2023
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Latest data
Code |Indicator Source Description Latest data Description release
date
Key Performance Indicators
SCS03 Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a previous referral (R12M) Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS08 Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS13 Percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the second or subsequent time Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS18 Children in Care in same placement for the last two years (for those in care for two and a half years or more) Liberi Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS19 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements (exc UASC) Liberi Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS29 Average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with an adoptive family Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS34 Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training (of those KCC is in touch with) Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS37 Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding Liberi Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS40 Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers Area Staffing Spreadsheets Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS42 Average caseloads in the CIC Teams Liberi / Area Staffing Spreadsheets Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
SCS43 Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams Liberi / Area Staffing Spreadsheets Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH72-F Percentage of referrals to an Early Help Unit where a previous episode ended within 12 months Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH52-F Percentage of EH Assessments completed in the given month, within 6 weeks of allocation Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023

EH16-F Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to EH or CSWS in 3 mths Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023

_— Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) Early Help module Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE&'S’ Rate of proven re-offending by CYP MOJ quarterly reporting Data for Jul 2020 to June 2021 cohort Oct 2023
SISECQ Percentage of Year 12-13 age-group (16-17 year olds) not in education, employment or training (NEET) Monthly submission to DfE via NCCIS for KCC Snapshot as at Oct 2021 Oct 2023
CYPEIiU‘ Percentage of pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Kent responsible EHCPs Synergy - monthly reported data Snapshot as at Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH4BE Number of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year 6 pupils Synergy - monthly reported data Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
EH44OD Number of pupils permanently excluded from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 pupils Synergy - monthly reported data Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE6 Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days Fair Access Team Synergy reporting Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023
CYPE22 Percentage of CYP registered to EHE who receive contact and additional information within 10 school days of them being Fair Access Team Synergy reporting Rolling 12 months up to Sept 2023 Oct 2023

brought to our attention

EY2 Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early education place FF2 Team in Early Years & Childcare Snapshot as at December 2022 Dec 2022
EY14 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development End of year assessments based on EYFSP framework 2022-23 NCER Early Provisional (LA) MI Calcs (Distr) |Aug 2023
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM Eligible achievement gap End of year assessments based on EYFSP framework 2022-23 MI Calcs (LA & District) Aug 2023
SISE4 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics Test/TA results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA) MI Calcs (Distr) Sep 2023
SISE16 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap Test/TA results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA) MI Calcs (Distr) Sep 2023
SISE12 Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 Test results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA) NPD Prov (Distr) Oct 2023
SISE19 Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap Test results for end of academic year 2022-23 DfE Provisional (LA only) Oct 2023
CYPE23 Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] Test results for end of academic year 2021-22 DfE Published (LA) Feb 2023
CYPE24 Average point score per Applied General entry at KS5 [School students only] Test results for end of academic year 2021-22 DfE Published (LA) Feb 2023
CYPE25 Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] Test results for end of academic year 2021-22 DfE Published (LA) Feb 2023
SEND10 Percentage of pupils with a Statement or Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Kent resident pupils DfE annual snapshot based on school census Snapshot as at January 2023 June 2023
CYPE2 Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school Admissions school places offered for start of academic year | Offers data for academic year 2023-24 June 2023
CYPE3 Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school Admissions school places offered for start of academic year |Offers data for academic year 2023-24 June 2023
EH46 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold Aut/Spr data for academic year 2022-23 2022-23 MI Calcs (LA & Distr) July 2023
EH47 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold Aut/Spr data for academic year 2022-23 2022-23 MI Calcs (LA & Distr) July 2023
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. The number of Kent maintained Primary schools (excluding Nurseries) and Primary academies (including Free Schools). Total is
CYPELD Number of Primary Schools as at the latest available termly school census.
The number of Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies (including Free Schools). Total is as at the latest
CYPE11 Number of Secondary Schools available termly school census.
CYPE12 Number of Special Schools The number of Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies. Total is as at the latest available termly school census.
" . . The number of pupils on roll in Kent maintained Primary schools (excluding Nurseries) and Primary academies (including Free
CYPEL3 Total pupils on roll in Primary Schools Schools). Total excludes guest and subsidiary pupils and is as at the latest available termly school census.
. . The number of pupils on roll in Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies (including Free Schools). Total
CYPEL4 Total pupils on roll in Secondary Schools excludes guest and subsidiary pupils and is as at the latest available termly school census.
" . . The number of pupils on roll in Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies. Total excludes guest and subsidiary
CYPELS Total pupils on roll in Special Schools pupils and is as at the latest available termly school census.
The number of pupils eligible for Free School Meals in Kent maintained Primary schools (excluding Nurseries) and Primary
CYPE16 Percentage of Primary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals academies (including Free Schools) as a proportion of all pupils on roll. Totals for both numerator and denominator are for
statutory aged pupils only and excludes guest and subsidiary pupils. Data is as at the latest available termly school census.
U The number of pupils eligible for Free School Meals in Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies (including
CY Pg Percentage of Secondary School pupils eligible for Free School Meals Free Schools) as a proportion of all pupils on roll. Totals for both numerator and denominator are for statutory aged pupils only
o)) and excludes guest and subsidiary pupils. Data is as at the latest available termly school census.
© The number of pupils eligible for Free School Meals in Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies as a proportion of
CY P@ Percentage of Special School pupils eligible for Free School Meals all pupils on roll. Totals for both numerator and denominator are for statutory aged pupils only and excludes guest and subsidiary
| pupils. Data is as at the latest available termly school census.
EY8 Percentage of EY settings with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness The percentage of Kent Early Years settings (non-domestic premises only), judged good or outstanding for overall effectiveness
(non-domestic premises) in their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent Early Years settings (non domestic premises only).
. . . _ . The percentage of Kent maintained Primary schools and Primary academies judged good or outstanding for Overall Effectiveness
SISE35 Percentage of Primary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness in their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent maintained Primary schools and Primary academies.
The percentage of Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary academies judged good or outstanding for Overall
SISE36 Percentage of Secondary Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness Effectiveness in their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent maintained Secondary schools and Secondary
academies.
. " . R . The percentage of Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies judged good or outstanding for Overall Effectiveness in
SISE37 Percentage of Special Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - Overall Effectiveness their latest inspection, as a proportion of all inspected Kent maintained Special schools and Special academies.
CYPE19 Number of requests for SEND statutory assessment The number of initial requests for assessment for Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) for 0-25 year olds in Kent LA,
. P . . ~ . . . . The total number of referrals to an Early Help Unit completed during the corresponding reporting month per 10,000 (Population
EH71-C Rate of notifications received into Early Help per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) figures are updated upon reciept of the latest ONS Mid Year population estimates). This is a child level indicator.
This indicator shows the rate of referrals received by Children's Social Work Services. Numerator: Number of referrals (rolling 12
SCS02 Rate of referrals to Children's Social Work Services per 10,000 of the 0-17 population (inclusive, rolling 12 months) month period). Denominator: child population figure divided by 10,000 (Population figures are updated upon receipt of the latest
ONS Mid Year Estimates).
The total number of notifications received during the corresponding reporting month that were processed by the Front Door.
FDO01-C Number of contacts processed in the Front Door District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This
is a child level indicator.
The total number of notifications with a contact outcome of "Information, Advice & Guidance" received during the corresponding
FD14-C Number of Information, Advice and Guidance contacts processed in the Front Door reporting month that were processed by the Front Door. District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data
includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This is a child level indicator.
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The total number of notifications with a contact outcome of "Threshold met for CSWS" received during the corresponding

FD02-C Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which met the threshold for CSWS involvement reporting month that were processed by the Front Door. District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data
includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This is a child level indicator.

The total number of notifications with a contact outcome of "Proceed to Early Help Unit" received during the corresponding

FD03-C Number of contacts processed in the Front Door which proceeded to Early Help reporting month that were processed by the Front Door. District and Area splits are not available for this indicator. The data
includes all contact reasons processed by the Front Door. This is a child level indicator.

. " The number of open cases as at the end of the corresponding reporting month. The data includes all cases sent to units at Early

EHOS-F Number of cases open to Early Help Units Help Record stage prior to the end of the month. This is a family level indicator.

SCS01 Number of open Social Work cases The total caseload figures for Children's Social Work Services.

Number of Child Protection cases The number of Children who have a Child Protection Plan as at the end of the corresponding reporting month.
Number of Children in Care The number of Children in Care as at the end of the corresponding reporting month.
v Number of Care Leavers The number of Care Leavers as at the end of the corresponding reporting month.
Q
Q First time entrants are defined as young people (aged 10 — 17 years) who receive their first substantive outcome (relating to a

EH3%D Number of First Time Entrants into the Youth Justice system Youth Caution with or without an intervention, or a Conditional Caution or a Court disposal for those who go directly to Court

= without a Youth Caution or Conditional Caution).

Fs3 00 Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month l'l?:n:gtal number of focused support referrals started in the month. The total is the number of family referrals, not number of

. R . The total number of focused support referrals started in the month by Children Centre. The total is the number of family

FS3a Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Children Centre referrals, not number of clients.

FS3b Number of Focused Support Requests started during the month - by Youth Hub 1’::1 ;?fg?ﬂﬁg of focused support referrals started in the month by Youth Hub. The total is the number of family referrals, not
Percentage of referrals still supported by Open Access within 3 months of focus support closing (Further Engagement). Reported
month is the date three months after focus support closed date. Further engagement is at least one member of the family to

FS8 Percentage of Focused Support Requests supported by Open Access after 3 months have attended any type of session or taken part in a client/family intervention. Interventions counted as successful are as
follows: 'Direct Intervention outside of a group setting', 'Direct Intervention in group setting', 'Email/Telephone/Text', 'Meeting -
Client(s) present’, 'FF2 Contact', 'NEET Contact', 'Contact with Client'.

153 Number of Clients supported (interventions and sessions) 'l:\:]l;mnl;)g; ;]f distinct clients who have attended at least one session or client/family intervention (excluding focused support) within
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The percentage of Education and Health Care Plans that are issued within 20 weeks as a proportion of all such plans. The data is

APP17 Percentage of Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) issued within 20 weeks a snapshot at the end of the month. An education, health and care plan (EHCP) replaced statements and are for children and
young people aged up to 25 who need more support than is available through special educational needs support.
The number of Education and Health Care Plans that are issued within 20 weeks.The data is a snapshot at the end of the month.
APP17-N Total number of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks An education, health and care plan (EHCP) replaced statements and are for children and young people aged up to 25 who need
more support than is available through special educational needs support.
The total number of Education and Health Care Plans that are issued.The data is a snapshot at the end of the month. An
APP17-D Total number of EHCPs issued education, health and care plan (EHCP) replaced statements and are for children and young people aged up to 25 who need
more support than is available through special educational needs support.
APP17-A Average duration in days from assessment request to EHCP completion
APP-EP Percentage of assessment requests sent to Educational Psychology returned within 6 weeks The percentage of Educational Psychology assessments returned within a 6 week timeframe as a proportion of all such requests.
" . L vy . _ " The number of pupils with an EHCP that are placed in independent Special schools or out-of-county Special schools as a
CYPE1 Percentage of pupils being placed in independent or out-of-county special schools - Kent responsible EHCPs percentage of the total number of pupils with an EHCP
) . - The percentage of open referrals to the educational psychology service that have been waitng more than 6 weeks as a proportion
@ Percentage of open Educational Psychology referrals waiting more than 6 weeks of all such cases. The data is a snapshot at the end of the month.
fdan)
NS
® - The percentage of cases where a request for a statutory assessment has been made but no final EHCP has been issued that have
I; Percentage of SEND statutory assessment requests waiting more than 20 weeks been waitng more than 20 weeks as a proportion of all such cases. The data is a snapshot at the end of the month.
©

Percentage of audited EHCPs rated good or better

The percentage of referrals to SCS in the last 12 months where the previous referral date (if any) is within 12 months of the new

SCS03 Percentage re-referrals to Children's Social Work Services within 12 months of a previous referral (R12M) referral date
. . The percentage of returner interviews completed in the last 12 months where the case was open to SCS at the point the child
SCS08 Percentage of Returner Interviews completed for those with SCS Involvement went missing and the child was aged under 18 at the point of going missing.
5Cs13 Percentage of children becoming subject to a child protection plan for the second or subsequent time :3—::/ i%ifi?;ige of children who become subject to a Child Protection Plan during the last 12 months who have been subject to a
The percentage of Children in Care aged under 16 at the snapshot date who had been looked after continuously for at least 2.5
SCS18 Children in Care in same placement for the last two years (for those in care for two and a half years or more) years who were living in the same placement for at least 2 years, or are placed for adoption and their adoptive placement
together with their previous placement together last for at least 2 years.
. . The percentage of Kent Children in Care at the snapshot date who are in Foster Care and are placed with KCC Foster Carers or
SCS19 Percentage of CIC Foster Care in KCC Foster Care/Rel & Friends placements (exc UASC) with Relatives and Friends. UASC are excluded
. . Lo . . . The average number of days between becoming a Looked After Child and moving in with Adoptive Family (for children who have
SCS29 Average number of days between becoming a child in care and moving in with an adoptive family been Adopted in the last 12 months)
. . . . . The percentage of relevant and former relevant care leavers who we were in contact with in a 4 month window around their
SCS34 Percentage of care leavers in education, employment or training (of those KCC is in touch with) birthday who were aged 17, 18, 19, 20 or 21 and were in education, employment or training.
SCS37 Percentage of Case File Audits graded good or outstanding The percentage of all completed case audits in the last 12 months where the overall grading was good or outstanding
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5CS40 Percentage of case holding posts filled by permanent qualified social workers zgﬁnp;réirllt:g:a of case holding posts (FTE) at the snapshot date which are held by qualified social workers employed by Kent
SCS42 Average caseloads in the CIC Teams The average caseload of social workers within district based CIC Teams at the snapshot date.
SCS43 Average caseloads in the CSWT Teams The average caseload of social workers within the district based Children's Social Work Teams (CSWTs) at the snapshot date.
The percentage of referrals into an EH Unit (R12M) that previously had an episode open to an Early Help Unit in the preceding 12
EH72-F Percentage of re-referrals to an Early Help Unit within 12 months of a previous Unit case (R12M) months. The data only looks at referrals allocated to a Unit. It is calculated using a comparison between the episode end date of
the previous episode and the episode start date of the subsequent referral.
EH52-F Percentage of Assessments completed in the given month, within 6 weeks of allocation IP; Ip();;cttiegrt]age of assessments completed in the reporting month, where the assessment was completed within 30 working days
Percentage of EH Unit Case Audits rated good or outstanding The percentage of all EH Unit completed case audits in the last 12 months where the overall grading was good or outstanding
U The percentage of EH cases that have been closed with an outcome of “outcomes achieved” and then came back into either EH
EHlﬁ Percentage of EH cases closed with outcomes achieved that come back to EH or CSWS in 3 mths or CSWS in the next 3 months. Please note that there is a 3 month time lag on this data so the result shown for May 2020 is
D actually looking at all EH Closures in the 12 months up to February 2020.
G Average Caseload within EH Units (Families) Definition to be confirmed.
(@]
An offender enters the cohort if they are released from custody, received a non-custodial conviction at court or received a
reprimand or warning (caution) in a three month period. A proven reoffence is defined as any offence committed in a one year
CYPE8 Rate of proven re-offending by CYP follow-up period that leads to a court conviction, caution, reprimand or warning in the one year follow-up or within a further six
month waiting period to allow the offence to be proven in court. It is important to note that this is not comparable to
previous proven reoffending publications which reported on a 12 month cohort.
~ g ~ . . . The percentage of young people who have left compulsory education, up until the end of National Curriculum Year 13, who have
SISE71 Percentage of Year 12-13 age-group (16-17 year olds) not in education, employment or training (NEET) not achieved a positive education, employment or training destination.
. . _ . The total number of pupils in Year R to Year 6 that have been permanently excluded from a Kent maintained Primary school,
EH43 Number of pupils permanently excluded from the primary phase - all Year R to Year & pupils Special school or Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) or Primary academy or Special academy during the last 12 months.
. _ . The total number of pupils in Year 7 to Year 14 that have been permanently excluded from a Kent maintained Secondary school,
EH44 Number of pupils permanently excluded from the secondary phase - all Year 7 to Year 14 pupils Special school or Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) or Secondary academy or Special academy during the last 12 months.
. . . L The number of closed cases within 30 school days of their referral to Kent County Council’s CME Team, as a percentage of the
CYPE6 Percentage of Children Missing Education cases, closed within 30 school days total number of cases opened within the period.
. . . . . S . The number of CYP who register with the LA to Home Educate contacted to include information regarding a visit, within 10 days
CYPE22 Percentage of CYP reg|stered to EHE who receive contact and additional information within 10 school days of them being of receipt of the referral to Kent County Council’s EHE Team, as a percentage of the total number of cases opened within the
brought to our attention period
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. . - . . The number of two year old children accessing a free early education place at an early years provider as a proportion of the total
EY2 Percentage of DWP and other identified eligible 2 year olds taking up a free early education place number of families identified as potentially eligible for funding by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP).
. Lo Percentage of pupils assessed as achieving Expected or Exceeding in all Prime Learning Goals and all literacy and mathematics
Evi4 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development Early Learning Goals at the end of reception year, based on the Early Years Foundation Stage framework.
The difference between the achievement of non-FSM eligible pupils and FSM eligible pupils in terms of percentage assessed as
EY15 Percentage of pupils at EYFS achieving a Good Level of Development - FSM Eligible achievement gap achieving Expected or Exceeding in all Prime Learning Goals and all literacy and mathematics Early Learning Goals at the end of
reception year, based on the Early Years Foundation Stage framework.
SISE4 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics lzstpn‘:;ciig?r?: dosfcﬁzgllss ::;hai:;:moizgey Stage 2 working at the Expected Standard in all of Reading, Writing & maths. Includes
. Lo . . . . . e The difference between the achievement of non-FSM eligible pupils and FSM eligible pupils in terms of percentage working at the
SISE16 Percentage of pupils at KS2 achieving age-related expectations in Reading, writing & mathematics - FSM gap Expected Standard in all of Reading, Writing & maths at KS2. Includes Kent maintained schools and academies.
The average Attainment 8 score for pupils at end of Key Stage 4. Attainment 8 is a point score based on attainment across eight
. " subjects which must include English; mathematics; three other English Baccalaureate (EBacc) subjects (sciences, computer
SISE12 Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 science, geography, history and languages); and three further subjects, which can be from the range of EBacc subjects, or can
- be any other approved, high-value arts, academic, or vocational qualification.
A\
: - R The difference between the Attainment 8 score of non-FSM eligible pupils and FSM eligible pupils at the end of KS4 (see above
SIS% Average score at KS4 in Attainment 8 - FSM gap definition for SISE12a). Includes Kent maintained schools and academies.
= The total number of points achieved in A-Level qualifications by i ivi
. y pupils at the end of Key Stage 5 divided by the total number of
CYPE} Average point score per A Level entry at KS5 [School students only] entries made in all A-Level qualifications. Outcomes are for Kent maintained schools and academies only.
. . The total number of points achieved in Applied General qualifications by pupils at the end of Key Stage 5 divided by the total
CYPE24 Average point score per Applied General entry at KSS [School students only] number of entries made in all Applied General qualifications. Outcomes are for Kent maintained schools and academies only.
. The total number of points achieved in Tech Level qualifications by pupils at the end of Key Stage 5 divided by the total number
CYPE25 Average point score per Tech Level entry at KS5 [School students only] of entries made in all Tech Level qualifications. Outcomes are for Kent maintained schools and academies only.
Percentage of pupils with an Education, Health and care Plan (EHCP) as a proportion of all pupils on roll in all schools as at
SEND10 Percentage of pupils with a Statement or Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) - Kent resident pupils January school census. Includes maintained schools and academies, Pupil Referral Units, Free schools and Independent schools
(DfE published data).
CYPE2 Percentage of parents getting first preference of primary school The percentage of parents who got their first preference of Primary school (out of their three ordered preferences) for their child.
CYPE3 Percentage of parents getting first preference of secondary school '(I:':;dpercentage of parents who got their first preference of Secondary school (out of their three ordered preferences) for their
. . . " The percentage of pupils that have been persistently absent from a Kent maintained Primary school or a Primary academy for
- 0,
EH46 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from primary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold 10% or more of their expected sessions over the reported time period.
. . . The percentage of pupils that have been persistently absent from a Kent maintained Secondary school or a Secondary academy
- 0
EH47 Percentage of pupils who are persistently absent from secondary schools - all pupils based on 10% threshold for 10% or more of their expected sessions over the reported time period.
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Ofsted Inspection Results Dashboard

Most Recent Inspection Outcomes - ALL
Number of
Number Number % Good or
Type schools Number Rl | Number Good . % Inadequate % RI % Good % Outstanding 0 .
. Inadequate Outstanding Outstanding
inspected
Nursery 1 0 0 0 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Primary 458 3 37 349 69 0.7 8.1 76.2 15.1 91.3
Secondary 99 3 9 69 18 0.7 9.1 69.7 18.2 87.9
Special 26 0 2 15 9 0.0 7.7 57.7 34.6 92.3
PRU 6 0 0 5 1 0.0 0.0 83.3 16.7 100.0
TOTAL 590 6 48 438 98 1.0 8.1 74.2 16.6 90.8
No. of schools not 5
inspected
National 3 9 73 16 89
School Sixth Form 77 0 3 54 20 0.0 39 70.1 26.0 96.1
School Early Years 330 1 24 219 86 0.3 7.3 66.4 26.1 92.4
Provision
EY Settings 558 4 10 448 96 0.7 1.8 80.3 17.2 97.5
Notes:
In addition to the above outcomes for EY Settings, there were 74 Settings with an outcome of Met, 2 Settings with an outcome of
Not Met (enforcement) and 0 Settings with an outcome of Not Met (with actions)
This table includes the most recent inspection result for a school based on either their current or previous DfE number/status
National data is based on the published Ofsted dataset as at 30th September 2023. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
Most Recent Inspection Outcomes - CURRENT ACADEMIC YEAR ONLY
Number of
Number Number % Good or
Type schools Number Rl | Number Good . % Inadequate % RI % Good % Outstanding 0 .
. Inadequate Outstanding Outstanding
inspected
Nursery
Primary
Secondary
Special
PRU
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
EY Settings 1 1 0 0 0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Notes:
There were no school inspections reported for the 2023/24 academic year in the Ofsted Management Information dataset as at 30th September.
The above totals for EY settings include all available Ofsted published data as at 3rd October 2023 for inspections in the 2023/24 academic year.
Direction of travel - ALL SCHOOLS - Numbers Direction of travel - ALL SCHOOLS - Percentages
Latest inspection result Latest inspection result
Previous Previous
inspection Outstanding Inadequate inspection Outstanding Inadequate
result result
Outstanding 26 Outstanding 4.6
Good 58 Good 10.3
RI 7 RI 1.2
Inadequate 1 Inadequate 0.2
Direction of travel - CURRENT ACADEMIC YEAR - Numbers Direction of travel - CURRENT ACADEMIC YEAR - Percentages
Latest inspection result Latest inspection result
Previous Previous
inspection Outstanding Inadequate inspection Outstanding Inadequate
result result
Outstanding 0 Outstanding 0.0
Good 0 Good 0.0
RI 0 RI 0.0
Inadequate 0 Inadequate 0.0

Note: The total numbers in these tables may not add up to the totals in the summary tables above, as a school must have both a current and a previous inspection result to be
included in the direction of travel analysis, whereas all schools are included in the summary tables above.

There were no school inspections reported for the 2023/24 academic year in the Ofsted Management Information dataset as at 30th September.
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Ofsted Inspection Results Dashboard

% of Schools and EY Settings with Good and Outstanding Ofsted Judgements - as at 30th September 2023
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N.B. Horizontal lines represent Kent targets for 2022/23
N.B. Primary percentage does not include Nursery

% of Pupils attending Schools with Good and Outstanding Ofsted Judgements

100% 100% E 100% 100%
90% 90% 90% 90%
80% 80% 80% 80%
70% 70% 70% 70%
60% 60% 60% 60%
50% 50% 50% 50%
40% 40% 40% 40%
30% 30% 30% 30%
20% 20% 20% 20% We are unable to
include pupil proportion
0, 0, 0,
10% 10% 10% 10% percentages for PRUs
0% Bl 0% kel 0% B 0% due to the split of Dual
Vs and Single registration,

Overall Secondary

88.0%

Special

97.5%

as this makes the figures
misleading

90.5%

226564 pupils 121275 pupils 99343 pupils 5937 pupils

We are unable to include
child proportion
percentages for Early Years
Settings due to the split of
funded and non-funded
children/hours, as this
makes the figures
misleading.

N.B. Horizontal line represents the national % of pupils attending Schools with Good or Outstanding Ofsted Judgements as at 31/08/2021

May 2023 School Census data has been used for total roll numbers

N.B. Primary percentage does not include Nursery. Special percentage does not include Non-maintained special schools.
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Kent LA Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness by District and Phase

Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023 - All Schools
- - A o)
District Type Total Inspected Oustanding Good Imifg\lljéﬁsént Inadequate Tgﬂilsg ﬁz(ijncg)r O/:t(s;tzonzi?]rg
Ashford PRI 43 4 37 2 0 41 95.3
Canterbury PRI 35 8 26 1 0 34 97.1
Dartford PRI 28 3 21 3 1 24 85.7
Dover PRI 41 8 31 2 0 39 95.1
Folkestone and Hythe |PRI 36 4 29 3 0 33 91.7
Gravesham PRI 28 2 24 2 0 26 92.9
Maidstone PRI 49 8 38 3 0 46 93.9
Sevenoaks PRI 42 5 32 5 0 37 88.1
Swale PRI 48 9 30 8 1 39 81.3
Thanet PRI 31 7 23 1 0 30 96.8
Tonbridge and Malling |PRI 45 6 34 4 1 40 88.9
Tunbridge Wells PRI 32 5 24 3 0 29 90.6
Kent PRI 458 69 349 37 3 418 91.3
-
8 Ashford PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
@ Canterbury PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
E Dartford PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
@ |Dover PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Folkestone and Hythe PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Gravesham PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Maidstone PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Sevenoaks PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Swale PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Thanet PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Tonbridge and Malling |PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Tunbridge Wells PRU 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0
Kent PRU 6 1 5 0 0 6 100.0
Produced by: Management Information, KCC Source: Ofsted Published Data 30/09/2023
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Kent LA Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness by District and Phase

Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023 - All Schools

- - A o)

District Type Total Inspected Oustanding Good Imifg\lljéﬁsént Inadequate Tgﬂilsg ﬁz(ijncg)r O/:t(s;tzonzi?]rg
Ashford SEC 7 1 6 0 0 7 100.0
Canterbury SEC 9 1 6 2 0 7 77.8
Dartford SEC 10 3 7 0 0 10 100.0
Dover SEC 9 1 5 3 0 6 66.7
Folkestone and Hythe SEC 6 2 4 0 0 6 100.0
Gravesham SEC 8 2 6 0 0 8 100.0
Maidstone SEC 12 3 8 1 0 11 91.7
Sevenoaks SEC 3 0 3 0 0 3 100.0
Swale SEC 8 0 6 0 2 6 75.0
Thanet SEC 8 0 7 1 0 7 87.5
Tonbridge and Malling |SEC 11 2 6 2 1 8 72.7
Tunbridge Wells SEC 8 3 5 0 0 8 100.0
Kent SEC 99 18 69 9 3 87 87.9
Ashford SPE 2 1 1 0 0 2 100.0
Canterbury SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0
Dartford SPE 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Dover SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0
Folkestone and Hythe SPE 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0
Gravesham SPE 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0
Maidstone SPE 3 3 0 0 0 3 100.0
Sevenoaks SPE 2 1 1 0 0 2 100.0
Swale SPE 2 1 0 1 0 1 50.0
Thanet SPE 4 1 3 0 0 4 100.0
Tonbridge and Malling SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0
Tunbridge Wells SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0
Kent SPE 24 9 14 1 0 23 95.8
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Kent LA Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness by District and Phase

Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023 - All Schools
- - A o)
District Type Total Inspected Oustanding Good Imifg\lljéﬁ;t Inadequate Tgﬂilsg ﬁz(ijncg)r O/:t(s;tzon?jizrg
Ashford ALL 52 6 44 2 0 50 96.2
Canterbury ALL 46 9 34 3 0 43 93.5
Dartford ALL 39 6 29 3 1 35 89.7
Dover ALL 52 9 38 5 0 47 90.4
Folkestone and Hythe |ALL 44 7 34 3 0 41 93.2
Gravesham ALL 38 5 31 2 0 36 94.7
Maidstone ALL 65 14 47 4 0 61 93.8
Sevenoaks ALL 47 6 36 5 0 42 89.4
Swale ALL 58 10 36 9 3 46 79.3
Thanet ALL 44 8 34 2 0 42 95.5
Tonbridge and Malling |ALL 59 8 43 6 2 51 86.4
Tunbridge Wells ALL 43 9 31 3 0 40 93.0
Kent ALL 590 98 438 48 6 536 90.8
o
8 Ashford EY 44 7 36 0 1 43 97.7
@ Canterbury EY 49 9 38 1 1 47 95.9
Q Dartford EY 48 4 40 2 2 44 91.7
Dover EY 37 5 32 0 0 37 100.0
Folkestone and Hythe EY 37 6 31 0 0 37 100.0
Gravesham EY 24 2 22 0 0 24 100.0
Maidstone EY 69 12 55 2 0 67 97.1
Sevenoaks EY 50 11 38 1 0 49 98.0
Swale EY 53 8 44 1 0 52 98.1
Thanet EY 33 10 22 1 0 32 97.0
Tonbridge and Malling EY 56 5 50 1 0 55 98.2
Tunbridge Wells EY 58 17 40 1 0 57 98.3
Kent EY 558 96 448 10 4 544 97.5
Note:
Primary data does not include Nursery.
All Schools District figures do not include Nursery. The Kent overall total does include Nursery.
EY District Totals are based on Settings matched to Kent Districts only and the sum may not equal the overall Kent total.
Produced by: Management Information, KCC Source: Ofsted Published Data 30/09/2023
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Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023

Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023

Maintained Schools Academies
District Type Total . Requires Vel Cozd % Good or Total . Requires Vel Cord % Good or
Inspected QugErel | Eoud Improvement L e or Outstanding | Inspected Qusielig | Eerd Improvement L e or Outstanding
Outstanding Outstanding
Ashford PRI 24 4 20 0 0 24 100.0 19 0 17 2 0 17 89.5
Canterbury PRI 22 5 16 1 0 21 95.5 13 3 10 0 0 13 100.0
Dartford PRI 6 0 6 0 0 6 100.0 22 3 15 3 1 18 81.8
Dover PRI 20 5 13 2 0 18 90.0 21 3 18 0 0 21 100.0
Folkestone and Hythe PRI 22 3 18 1 0 21 95.5 14 1 11 2 0 12 85.7
Gravesham PRI 9 1 7 1 0 8 88.9 19 1 17 1 0 18 94.7
Maidstone PRI 32 3 28 1 0 31 96.9 17 5 10 2 0 15 88.2
Sevenoaks PRI 30 1 25 4 0 26 86.7 12 4 7 1 0 11 91.7
Swale PRI 16 4 10 2 0 14 87.5 32 5 20 6 1 25 78.1
Thanet PRI 17 4 13 0 0 17 100.0 14 3 10 1 0 13 92.9
Tonbridge and Malling PRI 31 5 23 3 0 28 90.3 14 1 11 1 1 12 85.7
Tunbridge Wells PRI 25 5 17 3 0 22 88.0 7 0 7 0 0 7 100.0
Kent PRI 254 40 196 18 0 236 92.9 204 29 153 19 3 182 89.2
Ashford PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Canterbury PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Dartford PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
over PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
QFolkestone and Hythe  PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
q Gravesham PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
UMaidstone PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Sevenoaks PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Swale PRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Thanet PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Tonbridge and Malling |PRU 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Tunbridge Wells PRU 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0
Kent PRU 5 1 4 0 0 5 100.0 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0
Ashford SEC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 7 1 6 0 0 7 100.0
Canterbury SEC 3 1 1 1 0 2 66.7 6 0 5 1 0 5 83.3
Dartford SEC 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0 9 3 6 0 0 9 100.0
Dover SEC 2 1 1 0 0 2 100.0 7 0 4 3 0 4 57.1
Folkestone and Hythe |SEC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 6 2 4 0 0 6 100.0
Gravesham SEC 4 0 4 0 0 4 100.0 4 2 2 0 0 4 100.0
Maidstone SEC 2 1 1 0 0 2 100.0 10 2 7 1 0 9 90.0
Sevenoaks SEC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 3 0 0 3 100.0
Swale SEC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 8 0 6 0 2 6 75.0
Thanet SEC 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0 7 0 6 1 0 6 85.7
Tonbridge and Malling |SEC 3 1 1 0 1 2 66.7 8 1 5 2 0 6 75.0
Tunbridge Wells SEC 2 1 1 0 0 2 100.0 6 2 4 0 0 6 100.0
Kent SEC 18 5 11 1 1 16 88.9 81 13 58 8 2 71 87.7
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Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023

Ofsted Inspection Results - Overall Effectiveness - 30th September 2023

Primary data and All Schools data does not include Nursery
The above figures do not include the following Kent non-maintained Special schools:
7003 - Caldecott Foundation School

7011 - Meadows School
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Maintained Schools Academies
District Type Total . Requires Vel Cozd % Good or Total . Requires Vel Cord % Good or
Inspected QugErel | Eoud Improvement L e or Outstanding | Inspected Qusielig | Eerd Improvement L e or Outstanding
Outstanding Outstanding
Ashford SPE 2 1 1 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Canterbury SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Dartford SPE 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Dover SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Folkestone and Hythe |SPE 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Gravesham SPE 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Maidstone SPE 2 2 0 0 0 2 100.0 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0
Sevenoaks SPE 1 0 1 0 0 1 100.0 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0
Swale SPE 1 1 0 0 0 1 100.0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0.0
Thanet SPE 4 1 3 0 0 4 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Tonbridge and Malling | SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Tunbridge Wells SPE 2 0 2 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Kent SPE 21 7 14 0 0 21 100.0 3 2 0 1 0 2 66.7
Ashford ALL 26 5 21 0 0 26 100.0 26 1 23 2 0 24 92.3
Canterbury ALL 27 6 19 2 0 25 92.6 19 3 15 1 0 18 94.7
tpartford ALL 8 0 8 0 0 8 100.0 31 6 21 3 1 27 87.1
Dover ALL 24 6 16 2 0 22 91.7 28 3 22 3 0 25 89.3
%Folkestone and Hythe |ALL 24 4 19 1 0 23 95.8 20 3 15 2 0 18 90.0
HGravesham ALL 14 2 11 1 0 13 92.9 24 3 20 1 0 23 95.8
aidstone ALL 37 6 30 1 0 36 97.3 28 8 17 3 0 25 89.3
Sevenoaks ALL 31 1 26 4 0 27 87.1 16 5 10 1 0 15 93.8
Swale ALL 17 5 10 2 0 15 88.2 41 5 26 7 3 31 75.6
Thanet ALL 23 5 18 0 0 23 100.0 21 3 16 2 0 19 90.5
Tonbridge and Malling |ALL 37 6 27 3 1 33 89.2 22 2 16 3 1 18 81.8
Tunbridge Wells ALL 30 7 20 3 0 27 90.0 13 2 11 0 0 13 100.0
Kent ALL 298 53 225 19 1 278 93.3 289 44 212 28 5 256 88.6
Note:




Latest Ofsted Inspections as at 30th September 2023

Graded = Graded _Sraded Stade
Ungraded | Ungraded Graded N .| Inspection - Graded Inspection -
N N Graded N Inspection | Inspection N

- Schoo| School Academy/ . SEN Inspection - Inspection - Inspection - Inspection - - Most - Most Most Inspection - | Most !!ecent

District DfE |School Name Status Diocese " Most Most Recent Most Recent Recent Most Recent | Effectiveness

IType | Sub Type SonjAcadsmy Lt Recent Overall S Rt Overall LU Rec.ent Behaviour Personal | of leadership

Date Outcome DItS Effectiveness Category Quallty. o and Development and
of Concern| Education B
Attitudes

Ashford 2270 |Aldington Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 26/06/2018 2 20/11/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3909 |Ashford Oaks Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes 28/03/2023 2 2 2 1 2
Ashford 3340 |Ashford, St Mary's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 29/01/2020 2 23/06/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2060 |Beaver Green Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 14/03/2023 2 27/09/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2278 |Bethersden Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 07/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Ashford 3136 |Brabourne Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 19/06/2018 2 10/10/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2279 |Brook Community Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 10/05/2023 2 2 2 2 1
Ashford 7003 |Caldecott Foundation School SPE Non Maintained Special No | 05/10/2022 2 07/03/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2280 |Challock Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 11/07/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Ashford 3343 |Charing Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 20/10/2021 2 27/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3138 |Chilham, St Mary's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 02/02/2022 2 24/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2093 | Chilmington Green Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy Yes 06/12/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Ashford 2574 |Downs View Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No 09/06/2011 1 9 9 9 1
Ashford 2272 |East Stour Primary School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 23/05/2019 2 01/07/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3199 |Egerton Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 18/04/2018 2 22/05/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2061 |Finberry Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy Yes 26/09/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2686 |Furley Park Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 05/07/2022 3 3 2 2 2
Ashford 3920 |Goat Lees Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 22/01/2020 2 09/06/2016 2 9 9 9 1
Ashford 2625 |Godinton Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 27/03/2018 2 22/05/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford =19 7041 |Goldwyn School SPE SEMH  |Foundation Non Academy No 19/10/2022 1 1 1 1 1
Ashford Q) 2282 |Great Chart Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 06/06/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Ashford 9 2286 |Hamstreet Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 17/05/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Ashford g 3139 |High Halden Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 24/02/2022 2 16/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford g 4092 |Highworth Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 13/06/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Ashford = 5408 |Homewood School and Sixth Form Centre SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy No 25/04/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Ashford 3134 John Mayne Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 23/01/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2052 |Kennington Church of England Academy PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 08/03/2023 2 11/10/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3140 | Kingsnorth Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 09/10/2018 2 27/09/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3284 |Lady Joanna Thornhill Endowed Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy No 04/02/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Ashford 2285 |Mersham Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 23/02/2022 2 18/06/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3893 |Phoenix Community Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 29/06/2022 2 10/07/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3142 |Pluckley Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 06/06/2019 2 24/06/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2002 |Repton Manor Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 16/03/2018 2 11/12/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2287 |Rolvenden Primary School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 07/03/2017 27/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2288 |Smarden Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 11/05/2023 2 14/03/2013 2 9 9 9 1
Ashford 2289 |Smeeth Community Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 03/07/2023 2 2 1 2 2
Ashford 3143 |St Michael's Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 11/12/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3743 |St Simon of England Roman Catholic Primary School, Ashford| PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 30/11/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Ashford 3716 |St Teresa's Catholic Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark | No | 16/01/2020 2 15/10/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3144 |Tenterden Church of England Junior School PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 11/12/2018 2 10/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2290 |Tenterden Infant School PRI | ACAINF |Academy Academy No | 05/02/2019 2 08/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 6919 | The John Wallis Church of England Academy SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 11/09/2018 2 09/01/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 3299 |The John Wesley Church of England Methodist Voluntary Aide PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy |Diocese of Canterbury Yes | 11/11/2021 2 12/01/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 4246 | The North School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy Yes 26/09/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 4528 | The Norton Knatchbull School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No | 20/10/2022 2 28/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 7069 | The Wyvern School (Buxford) SPE C&L Foundation Non Academy No | 18/01/2023 2 26/09/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 4196 Towers School and Sixth Form Centre SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 22/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2275 |Victoria Road Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 15/01/2019 2 17/09/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Ashford 2276 | Willesborough Infant School PRI INF Foundation Non Academy No 14/09/2022 2 2 2 1 1
Ashford 5226 | Willesborough Junior School PRI JUN Foundation Non Academy No | 22/03/2023 2 08/05/2014 2 9 9 9 2
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Ashford 3346 |Wittersham Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 28/01/2020 01/03/2012 9 2
Ashford 3145 |\Woodchurch Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 16/05/2023 2 2
Ashford 4007 |Wye School SEC | FRE SEC |Free Academy No | 11/12/2018 02/06/2015 9 2
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Canterbury 3119 |Adisham Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 05/07/2017 04/07/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 3120 |Barham Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 24/01/2023 2 2 1 1 1
Canterbury 5444 |Barton Court Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 11/02/2020 2 2 1 1 1
Canterbury 2258 |Blean Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 09/03/2022 1 01/03/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 2569 |Briary Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 30/01/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3122 |Bridge and Patrixbourne Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 22/03/2018 2 12/06/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 2259 |Chartham Primary School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 07/11/2019 2 27/01/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3123 |Chislet Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 23/11/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Canterbury 2264 |Hampton Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 10/03/2020 2 2 2 1 2
Canterbury 5448 |Herne Bay High School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 24/05/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Canterbury 2263 |Herne Bay Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No | 04/12/2019 2 20/04/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 5206 |Herne Bay Junior School PRI JUN Foundation Non Academy No 29/01/2020 2 08/06/2016 2 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 3295 |Herne Church of England Infant and Nursery School PRI INF Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 28/09/2021 1 1 1 1 1
Canterbury 3338 |Herne Church of England Junior School PRI JUN Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 22/03/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 2265 |Hoath Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 18/01/2022 2 23/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3910 |Joy Lane Primary Foundation School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy Yes | 19/10/2018 2 06/02/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3126 |Littlebourne Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 22/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 2607 |Parkside Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 25/04/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Canterbury 2026 |Petham Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 05/07/2019 2 07/05/2015 2 9 9 9 2
CanterburyTJ 2098 | Pilgrims' Way Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 21/09/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Canterbur@) 2048 |Reculver Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury Yes 03/07/2018 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbur%lm 4534 |Simon Langton Girls' Grammar School SEC GRA  |Voluntary Controlled Non Academy No | 17/04/2018 2 03/07/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury: " 5412 |Simon Langton Grammar School for Boys SEC GRA Foundation Non Academy Yes 13/11/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Canterburya 6911 |Spires Academy SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 10/01/2023 2 2 2 3 2
CanterburyCD 3129 |St Alphege Church of England Infant School PRI INF Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 03/02/2023 2 21/11/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 5446 |St Anselm's Catholic School, Canterbury SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark | Yes | 29/03/2017 05/02/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 2000 |St Johns Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 18/09/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3715 |St Mary's Catholic Primary School, Whitstable PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 25/04/2018 2 07/05/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 7063 |St Nicholas' School SPE C&L | Community Non Academy No | 12/07/2018 2 19/03/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3289 |St Peter's Methodist Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy No | 12/12/2018 2 26/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 2611 |St Stephen's Infant School PRI | ACAINF |Academy Academy No | 02/10/2019 2 23/06/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 2608 |St Stephen's Junior School PRI | ACAJUN |Academy Academy No | 01/03/2023 2 16/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3749 |St Thomas' Catholic Primary School, Canterbury PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Archdiocese of Southwark No 19/04/2023 2 2 1 2 2
Canterbury 3128 |Sturry Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 27/01/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 2643 | Swalecliffe Community Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 31/01/2018 2 27/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 5426 | The Archbishop's School SEC WID Foundation Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury Yes 04/02/2020 3 3 3 3 3
Canterbury 5421 | The Canterbury Academy SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 21/02/2023 3 3 3 2 3
Canterbury 2654 | The Canterbury Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy Yes | 08/12/2022 2 23/05/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 7062 | The Orchard School SPE SEMH Foundation Non Academy No | 07/10/2021 2 12/07/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 4091 | The Whitstable School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No | 14/12/2022 2 20/02/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 2013 |Water Meadows Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 19/03/2019 2 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 2268 |Westmeads Community Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No 17/05/2022 3 3 2 2 2
Canterbury 3339 |Whitstable and Seasalter Endowed Church of England Junior { PRI JUN Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 07/12/2022 1 24/01/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 2269 |Whitstable Junior School PRI JUN Foundation Non Academy No 18/06/2019 2 23/04/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Canterbury 3130 |Wickhambreaux Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 25/02/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Canterbury 5221 |Wincheap Foundation Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy Yes | 09/12/2021 2 21/05/2012 2 9 9 9 2
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Dartford 2120 |Bean Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 05/11/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford 2076 |Cherry Orchard Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 09/11/2021 1 1 1 1 1
Dartford 2117 |Dartford Bridge Community Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 29/01/2019 4 SM 9 9 9 4
Dartford 5406 |Dartford Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 06/12/2022 1 1 1 1 1
Dartford 5411 |Dartford Grammar School for Girls SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No | 20/10/2021 1 21/06/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Dartford 2069 |Dartford Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 23/01/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 4026 |Dartford Science & Technology College SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy No | 16/03/2022 2 07/03/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 2140 |Ebbsfleet Green Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy Yes 07/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford 5229 |Fleetdown Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 25/09/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Dartford 2062 |Greenlands Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 17/05/2023 3 3 3 3 2
Dartford 5213 |Holy Trinity Church of England Primary School, Dartford PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 03/02/2023 2 20/09/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 2500 |Joydens Wood Infant School PRI ACA INF |Academy Academy No | 10/05/2018 2 05/06/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 2438 |Joydens Wood Junior School PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy No 07/06/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Dartford 2092 |Knockhall Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No 20/06/2023 3 3 3 2 3
Dartford 3296 |Langafel Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary Sch( PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester Yes | 03/10/2018 2 05/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 6914 | Longfield Academy SEC | ACAWID |Academy Academy Yes 17/04/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 3915 |Manor Community Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 31/10/2018 2 07/11/2013 2 9 9 9 1
Dartford 2066 |Maypole Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 12/06/2018 2 03/10/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 3914 |Oakfield Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 05/10/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford nl‘J 3733 |Our Lady's Catholic Primary School, Dartford PRI PRI | Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Archdiocese of Southwark | No | 12/02/2020 2 23/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 6 7044 |Rowhill School SPE SEMH | Foundation Non Academy No | 18/11/2021 2 22/06/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford (D 3020 |Sedley's Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 11/07/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford = 3728 |St Anselm's Catholic Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Archdiocese of Southwark No | 19/06/2019 2 14/03/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford @ 3021 |Stone St Mary's CofE Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 05/02/2020 2 07/05/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 5204 | Sutton-At-Hone Church of England Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 04/03/2020 2 17/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 2657 |Temple Hill Primary Academy PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy Yes 25/06/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 2679 | The Brent Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 22/02/2023 07/03/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Dartford 2689 | The Craylands School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 25/09/2019 2 11/02/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 4001 |The Ebbsfleet Academy SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 01/10/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford 2685 | The Gateway Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 29/06/2022 2 11/09/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 6910 | The Leigh Academy SEC | ACAWID |Academy Academy Yes | 26/04/2023 2 15/11/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 4012 |The Leigh UTC SEC | FREUTC |Free Academy No 25/05/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford 2684 |Wentworth Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No 07/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Dartford 2676 |West Hill Primary Academy PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 01/10/2021 2 05/03/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 2077 |Westgate Primary School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 05/03/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 6920 | Wilmington Academy SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy Yes 04/05/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Dartford 5403 | Wilmington Grammar School for Boys SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No | 14/03/2023 2 05/03/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dartford 5400 |Wilmington Grammar School for Girls SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 16/11/2022 2 2 1 1 2
Dartford 5219 | Wilmington Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 19/06/2019 2 9 9 9 2
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Dover 3351 |Ash Cartwright and Kelsey Church of England Primary School | PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 24/09/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 4113 |Astor Secondary School SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 28/01/2020 3 3 2 2 2
Dover 2454 | Aycliffe Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 01/12/2022 2 06/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2648 | Aylesham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 08/06/2023 2 05/12/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2310 |Barton Junior School PRI | ACAJUN |Academy Academy No | 05/12/2018 2 08/10/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2559 |Capel-le-Ferne Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 29/03/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 2058 | Charlton Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 20/02/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 3353 |Deal Parochial Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 28/06/2023 2 08/05/2013 2 9 9 9 1
Dover 4034 |Dover Christ Church Academy SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 18/10/2022 3 3 3 2 3
Dover 5459 |Dover Grammar School for Boys SEC GRA Foundation Non Academy No 16/10/2019 2 02/02/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 4109 |Dover Grammar School for Girls SEC GRA Community Non Academy No 14/11/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Dover 3356 |Dover, St Mary's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 15/11/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Dover 6918 |Duke of York's Royal Military School SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy No 08/02/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Dover 3167 |Eastry Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 13/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 7045 |Elms School SPE SEMH | Foundation Non Academy No | 14/03/2023 2 18/10/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2320 |Eythorne Elvington Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 13/12/2022 1 1 1 1 1
Dover 3168 |Goodnestone Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 16/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 4023 |Goodwin Academy SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 18/10/2022 3 3 3 2 3
Dover 3916 |Green Park Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 25/05/2023 31/01/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Dover U 3169 |Guston Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 21/10/2021 2 29/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Dover Q 3911 |Hornbeam Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 18/07/2018 2 27/03/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Dover Lx 3173 |Kingsdown and Ringwould Church of England Primary School | PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 24/05/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Dover | . 2318 | Langdon Primary School PRI | PRI  Community Non Academy No | 28/01/2020 2 06/07/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 5 2321 |Lydden Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 05/02/2019 2 12/02/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Dover (6)] 3171 |Nonington Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 20/04/2022 3 3 2 2 2
Dover 3172 |Northbourne Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 18/07/2023 2 25/01/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 7067 |Portal House School SPE SEMH | Community Non Academy No | 15/05/2019 2 04/06/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2322 |Preston Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 22/05/2018 2 16/07/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2309 |Priory Fields School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 20/11/2018 2 20/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2312 |River Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes 28/11/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Dover 2659 |Sandown School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 21/11/2017 13/03/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2626 |Sandwich Infant School PRI | ACAINF |Academy Academy No | 28/02/2017 24/04/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2627 |Sandwich Junior School PRI JUN Community Non Academy No | 24/03/2022 1 21/06/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Dover 5463 |Sandwich Technology School SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 01/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2316 |Shatterlocks Infant and Nursery School PRI ACA INF |Academy Academy No 15/05/2019 1 9 9 9 1
Dover 3175 |Shepherdswell Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 19/10/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 3358 |Sholden Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 13/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 5428 |Sir Roger Manwood's School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 27/09/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 4013 |St Edmund's Catholic School SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 12/07/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 3719 |St Joseph's Catholic Primary School, Aylesham PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 02/11/2021 2 19/10/2010 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2532 | St Margaret's-at-Cliffe Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 02/07/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Dover 2313 |St Martin's School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 13/09/2018 2 27/03/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 3720 |St Mary's Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 16/11/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 3740 |St Richard's Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 06/10/2022 2 20/05/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2023 | Temple Ewell Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 03/07/2023 2 1 2 1 2
Dover 3163 | The Downs Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 13/12/2016 05/10/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2531 |Vale View Community School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 26/04/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Dover 2307 |Warden House Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 02/12/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Dover 2315 | White Cliffs Primary and Nursery School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 08/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Dover 2471 |Whitfield Aspen School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes | 12/09/2019 2 25/06/2012 2 9 9 9 2
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Dover 2326 |Wingham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 17/11/2021 28/02/2012 9 2
Dover 2327 |Worth Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 22/06/2017 04/10/2012 9 2
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Folkestone and Hythe | 5224 |All Soul's Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 08/03/2017 14/03/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 1124  Birchwood PRU PRU Community Non Academy No 05/02/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3146 |Bodsham Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 25/05/2022 2 2 1 1 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 2081 |Brenzett Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 02/07/2019 2 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 5466 |Brockhill Park Performing Arts College SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy No 12/10/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3137 |Brookland Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 02/02/2023 2 2 2 1 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3904 | Castle Hill Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes 12/10/2021 3 3 2 2 3
Folkestone and Hythe | 2510 |Cheriton Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 30/10/2019 2 27/01/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3148 |Christ Church Cep Academy, Folkestone PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 30/11/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 2650 Dymchurch Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 26/04/2022 3 3 2 3 3
Folkestone and Hythe | 3347 |Elham Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 19/07/2022 2 24/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 4020 |Folkestone Academy SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 20/04/2022 2 2 2 2 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 2143 |Folkestone Primary PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 27/06/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3349 |Folkestone St. Mary's Church of England Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 20/10/2021 2 21/09/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3149 |Folkestone, St Martin's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 23/04/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 3150 |Folkestone, St Peter's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 26/06/2019 2 18/11/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 5218  Greatstone Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 24/05/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 5225 Harcourt Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 06/10/2021 2 13/03/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 2298 |Hawkinge Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 11/06/2019 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone )l Hythe | 3902 'Hythe Bay CofE Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury Yes | 25/01/2023 2 23/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone@Ad Hythe | 2059 |Lydd Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 21/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestoné'xﬁd Hythe | 3154 |Lyminge Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 17/07/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone:a'ﬁd Hythe | 3155 |Lympne Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 14/10/2021 2 14/03/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone@'_yi Hythe | 2039 |Martello Primary PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 08/03/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone=ask Hythe | 2087 |Morehall Primary School and Nursery PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 01/10/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 2296 |Mundella Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 26/02/2020 3 3 3 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 2524 |Palmarsh Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 02/10/2019 2 15/03/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3350 |Saltwood CofE Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 10/05/2022 2 2 2 1 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 2545 |Sandgate Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 15/09/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3153 |Seabrook Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 13/07/2011 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 2300 |Sellindge Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 02/02/2023 2 2 1 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3160 Selsted Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 02/11/2022 2 08/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3718 |St Augustine's Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 28/09/2018 2 12/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3348 St Eanswythe's Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 12/03/2019 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 2078 St Nicholas Church of England Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury Yes 22/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 5216 |Stella Maris Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 21/06/2023 2 05/12/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3158 |Stelling Minnis Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 08/06/2022 2 2 1 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 3159 |Stowting Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 12/11/2019 2 2 1 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 7043 |The Beacon Folkestone SPE C&L Foundation Non Academy No 12/02/2019 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 2692 | The Churchill School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 23/05/2019 2 19/05/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 5437 |The Folkestone School for Girls SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 11/10/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 4101 |The Harvey Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No | 14/12/2022 1 16/03/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Folkestone and Hythe | 6909 |The Marsh Academy SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Yes 15/11/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Folkestone and Hythe | 4021 |Turner Free School SEC FRE SEC |Free Academy No 06/12/2022 2 2 2 2 2
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Gravesham 2095 | Cecil Road Primary and Nursery School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 05/12/2019 2 12/05/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2019 |Chantry Community Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 27/01/2022 2 06/12/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2094 |Cobham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 14/11/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 2024 | Copperfield Academy PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy Yes 05/05/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Gravesham 2110 |Culverstone Green Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 18/10/2018 2 18/09/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 5465 |Gravesend Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 25/06/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 2109 |Higham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 06/06/2018 2 03/10/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 5202 |Holy Trinity Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 12/09/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 7039 |Ifield School SPE C&L Foundation Non Academy No | 01/05/2018 1 04/02/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 2063 |Istead Rise Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 25/09/2018 2 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 2674 |King's Farm Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes 22/05/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2116 |Lawn Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 10/01/2023 3 3 2 2 3
Gravesham 5467 |Mayfield Grammar School, Gravesend SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 11/06/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 2656 |Meopham Community Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 16/10/2018 2 25/11/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 4004 Meopham School SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 19/04/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Gravesham 1132 |North West Kent Alternative Provision Service PRU | ACAPRU |Academy Academy No 13/06/2023 2 2 2 1 2
Gravesham 1001 |Northfleet Nursery School NUR NUR Community Non Academy No | 19/07/2022 1 10/09/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 4040 |Northfleet School for Girls SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy No | 02/03/2022 2 26/09/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 5456 |Northfleet Technology College SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy No 21/09/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Graveshan],..l‘J 2525 |Painters Ash Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 01/03/2023 2 07/06/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Graveshar(EJ 2462 |Riverview Infant School PRI ACA INF |Academy Academy No 07/12/2021 2 2 2 1 2
GraveshanfD 2096 |Riverview Junior School PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy No 08/02/2022 2 2 1 1 1
Graveshan{=— 2107 |Rosherville Church of England Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 27/09/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Gravesha@ 5404 |Saint George's Church of England School SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 21/02/2017 02/05/2013 2 9 9 9 1
Graveshamw 2119 |Shears Green Infant School PRI ACA INF |Academy Academy No | 14/03/2017 05/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2431 |Shears Green Junior School PRI JUN Foundation Non Academy No | 19/01/2023 2 18/10/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 3019 |Shorne Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 08/03/2023 2 04/10/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2509 |Singlewell Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 24/01/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Gravesham 2129 |Springhead Park Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy No 24/05/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Gravesham 5210 | St Botolph's Church of England Primary School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 29/03/2023 2 13/09/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 5461 |St John's Catholic Comprehensive SEC WID Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Archdiocese of Southwark No | 15/05/2018 2 12/11/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 3708 | St John's Catholic Primary School, Gravesend PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 17/04/2018 2 15/07/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 5222 |St Joseph's Catholic Primary School, Northfleet PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 10/01/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Gravesham 5407 | Thamesview School SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy Yes 19/06/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2029 | Tymberwood Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes | 03/03/2022 2 22/02/2017 2 9 9 9 1
Gravesham 2519 |Vigo Village School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 06/11/2019 2 27/01/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 2658 | Westcourt Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 27/11/2019 2 07/03/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Gravesham 3900 | Whitehill Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 23/03/2022 3 3 3 3 3
Gravesham 2666 | Wrotham Road Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 06/10/2022 2 06/07/2016 2 9 9 9 2
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Maidstone 5209 |Allington Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 12/07/2022 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 2027 |Archbishop Courtenay Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 06/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 2080 |Barming Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 08/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2131 |Bearsted Primary Academy PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy No 24/01/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 2161 |Boughton Monchelsea Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 13/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 7032 |Bower Grove School SPE SEMH  |Foundation Non Academy No 18/09/2019 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 3061 |Bredhurst Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary Scll PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 01/12/2011 1 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 2171 |Brunswick House Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 19/07/2023 2 27/02/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 6913 |Cornwallis Academy SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy No | 12/01/2023 2 28/11/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2677 |Coxheath Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 07/02/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Maidstone 2163 |East Farleigh Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 21/06/2022 2 2 2 1 1
Maidstone 7056 |Five Acre Wood School SPE C&L Foundation Non Academy No | 28/03/2019 1 25/03/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 3898 |Greenfields Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 14/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 3067 |Harrietsham Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 12/06/2018 2 20/11/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2165 |Headcorn Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 04/05/2022 3 3 2 2 2
Maidstone 2166 |Hollingbourne Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 01/03/2022 2 08/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 3323 |Hunton Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 12/05/2021 2 21/09/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 4058 |Invicta Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 20/09/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 2043 |Jubilee Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy No 04/07/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Maidstone TJ 2578 |Kingswood Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 19/07/2022 2 15/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone Q) 3091 |Laddingford St Mary's Church of England Voluntary Controlled PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 07/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone“,ﬁ 2073 |Langley Park Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 18/06/2019 2 9 9 9 1
Maidstone :" 3069 |Leeds and Broomfield Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Canterbury No | 19/10/2021 2 19/10/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 5 2168 |Lenham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 05/06/2018 2 10/10/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone O 2044 |Loose Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 27/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 2520 |Madginford Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 20/04/2023 2 07/06/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 1127 |Maidstone and Malling Alternative Provision PRU PRU Community Non Academy No 05/11/2019 2 2 2 1 2
Maidstone 4522 | Maidstone Grammar School SEC GRA Foundation Non Academy No 15/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 4523 |Maidstone Grammar School for Girls SEC GRA Foundation Non Academy No 07/03/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 3372 |Maidstone, St John's Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 15/07/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 3072 |Maidstone, St Michael's Church of England Junior School PRI JUN Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No 13/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2183 |Marden Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 28/02/2023 2 2 1 1 1
Maidstone 2007 |Molehill Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes | 14/06/2023 2 30/01/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 6912 |New Line Learning Academy SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 12/11/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 2175 |North Borough Junior School PRI JUN Community Non Academy No | 17/07/2018 2 24/06/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2003 |Oaks Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 21/09/2021 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 5422 |Oakwood Park Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 06/02/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 3906 |Palace Wood Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 15/09/2022 2 04/07/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2176 |Park Way Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 13/11/2018 2 15/01/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2169 |Platts Heath Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 20/04/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 5203 |Roseacre Junior School PRI JUN Foundation Non Academy No | 03/11/2022 17/05/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 2552 |Sandling Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 05/02/2020 2 14/03/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 4019 |School of Science and Technology Maidstone SEC FRE SEC |Free Academy No 24/01/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 2586 |Senacre Wood Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 04/12/2019 2 13/01/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 7006 |Snowfields Academy SPE FRE C&I |Free Academy No 27/06/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Maidstone 2180 |South Borough Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 26/04/2023 2 16/01/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 4000 |St Augustine Academy SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury Yes 12/07/2023 3 3 2 2 3
Maidstone 5207 |St Francis' Catholic Primary School, Maidstone PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Archdiocese of Southwark No | 18/09/2018 2 28/01/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 3090 |St Margaret's, Collier Street Church of England Voluntary Coni PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Rochester No | 04/05/2022 2 16/07/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 3073 |St Michael's Church of England Infant School Maidstone PRI INF Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No 28/01/2014 1 9 9 9 1
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Maidstone 2474 | St Paul's Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No | 15/01/2020 2 14/06/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 5432 | St Simon Stock Catholic School SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 13/10/2021 2 21/01/2010 2 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 2192 |Staplehurst School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 25/01/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 2193 |Sutton Valence Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 29/03/2023 2 05/12/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2041 | The Holy Family Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 17/09/2019 3 3 3 2 3
Maidstone 4015 |The Lenham School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 05/11/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 5401 | The Maplesden Noakes School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No | 14/11/2018 2 25/09/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 3081 | Thurnham Church of England Infant School PRI INF Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 21/02/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 2008 | Tiger Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy No 05/11/2019 3 3 3 2 3
Maidstone 2004 |Tree Tops Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 11/06/2019 2 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 3083 |Ulcombe Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 27/11/2019 2 27/04/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 2172 |Valley Invicta Primary School At East Borough PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes | 14/10/2021 2 07/05/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Maidstone 4249 |Valley Park School SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 04/03/2020 2 2 2 2 2
Maidstone 2653 |West Borough Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 19/10/2022 2 20/06/2017 2 9 9 9 1
Maidstone 3092 |Yalding, St Peter and St Paul Church of England Voluntary Col PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 29/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
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Sevenoaks 2141 |Amherst School PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy No 10/05/2022 2 2 1 1 2
Sevenoaks 3307 |Chevening, St Botolph's Church of England Voluntary Aided Pi PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 26/11/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 3025 |Chiddingstone Church of England School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 26/03/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Sevenoaks 3055 |Churchill Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary Schq PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 04/12/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 2088 | Crockenhill Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 27/03/2019 2 24/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3054 |Crockham Hill Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Rochester No | 26/04/2023 2 19/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3896 Downsview Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 25/04/2023 3 3 2 2 3
Sevenoaks 2130 |Dunton Green Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 17/07/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2099 |Edenbridge Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 11/10/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 3015 |Fawkham Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary Sct| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Rochester No | 04/07/2018 2 12/11/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3313 |Fordcombe Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 18/10/2022 2 10/02/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2134 |Four Elms Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 15/10/2019 2 2 1 2 2
Sevenoaks 2133 |Halstead Community Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 26/11/2019 3 3 2 2 3
Sevenoaks 2511 |Hartley Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 03/02/2022 09/03/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Sevenoaks 3312 |Hever Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 22/03/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Sevenoaks 3907 |Hextable Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 20/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2615 |High Firs Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 01/02/2018 2 15/07/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2001 |Horizon Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 14/11/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 5215 |Horton Kirby Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 16/05/2023 2 2 2 2 2
SevenoaksTJ 3318 |Ide Hill Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No | 04/04/2019 2 09/06/2015 2 9 9 9 2
SevenoaksQ) 2136 |Kemsing Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 20/07/2022 2 04/07/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaké"lm 6905 |Knole Academy SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No | 23/11/2022 2 20/09/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks: " 3317 |Lady Boswell's Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary Sc| PRI PRI | Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 24/05/2022 1 1 1 1 1
Sevenoaksz 2137 |Leigh Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 21/09/2021 3 3 2 2 3
Sevenoaksk— 7066 |Milestone Academy SPE | ACA C&L |Academy Academy No | 18/12/2019 1 15/11/2011 1 9 9 9 1
Sevenoaks 2682 |New Ash Green Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 25/02/2022 2 27/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 4031 |Orchards Academy SEC | ACAWID |Academy Academy Yes | 02/07/2021 2 08/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2138 |Otford Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 16/05/2018 2 14/11/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 5217 |Our Lady of Hartley Catholic Primary School, Hartley, Longfiel| PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 21/11/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Sevenoaks 3314 |Penshurst Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School | PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No | 17/11/2022 2 01/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2459 |Riverhead Infants' School PRI INF Community Non Academy No 21/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 3035 |Seal Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 20/01/2022 2 03/10/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2632 |Sevenoaks Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 19/04/2023 2 18/04/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 2148 |Shoreham Village School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 26/03/2019 2 17/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 5214 | St Bartholomew's Catholic Primary School, Swanley PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Archdiocese of Southwark No | 05/05/2022 2 27/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3037 |St John's Church of England Primary School, Sevenoaks PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 25/04/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 3303 |St Katharine's Knockholt Church of England Voluntary Aided P PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy |Diocese of Rochester No | 16/11/2022 2 05/02/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3201 |St Lawrence Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 27/09/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 3373 |St Mary's Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School | PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 06/12/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Sevenoaks 3010 |St Pauls' Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary Sch( PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No | 28/01/2020 2 19/05/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3751 |St Thomas' Catholic Primary School, Sevenoaks PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 11/02/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Sevenoaks 3298 |St. Edmund's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 13/11/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 3043 |Sundridge and Brasted Church of England Voluntary Controlle| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 05/11/2019 3 3 3 2 3
Sevenoaks 2089 | The Anthony Roper Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 27/06/2019 2 09/07/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 4006 |Trinity School SEC FRE SEC |Free Academy No | 02/10/2018 2 23/06/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Sevenoaks 7021 |Valence School SPE P&S Foundation Non Academy No 03/12/2019 2 2 1 1 2
Sevenoaks 2147 |Weald Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 04/03/2020 2 06/10/2011 2 9 9 9 2
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Swale 7005 |Aspire School SPE | FRE C&I |Free Academy No 11/10/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Swale 3328 |Bapchild and Tonge Church of England Primary School and Ny PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 17/07/2019 2 30/04/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2223 |Bobbing Village School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 22/02/2023 09/05/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 3329 |Borden Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 28/06/2022 3 2 2 2 3
Swale 4527 |Borden Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No | 24/11/2021 2 12/11/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 3282 |Boughton-under-Blean and Dunkirk Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy No | 11/07/2019 2 15/10/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 3330 |Bredgar Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 12/01/2022 2 01/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2534 |Bysing Wood Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 28/02/2017 27/02/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2254 |Canterbury Road Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 15/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2228 |Davington Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 21/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 3106 |Eastchurch Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 11/07/2023 3 3 2 2 3
Swale 2226 |Eastling Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 20/10/2021 2 13/09/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2227 |Ethelbert Road Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 30/09/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 5414 |Fulston Manor School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 13/12/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2229 |Graveney Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 13/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2595 |Grove Park Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 23/05/2023 3 3 3 3 3
Swale 5220 |Halfway Houses Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 13/11/2018 2 29/04/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 3332 |Hartlip Endowed Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 20/04/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 3109 |Hernhill Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 01/11/2017 31/10/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Swale nl‘J 4080 |Highsted Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 17/01/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 6 2629 |Holywell Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 02/11/2017 24/04/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Swale D 2230 |Iwade School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 22/09/2022 2 06/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Swale | 2021 |Kemsley Primary Academy PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 14/02/2019 2 10/02/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Swale N 2055 |Lansdowne Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 13/12/2022 2 2 1 1 1
Swale i 2231 |Lower Halstow Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 13/03/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2232 |Luddenham School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No 26/02/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2233 |Lynsted and Norton Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 07/03/2023 3 3 3 3 3
Swale 7072 |Meadowfield School SPE C&L  |Foundation Non Academy No | 26/03/2019 1 13/11/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 3110 |Milstead and Frinsted Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 02/11/2022 3 3 3 3 3
Swale 2022 |Milton Court Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 17/09/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 2235 |Minster in Sheppey Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 09/03/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 2463 |Minterne Junior School PRI | ACAJUN |Academy Academy Yes | 06/10/2021 2 01/04/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 3111 Newington Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 14/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 6915 |Oasis Academy Isle of Sheppey SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy No 07/06/2022 4 SM 4 4 4 4
Swale 3108 |Ospringe Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 07/06/2023 2 15/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 5449 |Queen Elizabeth's Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 28/02/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Swale 2237 |Queenborough School and Nursery PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 03/07/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Swale 2249 |Regis Manor Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 04/07/2023 2 06/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2090 |Richmond Primary School PRI | ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 08/11/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 2239 |Rodmersham School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 21/09/2011 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 2245 |Rose Street Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 29/11/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Swale 3112 |Selling Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 11/11/2021 2 15/09/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2246 |Sheldwich Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No 08/11/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 2435 |South Avenue Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 11/10/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 2054 | St Edward's Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 21/05/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 5228 | St Georges CofE (Aided) Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 02/10/2018 2 17/04/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 2051 |St Mary of Charity CofE (Aided) Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 10/07/2018 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 3714 |St Peter's Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 11/05/2010 1 9 9 9 1
Swale 2126 |Sunny Bank Primary School PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No 18/06/2019 4 SM 9 9 9 4
Swale 3117 | Teynham Parochial Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No 28/03/2023 3 3 2 2 2
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Swale 4033 |The Abbey School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy Yes 11/05/2022 4 SWK 2 4 3 4
Swale 2513 | The Oaks Infant School PRI ACA INF |Academy Academy Yes | 24/11/2021 2 27/06/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Swale 4002 |The Sittingbourne School SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 21/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Swale 2034 | Thistle Hill Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 26/04/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Swale 3337 |Tunstall Church of England (Aided) Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 23/05/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Swale 2434 |West Minster Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes | 01/12/2021 2 29/11/2016 2 9 9 9 1
Swale 3912 |Westlands Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 26/06/2019 2 20/05/2015 2 9 9 9 1
Swale 5434 | Westlands School SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 26/02/2019 2 9 9 9 2
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Thanet 3178 |Birchington Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Canterbury No | 25/09/2019 2 13/01/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2603 |Bromstone Primary School, Broadstairs PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy Yes 26/03/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2329 | Callis Grange Nursery and Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No 20/04/2022 2 2 1 1 2
Thanet 5462 |Chatham & Clarendon Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No | 16/05/2018 2 11/09/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2596 | Chilton Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 09/01/2019 1 9 9 9 1
Thanet 2020 | Christ Church Church of England Junior School, Ramsgate PRI | ACAJUN |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No | 10/11/2021 2 05/10/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2028 | Cliftonville Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 18/01/2023 30/11/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Thanet 2015 |Dame Janet Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 02/10/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 5460 |Dane Court Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 10/05/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet 2017 |Drapers Mills Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 13/03/2018 2 9 9 9 1
Thanet 2340 |Ellington Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No | 19/07/2022 2 28/02/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 1128 |Enterprise Learning Alliance PRU PRU Community Non Academy No 05/06/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 7040 |Foreland Fields School SPE C&L Foundation Non Academy No | 11/05/2023 2 19/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 3917 |Garlinge Primary School and Nursery PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy Yes | 15/03/2018 2 25/06/2014 2 9 9 9 1
Thanet 4172 |Hartsdown Academy SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 07/12/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet 4120 |King Ethelbert School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 02/10/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 7073 |Laleham Gap School SPE C&I Foundation Non Academy No 19/04/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Thanet 3179 |Margate, Holy Trinity and St John's Church of England Primar| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury Yes 28/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet 3182 |Minster Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 18/01/2023 2 27/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet nl‘J 3183 |Monkton Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 11/09/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 5 3918 |Newington Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 16/03/2017 14/03/2017 1 9 9 9 1
Thanet (D 2010 |Newlands Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 02/11/2022 2 17/05/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet = 2009 |Northdown Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 23/11/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet ?‘ 2672 |Palm Bay Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No | 13/12/2018 2 23/10/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet - 2345 | Priory Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No | 21/06/2023 2 06/02/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2064 |Ramsgate Arts Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy No 02/05/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 3364 |Ramsgate, Holy Trinity Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 28/09/2021 1 1 1 1 1
Thanet 2011 |Salmestone Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 22/01/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 7033 | St Anthony's School SPE SEMH  |Foundation Non Academy No | 02/07/2019 2 01/07/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2337 | St Crispin's Community Primary Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No | 11/09/2019 2 25/05/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 3722 |St Ethelbert's Catholic Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Archdiocese of Southwark No | 13/06/2019 2 09/07/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 5447 | St George's Church of England Foundation School SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 12/06/2019 2 9 9 9 1
Thanet 3889 | St Gregory's Catholic Primary School, Margate PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 18/09/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet 3890 |St Joseph's Catholic Primary School, Broadstairs PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 08/06/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Thanet 2014 |St Laurence In Thanet Church of England Junior Academy PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy Diocese of Canterbury No 03/07/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 2328 | St Mildred's Primary Infant School PRI INF Foundation Non Academy No | 24/11/2021 1 27/01/2016 1 9 9 9 1
Thanet 3186 | St Nicholas At Wade Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No 01/10/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet 3360 |St Peter-in-Thanet CofE Junior School PRI JUN Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 10/05/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Thanet 3181 | St Saviour's Church of England Junior School PRI JUN Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Canterbury No | 27/03/2018 2 13/03/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 7058 |Stone Bay School SPE C&I Foundation Non Academy No | 16/01/2018 2 12/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Thanet 4016 | The Charles Dickens School SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 28/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Thanet 4030 | The Royal Harbour Academy SEC ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 08/01/2020 3 3 2 2 3
Thanet 2523 |Upton Junior School PRI ACA JUN |Academy Academy No 20/11/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Thanet 4633 |Ursuline College SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 08/11/2022 2 2 2 2 2
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Tonbridge and Malling | 4029 |Aylesford School SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 03/03/2020 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2086 |Bishop Chavasse Primary School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy Diocese of Rochester No 05/07/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5201 |Borough Green Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No | 03/07/2018 2 25/06/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2514 |Brookfield Infant School PRI INF Community Non Academy No 19/04/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5223 |Brookfield Junior School PRI JUN Community Non Academy No | 29/03/2023 2 21/11/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3062 |Burham Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No | 05/12/2018 2 02/10/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2114 |Cage Green Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 30/01/2019 4 SWK 9 9 9 4
Tonbridge and Malling | 5208 |Ditton Church of England Junior School PRI JUN Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 29/10/2019 3 3 2 2 3
Tonbridge and Malling | 5212 |Ditton Infant School PRI INF Foundation Non Academy No 04/10/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2164 |East Peckham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 03/07/2023 3 3 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 7052 |Grange Park School SPE C&I Foundation Non Academy No | 11/10/2016 21/11/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2132 |Hadlow Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 02/10/2019 2 22/03/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 4009 |Hadlow Rural Community School SEC | FRESEC |Free Academy No | 26/02/2019 2 23/06/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3033 |Hildenborough Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 01/03/2023 2 04/10/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5450 |Hillview School for Girls SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No | 27/03/2018 2 11/12/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5431 |Hugh Christie School SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy Yes 13/03/2023 4 SWK 2 3 2 4
Tonbridge and Malling | 2167 |Ightham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 03/03/2020 1 1 1 1 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 2680 |Kings Hill School Primary and Nursery PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 08/12/2022 2 23/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5455 |Leigh Academy Tonbridge SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 06/12/2022 2 2 1 2 2
Tonbridge a{g Malling | 3324 Leybourne, St Peter and St Paul Church of England Primary A( PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 02/11/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge d Malling | 2662 |Long Mead Community Primary School PRI PRI Foundation Non Academy No 17/09/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge%d Malling | 2562 |Lunsford Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 14/06/2023 2 12/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge @;g Malling | 2185 |Mereworth Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 07/07/2022 2 06/02/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge % Malling | 3745 |More Park Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No | 23/02/2023 2 04/07/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge &X Malling | 7051 |Nexus Foundation Special School SPE C&L Foundation Non Academy No 20/06/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2187 |Offham Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 19/05/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 3325 |Platt Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No | 24/04/2019 2 21/10/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2188 |Plaxtol Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 21/03/2023 2 24/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2085 |Royal Rise Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 14/09/2021 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2189 |Ryarsh Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 25/04/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 2190 |Shipbourne School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 28/03/2019 2 24/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2155 |Slade Primary School and Attached Unit for Children with Hea| PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes 21/09/2011 1 9 9 9 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 5200 |Snodland CofE Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 19/10/2022 2 17/10/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3089 |St George's Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary S| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 13/12/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2006 |St James the Great Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 07/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2118 |St Katherine's School & Nursery PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No 14/11/2017 3 9 9 9 3
Tonbridge and Malling | 3744 |St Margaret Clitherow Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 01/11/2022 2 2 1 1 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3059 |St Mark's Church of England Primary School, Eccles PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 22/03/2022 2 30/09/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3057 |St Peter's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 20/03/2019 2 20/01/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2539 |Stocks Green Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 19/06/2018 2 05/03/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2156 |Sussex Road Community Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 24/11/2021 2 22/11/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2065 |The Discovery School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 21/02/2023 1 1 1 1 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 4027 |The Holmesdale School SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy Yes 06/07/2021 3 3 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 4622 |The Judd School SEC GRA Voluntary Aided Non Academy Yes 06/05/2015 1 9 9 9 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 5425 |The Malling School SEC HIG Foundation Non Academy Yes 28/03/2023 2 2 1 1 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 1123 | The Rosewood School PRU PRU Community Non Academy No 22/06/2022 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5443 | Tonbridge Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 16/10/2019 1 1 1 1 1
Tonbridge and Malling | 3082 |Trottiscliffe Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 15/09/2022 2 11/06/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2530 | Tunbury Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 07/06/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2030 |Valley Invicta Primary School At Aylesford PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 10/05/2023 1 1 1 1 1
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_— Schoo| School Academy/ . SEN Inspection - - Most - Most .
District DfE |School Name Status Diocese " Most Most Recent Most Recent Recent Most Recent | Effectiveness
I Type | Sub Type Non Academy Unit Most Recent Recent Recent 5 N
Recent Overall Overall " Behaviour Personal | of leadership
Date N Category | Quality of
Date Outcome Effectiveness . and Development and
of Concern| Education B
Attitudes
Tonbridge and Malling | 2037 |Valley Invicta Primary School at Holborough Lakes PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 03/10/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2038 |Valley Invicta Primary School At Kings Hill PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 27/09/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2036 |Valley Invicta Primary School At Leybourne Chase PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Yes 25/09/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3084 |Wateringbury Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 07/03/2023 3 3 2 2 3
Tonbridge and Malling | 4046 |Weald of Kent Grammar School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 26/04/2022 3 2 3 3 3
Tonbridge and Malling | 3086 |West Malling Church of England Primary School and McGinty § PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester Yes 24/01/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 2079 |Woodlands Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 11/06/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 3088 |Wouldham, All Saints Church of England Voluntary Controlled| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 25/04/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Tonbridge and Malling | 5409 | Wrotham School SEC | ACA HIG |Academy Academy No 21/05/2019 2 9 9 9 1
)
Q
«Q
(¢
H
~
(o)}
Management Information, KCC Source: Published Ofsted reports,
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Latest Ofsted Inspections as at 30th September 2023

Graded = Graded _Sraded Stade
Ungraded | Ungraded Graded N .| Inspection - Graded Inspection -
N N Graded N Inspection | Inspection N
- Schoo| School Academy/ . SEN Inspection - Inspection - Inspection - Inspection - - Most - Most Most Inspection - | Most !!ecent
District DfE |School Name Status Diocese " Most Most Recent Most Recent Recent Most Recent | Effectiveness
IType | Sub Type SonjAcadsmy Lt Recent Overall S Rt Overall LU Rec.ent Behaviour Personal | of leadership
Date Outcome DItS Effectiveness Category Quallty. o and Development and
of Concern| Education Attitudes
Tunbridge Wells 3022 |Benenden Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 24/02/2022 2 13/12/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 5464 |Bennett Memorial Diocesan School SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No 27/06/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 3023 |Bidborough Church of England Voluntary Controlled Primary § PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Rochester No | 10/11/2022 2 10/07/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 2490 |Bishops Down Primary and Nursery School PRI PRI Community Non Academy Yes | 15/07/2022 2 20/03/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3306 |Brenchley and Matfield Church of England Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Diocese of Rochester No | 15/11/2018 2 28/11/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 2651 |Broadwater Down Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 08/03/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Tunbridge Wells 7002 |Broomhill Bank School SPE C&I Foundation Non Academy No 06/03/2018 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 2128 |Capel Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 15/01/2019 2 05/02/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 2465 |Claremont Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 11/01/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Tunbridge Wells 3308 |Colliers Green Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Canterbury No | 07/03/2019 2 25/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3027 |Cranbrook Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No | 22/06/2022 2 25/04/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 5416 |Cranbrook School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 22/03/2022 2 2 1 1 2
Tunbridge Wells 3198 |Frittenden Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 23/11/2022 3 3 3 2 3
Tunbridge Wells 3029 |Goudhurst and Kilndown Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 19/03/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 3032 |Hawkhurst Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 24/01/2023 2 2 1 1 2
Tunbridge Wells 2135 |Horsmonden Primary Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 06/07/2016 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3034 |Lamberhurst St Mary's CofE (Voluntary Controlled) Primary Sc| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 08/03/2023 2 08/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 2482 |Langton Green Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 19/06/2012 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 5439 |Mascalls Academy SEC | ACAWID |Academy Academy No | 17/11/2021 2 02/05/2012 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wgls 7011 |Meadows School SPE Non Maintained Special No 20/04/2022 3 3 2 2 3
Tunbridge @2lls 7070 |Oakley School SPE C&L  |Community Non Academy No | 26/03/2019 2 11/03/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge%lls 2127 |Paddock Wood Primary Academy PRI | ACAPRI |Academy Academy No | 12/07/2016 28/11/2011 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge quls 2139 |Pembury School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No | 26/02/2019 2 03/02/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge @Is 3913 |Rusthall St Paul's CofE VA Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 19/04/2023 3 3 2 2 2
Tunbridge Wdls 2142 |Sandhurst Primary School PRI PRI Community Non Academy No 05/02/2019 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3309 | Sissinghurst Voluntary Aided Church of England Primary Scho( PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Canterbury No 28/02/2023 3 3 3 3 3
Tunbridge Wells 6916 |Skinners' Kent Academy SEC | ACAHIG |Academy Academy No 10/05/2023 2 2 2 2 2
Tunbridge Wells 2045 |Skinners' Kent Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 25/09/2018 2 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 3297 |Southborough CofE Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 21/06/2018 2 27/03/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3042 | Speldhurst Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 06/02/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 3754 | St Augustine's Catholic Primary School PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark No 15/09/2021 2 12/11/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3320 |St Barnabas CofE VA Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No | 04/10/2018 2 27/11/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 5435 | St Gregory's Catholic School SEC | ACA WID |Academy Academy Archdiocese of Southwark | Yes 15/10/2013 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 3322 |St James' Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School | PRI PRI Voluntary Aided Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No 27/03/2008 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 3050 |St John's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 22/03/2023 2 08/11/2017 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3052 |St Mark's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy  |Diocese of Rochester No | 29/06/2022 2 21/05/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3294 | St Matthew's High Brooms Church of England Voluntary Contr| PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy |Diocese of Rochester No | 19/07/2018 2 16/07/2014 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 3053 |St Peter's Church of England Primary School PRI PRI Voluntary Controlled Non Academy | Diocese of Rochester No 19/03/2014 1 9 9 9 1
Tunbridge Wells 2018 | Temple Grove Academy PRI ACA PRI |Academy Academy No 17/09/2019 2 2 2 2 2
Tunbridge Wells 5418 | The Skinners' School SEC | ACA GRA |Academy Academy No 16/11/2021 2 2 2 1 2
Tunbridge Wells 2025 | The Wells Free School PRI FRE PRI |Free Academy No | 18/06/2019 2 19/05/2015 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 4043 | Tunbridge Wells Girls' Grammar School SEC GRA Foundation Non Academy No 02/11/2011 1 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 4045 | Tunbridge Wells Grammar School for Boys SEC GRA Community Non Academy No | 25/11/2021 2 10/01/2013 2 9 9 9 2
Tunbridge Wells 1129 | Two Bridges School PRU PRU Community Non Academy No 06/03/2018 1 9 9 9 1
Notes
An outcome of 9 indicates no available data due to school being inspected under a previous framework
SWK = Serious Weaknesses
SM = Special Measures
Management Information, KCC Source: Published Ofsted reports,

24/10/2023 Most Recent Inspection by School 30_09_2023
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Agenda Item 9

From: Sue Chandler, Cabinet Member for Integrated Children’s Services
Rory Love, Cabinet Member for Education and Skills

Sarah Hammond, Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education

To: Children’s and Young People’s Cabinet Committee — 21
November 2023

Subject: Family Hub Programme
Decision Number: 23/00092
Key decision It affects more than 2 Electoral Divisions

It involves expenditure or savings of maximum £1m
Classification: Unrestricted
Future Pathway of report: Cabinet — 30 November 2023
Electoral Division: All
Summary:

This decision brought before Cabinet Committee relates to the implementation of the
Family Hub model in Kent. This follows on from the policy decision by the Cabinet
Member for Integrated Children’s Services that KCC would move forward with the
principle of adopting the Family Hub approach and the related agreement by KCC to
accept the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in October 2022 with the DfE. This
MOU creates obligations to meet specific provision, deadlines and timescales
associated with transformation activity and demonstration of progress towards
implementing Family Hubs by the end of March 2025 and sustaining this beyond the
life of the grant funding.

In this report we will outline what Family Hubs are and what the model will look like.
We have used a data driven methodology to analyse the results of our recent
consultation undertaken to support and inform the planning of our model.

Recommendation:

Cabinet Committee is asked to consider and either endorse or comment on or make
recommendations to the Cabinet on the proposed decision to:
a) Approve the implementation of the Family Hub model in Kent, as per the
arrangements set out in the report.
b) Approve the development and delivery of the workstreams detailed within the
Start for Life and Family Hub programme.
c) Confirm the viability of the Kent Family Hub Model within any estate map
outlined within the Kent Communities Programme.
d) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director for Children, Young People and
Education (CYPE), in consultation with the Cabinet Members for Integrated
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1.2

1.3

1.4

15

Children’s Services and Adult Social Care & Public Health, to undertake the
detailed service design and delivery within the relevant estate map, as
determined via Kent Communities Programme decision-making.

Delegate authority to the Corporate Director for CYPE to take other necessary
actions, including but not limited to entering into relevant contracts or other
legal agreements, as required to implement the decision.

Introduction

In September 2020, Dame Andrea Leadsom MP undertook a review of
outcomes for babies and the first 1,001 days of a child’s life. Following this
review, the Department for Education (DfE) and Department for Health and
Social Care (DHSC) developed a framework to support successful and
ambitious local authorities (councils) to work with health partners to develop a
Start for Life concept and the Family Hub model.

We know that reducing health inequalities and improving health and wellbeing
requires organisations to work closely together. KCC’s proposal is to integrate,
Children’s Centre services, Health Visiting and community-based midwifery
care and youth services with other key community services into 0-19 years of
age (and up to 25 years of age for young people with special education needs
and disabilities [SEND]) countywide service. This will bring services and
organisations together to provide a single point of access to a range of family
support services.

The 1,001 critical days from conception to the age of two are crucial for
development and impact a child’s health for the rest of their life. The Start for
Life offer targets these first 1,001 days and is part of the core offer that the DfE
requires Local Authorities to provide. This includes parent/carer support with
Infant Feeding, Perinatal Mental Health (parents’ mental health during
pregnancy and the first 12 months after birth) and parent/carer— infant
relationships. The Family Hub grant funding requires us to both do more in
these and other mandated areas, enhance existing provisions and innovate in
these mandated areas to provide new supports and services. The DfE Family
Hub model fits perfectly into KCC’s ‘Framing Kent’'s Future’ strategic vison for
children, young people, and families. It also supports the wider national and
community challenges following the pandemic.

In August 2022 the DfE launched the national Family Hub Programme
Framework alongside an application for 75 Local Authorities to apply for
transformation funding to create multiagency community-based provision. Kent
was identified as one of the eligible Local Authorities for funding aligned to the
Family Hub and Best Start for Life strategy.

Following Kent’s successful application for Family Hubs Transformation
Funding we signed an MOU with the DfE. This was the beginning of a series of
Decisions which are outlined below:

14 October 2022 - MoU signed and urgent Key Decision taken (22/00094) — to
endorse the development of Family Hubs in Kent. The implementation or full
delivery of a Family Hub model in Kent is subject the development of detailed
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proposals, appropriate consultation, engagement and governance through
normal Executive Decision-making arrangements.

>

The principle of adopting a Family Hub Model of provision for Open Access
Services in Kent, in accordance with the Government Policy on Family
Hubs and Start for Life which align with the priorities of the Executive and
the Council as per the Strategic Statement.

To accept relevant funding via the Family Hub Transformation Authority
programme, including agreement to the terms of the Memorandum of
Understanding requirement to participate as a Transformation Authority
To confirm that any implementation or full delivery of a Family Hub Model
in Kent will be subject to the development of detailed proposals,
appropriate consultation, engagement and governance through normal
Executive Decision-making arrangements.

Delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated
Children’s Services, to undertake relevant actions, including but not limited
to entering into contracts or other legal agreements, as necessary to
implement the decision.

8 March 2023 - Key Decision Family Hub Transformation Funding (23/00015)

>

commence development and co-design of the Family Hub model for Kent
in line with Government Family Hub framework for delivery and associated
plans.

Note and confirm the expenditure, activity and planning for funding already
allocated under Key Decision 22/00094, progressed under the delegation
to receive and deploy initial funding in accordance with the requirement to
develop and explore detailed transformation plans.

Note that the implementation of the full range of changes required to
transform KCC'’s existing provision to meet the requirements set out in the
Government’s Family Hub model plan will be subject to future Executive
decision-making.

To delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated
Children’s Services and the Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care and
Public Health, to take necessary actions, including but not limited to
entering into contracts and other legal agreements, as required to
implement the decision.

20 April - Scrutiny Committee - Response to call-in request on 23/00015

August 2023 - Officer Decision for submission of Delivery Plan to the DfE (OD
23/0007)

>

>

Approve the updated Family Hubs Delivery Plan for submission to the
DfE.

Highlight to the DfE that implementation of the Family Hub model and
related service changes / updates detailed in the Delivery Plan remain
subject to ongoing formal decision-making.

12 September 2023 - Key Decision — Infant Feeding 23/00076

>

Approve the service development to increase current infant feeding activity
through amendments to the Co-Operation agreement relating to Public
Health Services dated 22 March 2021 (as accepted under key decision
3
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19/00064); approve the required expenditure, via the Family Hub Grant
Funding, to deliver the activity.

» Delegate authority to the Director of Public Health to take necessary
actions, including but not limited to, allocating resources, expenditure,
entering into contracts and other legal agreements, as required to
implement the decision.

12 September 2023 — Key Decision — Parenting Support - 23/00081

» Approve the service development and activity increases for Parenting
Support as part of ongoing development and improvement work, making
use of Family Hub Grant funding where this aligns to KCC'’s existing Start
for Life commitments.

» Approve the required expenditure to deliver this activity via Family Hub
Grant Funding up to £2,032,065 for the period ending April 2025.

» Delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated
Children’s Services and the Director of Public Health, to take necessary
actions, including but not limited to allocating resources, expenditure,
entering into contracts and other legal agreements, as required to
implement the decision.

12 September 2023 — Key Decision — Home Learning Environment - 23/00082

» Approve the service development and activity increases for Early
Language and Home Learning Environment, as part of ongoing
development and improvement work, making use of Family Hub Grant
funding where this aligns to KCC’s existing Start for Life commitments.

» Approve the required expenditure to deliver this activity via Family Hub
Grant funding up to £1,325,435 for the period ending April 2025.

» Delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Children, Young People
and Education, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Integrated
Children’s Services and the Director of Public Health, to take necessary
actions, including but not limited to allocating resources, expenditure,
entering into contracts and other legal agreements, as required to
implement the decision.

12 September 2023 — Key Decision — Perinatal Mental Health - 23/00075

» Approve the development and improvement activity to deliver Perinatal
Mental Health and Parent Infant Relationships Interventions

» Approve the required expenditure, via the Family Hub Grant Funding
(£3,051,809 — expires 2025) and, subject to evaluation and availability of
funds the Public Health Grant (post March 2025), to deliver and sustain
this activity for up to two years beyond the Family Hub Grant period — total
service period — 2023 — 2025 with the potential for 2 x 1 year extensions;

» Delegate authority to the Director of Public Health, in consultation with the
Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care and Public Health, to exercise
relevant contract extensions and enter into relevant contracts or legal
agreements;

» Delegate authority to the Director of Public Health, to take other necessary
actions, including but not limited to allocating resources, expenditure, and
entering into contracts and other legal agreements, as required to
implement the decision.
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

2.1

2.2

2.3

On 17" August 2023 Cabinet agreed the provisions set out in the report ‘Securing
Kent's Future — Budget Recovery Strategy and Financial Reporting’. The
provisions outlined in that report has guided the proposals for the approach
towards the Family Hub model. At the core of all our decision making is an
understanding that we must be able to sustain any service we provide from our
base budget beyond the programme grant funding.

On 5™ October 2023, Cabinet considered ‘Securing Kent's Future — Budget
Recovery Strategy’. This report set out the Council’s strategy for achieving both
in-year and future year savings to assure a more sustainable financial position
for the Authority.

Section 3 of the report sets out why the Council must prioritise our Best Value
statutory responsibility. Department for Levelling Up, Housing & Communities
(DLUHC) have recently issued revised statutory Best Value guidance which
reconfirms our duties under Part 1 of the Local Government Act 1999 to “make
arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the way in which its functions
are exercised, having regard to the combination of economy, efficiency and
effectiveness.” The report goes on to state that our Best Value duty must frame
all financial, policy and service decisions in the future and that best value
considerations must be explicitly demonstrated within decisions.

Securing Kent's Future represents a fundamental shift in the strategic priorities
of the Council since the inception of the Family Hub Network and the agreement
of the DfE Family Hub MOU. However, we still have a legal responsibility to meet
the requirements of the grant balanced with a need for efficient spending across
all areas of service.

Family Hub services Consultation

The Kent Family Hub public consultation ran from 19 July to 13 September 2023
and gave service users, members of the public and strategic partners the
opportunity to review our proposals in detail and provide their response.

As part of the consultation 908 consultees took part in the consultation
guestionnaire. The KCC team also received feedback via email/letters.
Emails/letters were passed to Lake Market Research to review and include
comments in this report accordingly.

Consultees were asked if they currently use, or may use in the future, eleven
proposed Family Hub services. These are outlined below:

Education for parents on child development

Activities for children aged 0-5

Activities for older children and young people

Information, advice and guidance about support services
for children and young people with Special Education
Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
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Information and signposting to mental health services
(children and adults)

Support for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers)

Online safety for children and young people

Support for young people with substance misuse
(alcohol/drugs)

Domestic abuse support

Debt and welfare advice

Signposting to information to support separating and
separated parents

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

During the consultation we set out the rationale behind the programme and also
proposed changes to youth services delivering discretionary services that are
commissioned by KCC and to no longer continue with commissioned youth
services after the end of their current contract in March 2024.

The consultation used a data driven approach, our data shows that there are
differences in outcomes for people across Kent depending on where they live.
Our data aligned with the Needs Framework which provided the methodology
underpinning the Kent Communities proposal. The Needs Framework used a
wide range of data and indicators that when combined profile the different level
of need for services within our communities.

The consultation was available on the Council’s “Let’s talk Kent” website. There
were 22,256 page views made by 8,752 visitors during this time. Two
guestionnaires were available, aimed at different audiences: residents/service
users, and staff/professionals. The former had 908 responses (95 of which were
easy read) and the latter had 263 responses. The consultation was actively
promoted at children’s centres and youth hubs, with paper copies of the
consultation materials available at these sites.

Staff were available at a number of activity events during the consultation period
(24 events across the county) to engage with participants about the proposals,
answer queries and encourage participation. In addition to service user feedback,
feedback was sought through attendance at meetings from District Councils,
Health services and wider partnerships.

Young people were engaged directly and had the option of how they participated
(for example, questionnaires, group discussions etc).

To raise awareness of the consultation and encourage participation, the following
activities were undertaken:

Promotional material sent to Health Visiting service and community-based
midwifery

Social media via: Open Access district Facebook pages, and KCC’s corporate
Facebook, X (Twitter), LinkedIn and Nextdoor accounts

Paid Facebook advertising
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e Posters and promotional postcards in Children’s Centres, Youth Hubs, Kent
Libraries, and Gateways

e Promoted on Kent Library PC welcome screens

¢ Emails to stakeholder organisations (e.g. health, schools, district councils,
Kent Association of Local Councils, Healthwatch etc)

¢ Invite to over 9700 people registered on Let’s talk Kent who had asked to be

kept informed about new consultations

Articles in KCC’s residents’ e-newsletter

Articles on the Kelsi website and e-bulletin for education professionals in Kent

Article in NHS newsletter

Media release issued at the launch of the consultation

Banners/information on Kent.gov.uk homepage

e Atrticles on KCC'’s staff intranet and e-newsletters and email to staff groups.

2.10 The consultation website contained a short introduction and all the consultation
information (the full document, summary document, Equality Impact
Assessment, questionnaires, other background information, and easy read and
large print documents. A Word version of the questionnaire was available for
those that did not want to complete the online form.

2.11 Promotional materials (and the website) included details of how to request
alternative formats. Postcard content was translated into 3 languages (Punjabi,
Polish and Slovak) for centre staff to use to engage relevant service users
where necessary. A telephone number and email address were available for
queries and feedback.

2.12 A breakdown of the feedback received from the consultation is included within
the consultation report which was collated and assessed by LAKE market
research, this is included at Appendix 1. The feedback from the consultation has
been considered and evaluated in preparation for this proposal.

3. Consultation and consideration of responses
3.1 Resident Feedback

3.1.1 Of the eleven proposed Family Hub services put forward to consultees, the most
commonly used are activities for children aged 0-5 (70%) and activities for older
children and young people (48%). This is followed by education for parents on
child development (35%), information, advice, and guidance about support
services for children and young people with Special Education Needs and
Disabilities (31%) and information and signposting to mental health services
(children and adults) (31%). This has been built into the model and Family Hubs
will utilise our partnership working with the wider universal system which offers
SEND support and Family Hub staff will be able to signpost and refer into more
specialist SEND services.

3.1.2 Of the same eleven proposed Family Hub services, the most common activities
likely to be used in the future are activities for older children and young people
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(87%), support for parents / carers of adolescents (teenagers) (73%) and online
safety for children and young people (73%). This will be offered in the model, and
the model will include focused activities for young people and digital information
on activities for young people as well as topic-based support for parents/carers
of adolescents through a digital offer and/or face to face.

3.1.3 Potential interest is also high for information and signposting to mental health
services (69%), activities for children aged 0-5 (65%) and information, advice,
and guidance about support services for children and young people with Special
Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND) (62%)); reflecting an interest in a wider
range of services for future use compared to those currently used. This will be
reflected through wider information to families and improved connectivity to the
Family Hub network to improve access to services.

3.1.4 When asked to indicate what other services should be available for children,
families and young people through the Family Hub network, the most common
suggestion put forward is a place specifically for teenagers / activities for
teenagers / support for teenagers / youth activities (32%). We will retain a
dedicated space in each district for youth provision recognising there are many
other youth facilities and services, not provided by KCC, across districts.

3.1.5 Of the three means of potential access to Family Hub services put forward to
consultees, face to face is the most popular with 90% of consultees indicating
they feel comfortable with this access route. 76% indicated they would be
comfortable with accessing information services online. 55% indicated they would
be comfortable with accessing virtual services (e.g., groups, course, live chat).
The main reasons put forward for lower comfort levels with virtual access are a
preference for face to face / in person approach, anxiety / feeling awkward, limited
/ no access to internet / equipment and a perception that face-to-face access is
more effective. Family Hubs will offer a hybrid approach to services and online
and virtual services are an enhancement and not a replacement for the
opportunity to meet a KCC staff member face to face, either in a one-to-one or
group activity. The main enhancement will be improved access to online
information through a new website covering 0-19 and up to 25 for SEND. Later in
the report, we go into detail regarding each potential access to Family Hub
services.

3.1.6 When asked to comment on the concept of Family Coaches, just under half of
consultees answering (45%) commented that the concept was a good idea /
beneficial to families. However, concerns are also expressed with regards to the
training / expertise of these coaches and how this can be managed / ensured. In
response to these concerns, we recognise that there will need to be regular
support for Family Coaches through meetings, training, and peer support through
Family Hub practitioners. Family Hub Coaches training will include safeguarding
advice and clear protocols around offering information, advice and guidance and
any links to professionals where there is a need for more specialist advice.

3.1.7 When asked to comment on any other considerations for the development of
Family Hub services, consultees commented on physical access to such services
in terms of travel / public transport / the ability to travel needs to be considered.
Face to face contact and retaining current centres / contact is also highlighted.

8
Page 186



Family Hub face to face services will be delivered either through KCC owned
buildings or outreach locations in the community. The Kent Communities
proposal will determine where KCC buildings can be used to deliver Family Hub
services and the Kent Communities proposal has used a Needs Framework
which has considered, amongst other factors, a review of the transport network
and how this may impact access to buildings.

3.2 PROFESSIONAL / ORGANISATION FEEDBACK

3.2.1 Consultees were asked to select the access methods they consider suitable for
delivering the pre-defined eleven services featured in the resident consultation
guestionnaire.

3.2.2 Face to face (in person) contact is considered the most suitable access route
across all eleven services with between 82% and 97% selecting this access route
for each service. This will form part of the service offer alongside any online
information.

3.2.3 When prompted to comment on Family Coaches, some consultees were positive
towards the concept and felt it was a good idea / beneficial to families. However,
concerns were expressed with regard to the level of training / expertise required
and questioned whether the service can be effective with volunteers only. Some
also highlighted that there is potential duplication in delivery of these services
both currently and historically. In response to this, there will be Family Hub
practitioners with the level of training and expertise to support families where
needs are identified. Family Coaches will be supported by Family Hub
practitioners and offer support at a lower level of need, focussing on access to
information that is new in the Family Hub model such as Perinatal Mental Health
through being available to listen, provide information or refer to a professional
where needs are higher.

3.2.4 There is a high level of interest in the support, advice and opportunities presented
to consultees. A high proportion would like to see opportunities for organisations
to share their knowledge and expertise (80%), opportunities for organisations to
deliver their services alongside other Family Hub network partners (79%) and
training and development opportunities (78%). This is a very important part of the
model to ensure Kent Families experience and report improved access to a range
of services through partner organisations having improved knowledge of local
services and being able to help families navigate the wide range of information
and services available that best meet their needs.

3.2.5 Finally, when asked to provide suggestions for anything else that should be
considered in the development of Family Hub services, consultees expressed
some concerns with regards to user access in terms of transport, location and
distance and stressed the importance of keeping youth / adolescent support
services and the resources / organisations / staff required to deliver these
effectively. The Kent Communities Programme Needs Framework has been
reviewed following their consultation to include a more detailed review of the
public transport network that has informed the Family Hub 0-19 sites within the
options set out in the paper.
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4. Family Hub Model

4.1 Aims and Vision

4.1.1 The central desire for Family Hubs across the UK and in Kent is to give
confidence to parents, carers, and all families to be able to give children the
best start for life in their early years and throughout childhood, adolescence and
into adulthood. To enable this there must be high quality and easily accessible
access to information and advice to empower parents and carers to develop
their own knowledge on how best to support their children from 0-19 (25 SEND)
years.

4.1.2 KCC is committed to delivering the best outcomes through a hybrid of universal
and targeted support for children, young people, and their families, delivering
services identified through the Family Hub guidance. This will include a
community based universal offer to provide information and advice on child and
adolescent development. This access to universal advice complements existing
universal services accessed through partners such as schools, Health Visitors
and GP’s.

4.1.3 For families and young people with additional needs there will be a more
targeted support approach. Family Hub will also develop a new offer of advice
and guidance to parents of adolescents including supports for their children’s
emotional wellbeing, support for young people at risk of or involved in alcohol
and substance misuse and children at risk of extra familial harm. There will also
be a more targeted intervention offer for vulnerable young people and their
families in support of these areas and other identified need areas.

4.1.4 For families with a more specialist need as outlined above, the support will be
tailored to their level of need. First and foremost, when approaching a Family
Hub site, you would be offered signposting to appropriate advice and guidance
from a Family Hub staff member. If your need is more complex you will be
provided with advice, and where appropriate, support specific to your area of
need from a trained Family Hub practitioner. Finally, if your level of need
requires specialist support you will be referred into a specialist service specific
to your need.

4.1.5 We will continue to further develop our partnership workforce in relation to skills
and knowledge to provide more information and advice to children and families.
To ensure families can receive universal advice we will introduce Family Hub
coaches and more peer-to-peer groups. Our Family Hub Coaches and
volunteers will have access to more training to develop their own knowledge
and skills in a wide range of areas, such as Perinatal Mental Health for mothers
and fathers, child and parent attachment, and wider family support, e.g., debt
and financial signposting. Within the Family Hub families will be able to receive
advice and guidance to help them navigate the support they need for their child,
including where needed through coordination of a partnership supported
approach. We will support families to build resilience and assist them to more
easily access the tools and provision available to them.
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4.2 Core Principles

4.2.1 The key themes highlighted through the Family Hub services public
consultation have allowed us to set out a series of key principles which have
defined the options presented within this paper for consideration.

* Further develop our services and support for children and families for 0-19 (25
with SEND)

» Develop a whole system approach with integrating public health priorities,
working with colleagues across KCC, both within Integrated Children's
Services and Public Health, Housing and wider partnerships.

+ Co-location of services within our Family Hubs, building on our current model
including health visitors and community midwifery.

* Working with the voluntary and community sector to become partners within
the Family Hub Network and offer relevant training on areas such as child and
adolescent development, safeguarding, mental health and emotional
wellbeing. The Family Hub Network will improve access to local services by
enhanced sharing of knowledge and information.

* Build a sustainable model upskilling staff and those within the wider Family
Hub Network, retaining specialist knowledge within our network to deliver this
support and provision beyond 2025. The wider Family Hub Network is an all-
encompassing term to cover partners who wish to be part of the services
under the Family Hub umbrella and want to work in partnership under this
term to help families access local services.

4.2.2 Family Hub will encompass a number of core services as defined by the
national programme. We will also further develop targeted supports and
services within our districts to offer provision based on the identified need,
taking a data driven approach.

Kent Family Hub network

Kent Family Hube
The group of organisations across a
local area that work in partnerships The name for the proposed
to deliver services for children, Countywide service.

young people and families under the
Umbrella of Kent Family Hubs.

Family Hvb model

Kent Family Hub cite

The government'’s description of

o y how we should approach delivering
A building where Family Hub the Family Hub service(s).
services are delivered from.

Kent Family fHub cervice(s)

A service or group of services that
are proposed to be delivered under
the banner of “Kent Family Hubs".
These include outreach and digital
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4.3 Supports and services delivered through our Family Hub model

4.3.1 The following services are required to be delivered through the Family Hub
network as mandated through the DfE and stated within the MOU. There is no
flexibility in regard to this spend as outlined in the DfE Family Hub Guidance
Annex E (appendix 2).

. Develop Early Language skills through the Home Learning Environment
. Preparation and support for pregnancy, and parenthood
. Enhanced Infant feeding support
. Perinatal Mental Health
. Introduce a Family Hub Digital offer
. Implement a new range of outreach support
. Improve and diversify our Information, advice, and support
. Integrate our recording and reporting
. Co-design and evaluation
. Workforce development
12
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4.3.2 Many of our existing services that families will recognise will continue to be

5.

delivered in similar ways, although the offer may be increased or enhanced as
part of our transformation programme. This will include, but is not limited to the
following:

All families will continue to be offered the mandated health and wellbeing
reviews

Healthy Child Clinics, and Infant Feeding drop-in sessions

Specialist Infant Feeding service

Opportunities for early years learning and development

Opportunities to support the personal, social and emotional development of
vulnerable young people

Opportunities to build the capabilities that young people need for learning,
work, and transition to adulthood.

Support for parents’ emotional wellbeing and understanding child
development.

The current digital and online support offer

The current participation networks

Parenting education programmes and family courses through the network
Support for children and young people with SEND

Information, advice, and guidance

What services the Family Hub programme will deliver as defined under
Start for Life and Family Hub DfE guidance that will be new or enhanced

5.1 Develop early language skills through the Home Learning Environment

(HLE)

5.1.1 Early language skills support all aspects of babies and young children’s

development including how they are able to manage their emotions and
communicate their feelings.

5.1.2 We will develop a package of support for Parent/Carer Education, focused on

developing early language for babies and preschool children in and around the
home. The Family Hub service will expand the access to this support across the
Family Hub network to ensure the knowledge to provide appropriate advice and
support is well understood across communities. This will include the sharing of
a range of tools, resources, and knowledge. As part of the Family Hub model,
development of evidence-based home learning programmes will be
implemented such as Early Talk Boost, and Making it Real.

5.1.3 BBC Tiny Happy People is being rolled out to families and 3-4 year old

BookStart packs will be distributed to nursery’s in targeted areas.

5.1.4 We will run parenting support groups for children, young people and their

families who would be affected by:

Domestic abuse
Emotional health and wellbeing concerns
Low early childhood attachments
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¢ Difficulties in developing play and engagement with children
e Social, emotional and behavioural complex needs

5.2 Preparation and support for pregnancy and parenthood

5.2.1The Parenting Education offer will provide parents/carers with knowledge to
support their child’s development from birth through to adulthood. This includes
a good awareness of infant, child and adolescent development and the positive
parenting skills required at each stage of their development.

5.2.2 Family Hub services will work with parents and carers to identify how they
would like to learn more about child and adolescent development and include
this in the procurement of digital learning opportunities.

5.2.3 We will use evidence based parenting programmes including Triple P (positive
parenting programme) and Solihull (understanding children’s behaviour), to
support parents of younger children to look after themselves and build their
confidence as a new parent and make friends and support their bonding with
their child and understanding how to support the healthy development of their
child(ren).

5.2.4 We will continue this support for parents/carers throughout their children’s
development by supporting them with key areas such as child/parent-carer
relationships, sleep and healthy routines, child development and understanding
and managing common ailments.

5.2.5 We will deliver parent/carer group support activity that emphasises the
importance of communication, play and growing together.

5.2.6 As children develop into adolescence, we will structure our support accordingly
to support them and their parents/carers to address areas such as online harm
& safety, child and adolescent development, support for young people with
anxiety and emotional wellbeing, and child to parent violence.

5.2.7 Within our Family Hub services consultation feedback, key themes were
identified in relation to access to advice and guidance for parents/carers
including:

«  73% of those responding wanted access to information on online
safety,

+  69% of those responding wanted information and signposting to
emotional wellbeing and mental health services.

«  73% of those responding wanting information and support for
parents/carers with older children.

5.2.8 Our digital offer will include advice for parents/carers and signposting to
relevant external support services the offer advice on online safety and KCC’s
mental health support.
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5.3 Enhanced Infant Feeding Support

5.3.1 We will offer all families an information session before a child is born, a virtual
infant feeding session in the early days after birth and an offer of weekly
sessions until the infant is 12 weeks old.

5.4 Infant Feeding and Perinatal Mental Health (PNMH)

e Responsive feeding animation films developed and available for families to
access via this weblink: family.kentcht.nhs.uk/responsivefeeding which will be
included in our digital advice and support offer so families can easily access.
We will also work with practitioners to further develop their knowledge to
enable them to promote this offer.

e Breast pump loan scheme for electric devices launched alongside hand pump
scheme targeted at families eligible for Healthy Start, given out by health
visitors.

e Baby Friendly Initiative (BFI) training to improve advice on responsive feeding
for early help support workers and health visitors. The advice will be provided
within group work with parents and through family home visits.

e Trial scheme for nursing bra e-voucher targeted to women eligible for Healthy
Start, launched in August 2023 in our most deprived districts Thanet, Dover,
Swale, Folkestone and Hythe and Gravesham to improve breastfeeding rates
in targeted areas.

e More breastfeeding friendly spaces in the community through engagement of
businesses with provision of a toolkit and grant scheme.

e Developed support videos for perinatal mental health to be uploaded to the
Start for life website:

o general awareness for the public (translated into 5 languages and BSL)
o non healthcare support workers
o healthcare workers

e Communications planned via social media campaign and service to
disseminate.

e Developed PNMH guide for non-health and clinical professionals containing all
the local service staff. Professionals are utilising the guide to appropriately
signpost families to the correct service.

o “Release the pressure” telephone support service provided for families
experiencing PNMH.

5.4.1 Awareness development training for practitioners working within our Family
Hubs to enable them to support parents/carers in developing and strengthening
the parent infant relationship and attachment with their child. This initially will
form part of the ongoing support and delivery for our most at risk families before
being rolled out county wide to support all families who access our universal
offer.

5.5 Perinatal Mental Health
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5.5.1 Our offer for perinatal mental health and wellbeing will be focused on
community-based support for mothers, fathers and their wider support network
to provide advice, guidance tools and other resources to self-manage their
needs and to be supported by their partners/family/friends. Family Hub staff will
be trained and upskilled to advise and discuss perinatal mental health with
mothers, their partners and the network, and as part of our partnership working
approach, signpost to those within the health service, who will have enhanced
level training if their needs increase.

5.6 Enhanced support for children and young people with Special Educational
Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

5.6.1 Our Family Hub model enables us to better support children and young people
with SEND and their families at an earlier point working with them in their local
communities. Following our Ofsted / CQC revisit in September 2022, partners
across Kent are working together to transform SEND services, which is set out
in our SEN area Accelerated Progress Plan:

5.6.2 We will align our Family Hub model with the SEND local offer. The SEND local
offer is being developed to include a range of SEND Information Advice and
Guidance Roadshows that are based on the premise that supporting families to
access support and information when they need it will empower them to find
and access help earlier. This advice and information will be available within
Family Hubs without needing a diagnosis, assessment plan or lengthy waits and
free at the point of access. This service will develop as part of our Family Hub
development.

5.6.3 We will work closely with the Kent Portage team to further develop access to
inclusive play activities; for example, additional sensory activities will be
developed alongside the Home Learning Environment support.

6. Test Sites

6.1 During the Family Hub consultation, we tested the Family Hub model in our two
commissioned Children’s Centres (Millmead in Margate and Seashells in
Sheerness). These centres were selected because they are based in areas
where existing health outcomes are lower than in other areas of Kent.

6.2 Both centres were testing a whole family working approach and focused on the
integration of services. A range of additional services were offered to the
centres. These are outlined below:

e A new video stream promoting all Live Well Public Health services,
including smoking cessation at the point of reception/waiting areas to
promote family wellbeing services

e Enhanced signposting and advice on family health services through
new Making Every Contact Count (MECC) trained champions

¢ Information session for new parents to access Healthy Start vouchers
and new Kent Maternity Wear vouchers to promote our infant feeding
aims
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

e Family workshop to providing Breast Pump Demonstration with
supported conversation to encourage breastfeeding (this includes the
access to breast pumps) —

e New advice from the Money Guiders programme from staff to give
correct money guidance, including giving complex technical information

¢ Enhanced advice on oral health, food champions

e Reducing Parental Conflict during activities and interventions

¢ Developed and disseminated a perinatal mental health guide for non-
health and clinical professions and gave to staff at both sites

e Developed Breastfeeding Champions with enhanced knowledge from
specialist infant feeding service

e Provided sexual health advice for parents and young people accessing
services

Within the Kent Communities Need Framework, both test sites were identified
as requiring a Family Hub service. In order to better understand the lived
experience of parents, focus groups were held in the test sites to help us further
develop the Family Hub model proposals. This feedback was considered in
developing the options.

Parents described their parenting challenges as concerns about online safety.
They voiced that ‘kids can access everything’. Other parenting challenges
included money concerns, childcare costs, children’s behaviour, lack of SEND
support and needing support for siblings of those with SEND.

The feedback identified the following services that would help, food pantry,
exercise equipment, opportunities for physical activities, family activities, mental
health services for adults, children and teenagers.

Families also shared that having a safe and welcoming space was important to
them, alongside building good relationships with staff. Parents valued
signposting, opportunities to meet with staff face to face and being able to
access different professionals. It is important to parents that services are easy
to get to, and that services are accessible online if they can’t get to a building.

Parents are supportive of outreach services but felt they would need longer to
make a connection with staff. They like ‘pop-up’ services which provide
signposting, and suggested using churches, schools and other community
spaces.

Feedback from parents around online services identified that they are not
accessible to everyone and shared concerns that online services were a
gateway to removing face to face services. Online services that parents would
like to see include how to inspire your child to be creative, information such as
checklists, milestones for children, teenage health, potty training, print out for
colour in nature trails, information on good nutrition and cooking skills.

Parents identified the following professionals and services as those that they
would like to see in Family Hubs; midwives, maternity assistants, sexual health,
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mental health, play services, citizens advice bureau, health visitors, youth
workers with experience of different ages, Domestic Abuse (DA) help and
awareness, addiction awareness and financial services and signposting.

7. Delivery Model

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

Family Hub services will be delivered through a number of different avenues.
This will include face-to-face, a digital offer and community outreach. Our
Family Hubs will offer a one stop shop for advice and information for children
and their families.

The Family Hub approach delivers joined up whole family services across each
district. This model will be used to strengthen our arrangements with co-located
partners and ensure a consistent model for Start for Life partnership across the
county.

The model will strengthen the arrangements with health visiting and community
midwifery to ensure through co-location and system arrangements, we work
towards a family only needing to tell their story once.

Every Family Hub provision will be managed across a district, and staff will
continue to work across the range of Family Hub sites ensuring that each
location is appropriate for the services at that site. For example, appropriate
spaces for adolescents, ensuring that services on school sites maintain
safeguarding requirements, and ensuring support services to families, such as
debt and welfare advice or parental conflict are delivered in an appropriate
space maintaining privacy of participants.

Family Hub sites in each district will deliver a range of Start for Life and
partnership services and will work with the voluntary and community sector to
provide access to a wide range of services.

Face to Face

7.6.10ur face-to-face offer will be similar to what Kent residents will recognise within

our current provision. It is the opportunity to attend a Family Hub site as and
meet with a practitioner in a physical location, either in a 1-to-1 capacity or in a
group setting. This could include, for example, meeting with a midwife, health
visitor, a Family Hub coach or community volunteers or attend an activity.
Family Hubs will provide a one stop shop for all children and families and
provide advice and information as well as providing a number of supports and
services.

7.6.2 According to the consultation, of the three delivery media in relation to

accessing our Family Hubs, face to face is the most popular with 90% of

consultees responding indicating they feel comfortable with this access route.
76% of those responding indicated they would be comfortable with accessing
information services online. 55% of those responding indicated they would be
comfortable with accessing via a digital offer (e.g., groups, course, live chat).

7.6.3 The main reasons put forward by those responding for lower comfort levels with

digital access were a preference for face to face / in person approach, anxiety /
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feeling awkward, limited / no access to internet / equipment and a perception
that face-to-face access is more effective.

7.6.4 Some example verbatims from those responding supporting face to face
can be found below:

“Because people need to speak to each other in person and have that human contact
and relationship if the work is to be meaningful and purposeful.”

e “Too much emphasis is now towards online services - it is lazy, not compassionate or
effective and does not capture the real person that would be face to face.”

e “Idon't feel that online engagement delivers the best outcomes for those in need. It is
a cheap shortcut to delivering services.”

e “Because they are not specific enough to each individual's needs and they feel like a
cop out for providing real support to those in need. There is not easy, real-time way to
feedback how useful/not useful they are.”

7.7 Digital Offer

7.7.1 Our proposed digital offer will act as central point of advice, information and
guidance for parents, carers, young people, our Family Hub workforce and
colleagues across the Family Hub network including our volunteers. As outlined
in our consultation our digital offer will provide:

¢ Improved access to information — through designing digital and telephone
offers and using digital tools to better promote information and advice on
supports and services available.

e Digital services — through better promotion of what is available for children and
their families, delivery of online parenting programmes through better use of
social media and inclusion within community forums.

¢ Digital access to parent and carer panels and digital tools

7.7.2 Outreach provision will include a digital offer supported by face-to-face
sessions from practitioners, volunteers or other local community services. We
envision our digital offer being utilised by families and accessible to anyone with
caring responsibilities for a child or young person. The Family Hub digital offer
will be easy to navigate and access and provide the range of information and
advice. We are currently developing our digital offer and will co-design the
provision with our parent-carer panels and further engagement with wider
stakeholders, including children and young people.

7.7.3 Information will be in “bitesize format” supported by audio visual content to
make this more engaging and expand access and will include advice and
guidance around further support and self-help techniques.

7.7.4 Some examples from the consultation verbatims from those responding
supporting digital can be found below:
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“I felt a bit anxious when it was my first time doing live chat online but once you get
that first time out of the way it becomes a lot easier! Personally, | don't think that
people just get anxiety because it's a virtual online chat - | think that most people feel
this way when they are doing something new e.g., first day of new job/new course, or
first driving lesson or first time on aerospace etc...”

e “I have an extremely busy job, prefer to do it from the comfort of my house in my
time.”

e “It's a step to overcome to excess help and support. Online might be easier but talking
in person might be giving better results.”

e “Sometimes anxiety can cause me to not want a face to face.”
e “I think I am just more use to online things.”

e “It's comfortable to do online for me because don't need to go anywhere and
especially my child is autistic and our days depend on day.”

7.7.5 For balance, there were comments from people who would like only a face-to-
face service, which can be found below:

e “Continue as much contact face to face and through groups as possible this is what
families need to avoid mental health difficulties.”

e “Making sure that face-face opportunities are still available. Parenthood can be
isolating and it is important that there are chances for parents to engage with each
other and professionals. Sometimes people do not know they need help and therefore if
more services are online they require the knowledge and desire to seek these services,
rather than being around professionals who might be able to see and sign post.”

7.8 Community Outreach

7.8.1 There are four specific categories of need that have been identified through a
data driven approach, as areas of focus within the Family Hub model that indicate
a requirement for outreach provision within the community.

)] Specific ‘edge-of-town’ communities falling outside the 20 min
walking distance but high proportion of families and young people
living in deprivation sitting outside the boundary and therefore ‘0-
19’ outreach activity is required.

1)) Larger communities ‘whole towns’ that see a high cumulative 0-
19 deprivation linked need across the whole area but not enough
to warrant a whole building.

1)) Rural communities with high levels of deprivation that may
otherwise be cut off, with cumulative level of need requiring
specific 0-19 outreach provision.

V) Areas where specific flexible detached youth provision is required
— often ‘in the field’ and not linked to specific building locations.

7.8.2 Outreach work in the community within the Family Hub model will be delivered
across both urban and rural localities informed by need/data. Outreach is
community-based provision, delivered in non-Family Hub sites e.g., libraries,
community centres and may take place in family homes (for example health
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visitors attending a family home). It will not be possible to have a Family Hub
site in all localities, particularly in rural areas with low population density as
outlined within the Kent Communities programme. Outreach delivery will
improve reach to isolated and/or vulnerable communities through its
flexibility/agility in responding to need and not being tied to a physical Family
Hub site location. In these cases, the Family Hub offer will be delivered from
existing community buildings e.qg., libraries, halls, as well through a digital offer
with the nature of delivery varying and informed by local need and data. The
need/type of outreach provision will be reviewed on a regular basis, examples
include:

e Practitioners delivering targeted groups/activities from locations
such as community halls and libraries.

e Joint work with community and health partners

e Practitioners working alongside existing groups, such as toddler
groups on a regular basis to extend the reach/access to information,
advice, and guidance.

e Practitioners holding drop-in surgeries/sessions to provide 1 to 1
signposting and support.

e Practitioners holding targeted virtual groups and activities online.

e The frequency of outreach and rural delivery will be determined by
need and data, and in some cases may be weekly, monthly, or
termly.

7.8.3 From the consultation, when asked to indicate what other services should be
available for children, families and young people through the Family Hub
network, the most common suggestion put forward by those that responded
was a place specifically for teenagers / activities for teenagers / support for
teenagers / youth activities (32% of respondents). Within every district there will
be a space that is accessible and identifiable as a delivery space for young
people. This may be in co-located buildings with other services or in a Family
Hub site. KCC are committed to working with the VCS, faith groups and the
community wherever possible, to provide activities and support for teenagers
are available throughout the county. These activities and supports will not
always be provided by KCC staff.

8. Options For Consideration

8.1 Following the public consultation and review of the responses received, a range
of options for consideration are detailed below:

8.2 Option 1: Do not implement the Family Hub model

8.2.1 This would mean the Local Authority would not meet the minimum expectations
set by the DfE in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding, with the
associated risk of losing cE11m of additional funding. If this were to occur, we
would not be able to offer any additionality to our existing services.

8.3 Option 2: Deliver the mandatory enhanced services set out by the DfE
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8.3.1 We will continue to deliver a 0-19 (25 SEND) Family Hub model offering
enhanced services only in the DfE mandated areas set out in the following Key
Decisions taken by the Cabinet Members for Integrated Children’s Services and
Adult Social Care and Public Health;

o Infant Feeding 23/00076

« Parenting Support - 23/00081

e Home Learning Environment - 23/00082

e Perinatal Mental Health - 23/00075

8.3.2 Families will still have access to Family Hub staff members who will be able to
offer them assistance in finding the help that they need to access local services
through signposting only.

8.3.3 If we proceed with this option, we will meet the grant requirements for the DfE,
as set out in Appendix 2.

8.4 Option 3: Wider Family Hub offer

8.4.1 We will continue to deliver a 0-19 (25 SEND) Family Hub model offering
enhanced services in the DfE mandated areas set out in the following Key
Decisions taken by the Cabinet Members for Integrated Children’s Services and
Adult Social Care and Public Health;

e Infant Feeding 23/00076

« Parenting Support - 23/00081

e Home Learning Environment - 23/00082
o Perinatal Mental Health - 23/00075

8.4.2 In addition, we will offer the 7 services we consulted on below that service
users felt they might most use. These will be delivered by Family Hub
practitioners, through enhanced and additional modes of delivery, in each
district throughout the county. We have used the consultation data and the
design of the Family Hub model to allow residents to access services in a way
that suits their preferences and fits in with their lifestyle wherever possible; for
example, some consultees clearly prefer face to face groups and appointments,
however some consultees stated they find it easier to access information online
and talk to experts virtually. Young people had a very clear voice in our
consultation and had a clear preference for face to face delivery which we have
taken into account.

Education for parents on child development

Activities for children aged 0-5

Activities for older children and young people

Information, advice and guidance about support services for children
and young people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities
(SEND)

e Information and signposting to mental health services (children and
adults)

e Support for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers)

e Online safety for children and young people
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8.4.3 As you can see from the data below, we saw a very clear gap in the preference
for services that consultees said they might use in the future.

Which of the following do you think you might need to use in the
future?
Activities for children aged 0-5

Activities for older children and young
people

Education for parents on child development 27% 149%

Online safety for children and young people 3%

Support for young people wath substance 379
misuse (alcohol/drugs) /o

Information, advice and guidance about
support services for children and young..

Information and signposting to mental
health services

Support for parents/carers of adolescents
(teenagers)

Domestic abuse support

Debt and welfare advice

Signposting to information to support
separating and separated parents

m Might need to use =Won't need to use = Don't kKnow

SUPPORTING DATA might need o won't need th don’t knov
f use T use "D

Activities for children aged 0-5 65% 31% 5%

Activities for older children and young people 87% 7% 5%

Education for parents on child development 60% 27% 14%

Information, advice and guidance about support

services for children and young people with Special 62% 17% 21%

Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
Information and signposting to mental health

\ 69% 11% 20%
services
Support for parents/carers of adolescents 730 13% 14%
(teenagers)
Online safety for children and young people 73% 14% 13%
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Support for young people with substance misuse 3506 28% 37%
(alcohol/drugs)

Domestic abuse support 20% 54% 27%
Debt and welfare service 35% 33% 31%
Signposting for information to support separating 270 49% 31%
and separated parents

8.4.4 If we proceed with this option, we will meet the grant requirements for the DfE,
as set out in Appendix 2.

8.50ption 4: Deliver a Family Hub model through a developed Family Hub
Network. Our preferred option.

8.5.1 KCC will continue to deliver a 0-19 (25 SEND) Family Hub Model offering
enhanced services in the DfE mandated areas set out in Key Decisions taken
by the Cabinet Members for Integrated Children’s Services and Adult Social
Care and Public Health;

o Infant Feeding 23/00076

e Parenting Support - 23/00081

e Home Learning Environment - 23/00082

o Perinatal Mental Health - 23/00075

8.5.2 As outlined in option 3, the following services will be delivered by Family Hub
practitioners:

o Education for parents on child development
« Activities for children aged 0-5

o Activities for older children and young people

e Information, advice and guidance about support services for children
and young people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities
(SEND)

« Information and signposting to mental health services (children and
adults)

« Support for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers)

e Online safety for children and young people

8.5.3 In addition to these, we will also ensure that the remaining 4 services (which
are outlined below) are accessible through the Family Hub model. The
additional specialist services in option 4 will be delivered through partnership
working with the VCS and partners (the Family Hub Network). We have outlined
each service and the changes applicable for each option in appendix 3.

Support for young people with substance misuse (alcohol/drugs)

o Domestic abuse support

e Debt and welfare advice

e Signposting to information to support separating and separated
parents

8.5.4 Option 4 does not include an exhaustive list of services, however, feedback
from the consultation showed these specialist services were required by some
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parents and are included because they are reflective of our understanding of
the needs within our districts to reduce harm to children.

8.5.5 We do currently deliver these services in partnership across districts, however
the access to services varies between each district and we want to ensure there
is consistency for services users across Kent.

8.5.6 Option 4 is our preferred option because we recognise the importance of all 11
services following feedback from the consultation and within our Family Hub
model we are in a position to offer, in an innovative and consistent way across
the county, to deliver joined up services to meet the need of children, young
people and families.

8.5.7 If we proceed with this option, we will meet the grant requirements for the DfE,
as set out in Appendix 2.

8.6 Regardless of the level of service option chosen, all four Family Hub options will
be deliverable within each of the five KCP options.

9. Kent Communities Consultation Links

9.1 Earlier in 2023, prior to the Family Hub services consultation a Kent
Communities consultation was carried out, looking at the KCC estate. This
consultation is linked to the Family Hub consultation as it will inform the
buildings the Family Hub model will utilise. The options for the physical
buildings the Family Hub network use will be informed by the Key Decision for
Kent Communities. KCC will reconfigure existing standalone Open Access
inhouse services into a whole family approach model for infants, children, young
people and their families aged 0 to 19 (25 with SEND)".

9.2 We have included below a summary of the responses to the Family Hub model
proposal, from the Kent Communities consultation:

9.2.1 Consultees were also given the opportunity to provide any comments in their
words on what they believe to be important to consider when transitioning to the
Family Hub Model. For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed
respondents’ comments and have grouped common responses together into
themes. These are reported in the table below. 34% of consultees provided a
comment at this question.

9.2.2 The most important consideration put forward by consultees for consideration
of the Family Hub transition is users being able to get there / travel there /
location (46%). This includes consideration that some would prefer to, or only
be able to, walk to reach the location or access via convenient and reasonably
priced public transport.

9.2.3 This is followed by ensuring access is possible for everyone that needs to (with
consideration to different age groups / demographics and possible needs -
27%). This includes provision of service for all concerned and the equipment /
space setting / staffing for all needs.
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9.2.4 24% of consultees commented that they believe it is important that individual
services provided under the Family Hub offering isn’t diluted / remains distinct
for each user group.

9.2.5 21% of consultees expressed concerns about the suitable of proposed space /
buildings for the services under consultation and 18% expressed concerns
about the compatibility of the range of services being provided in one place.

9.3 We support the Kent Communities options proposals. It is important to note that
utilising a higher number of Family Hub buildings (sites) that we have to
integrate into the model will have a staffing cost implication that will affect
savings outlined in our Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP). All four Family
Hub options will be deliverable within each of the five KCP options.

10.Financial Implications

10.1 The Family Hub Grant from the DfE totals to £11,051,715 over a 3-year period
and is distributed across a number of mandatory programme strands.

10.2 The transformation project is entirely funded by DfE grant monies, but long-term
service delivery will have to be funded through base budget. Therefore, the
model must be sustainable and this has influenced the model development.

10.3 Overall Grant allocation by DfE funded areas:

Programme Strand Total Grant
Family Hubs Transformation Funding -

PROGRAMME £2,314,483
Family Hubs Transformation Funding -

CAPITAL £578,559
Parent-Infant Relationships and

Perinatal Mental Health £3,162,147
Parenting Support £2,032,065
Infant Feeding £1,271,332
Early Language and Home Learning £1.325 435
Environment

Publishing the Start for Life Offer

Parent and Carer Panels £184,695
Trailblazer £183,000
Total £11,051,715

10.4 Existing Service cost:

10.4.1 The current affected service cost is £11.9m. This includes a range of different
funding streams including Public Health and the Dedicated Schools Grant
(DSG).
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11. Legal implications

11.1 KCC entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in October 2022
towards becoming a Family Hub Authority and Key Decisions were taken as part of
that process. Consideration has been given to KCC’s statutory duties and will
continue as the project is implemented.

11.2 KCC has engaged external legal advice and Counsel to support the review of the
key processes and documents. Advice has been provided to the operational team
on an iterative basis and advice provided to decision makers. The legal risks will
need to be balanced against the requirements of the Programme and wider benefits
of implementation.

11.3 The new model, linked with the Kent Communities Programme decision, involves
a reduction in sites, for which a consultation was completed and consideration
about such changes have been taken into account as part of the decision process.

12. Equalities implications

12.1 Initial assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment (EqlA) has identified
negative implications on young people within the Age, Disability, Sex, Race,
Pregnancy and Maternity Protected Characteristics because the linked decision
with Kent Communities programme will result in a reduction in the number of
buildings available for service users.

13.Governance

13.1 The Family Hub programme delivery will be an iterative process. The decision
required is agreement to the initial transition from existing Open Access to the
new Family Hub approach across a reduced estate map (as per KCP
decision). The decision also confirms the Family Hub grant spend across the
lifetime of the programme.

13.2 Ongoing development work and detailed implementation planning will be
delegated to the Corporate Director in consultation with the Cabinet Member for
Integrated Children’s Services.

14. Recommendation

14.1 Cabinet Committee is asked to consider and either endorse or comment on or
make recommendations to the Cabinet on the proposed decision to:

a) Approve the implementation of the Family Hub model in Kent, as per the
arrangements set out in the report.

b) Approve the development and delivery of the workstreams detailed within the
Start for Life and Family Hub programme.

c) Confirm the viability of the Kent Family Hub Model within any estate map
outlined within the Kent Communities Programme.

d) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director for Children, Young People and
Education (CYPE), in consultation with the Cabinet Members for Integrated
Children’s Services and Adult Social Care & Public Health, to undertake the
detailed service design and delivery within the relevant estate map, as
determined via Kent Communities Programme decision-making.
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e) Delegate authority to the Corporate Director for CYPE to take other necessary
actions, including but not limited to entering into relevant contracts or other
legal agreements, as required to implement the decision.

15.Appendices
1. Full Consultation Report including an executive summary
2. Family Hub Model Framework
3. Options Service Table

16. Contact details

Report Author: Relevant Director:

Danielle Day, Programme Manager Carolann James, Director of Operational ICS

03000 416689 03000 423308
Danielle.day@kent.gov.uk Carolann.james@kent.gov.uk
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BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

Background

The development of Family Hubs is part of a national programme taking place. Family Hubs bring
together different services, so that families and young people can quickly and easily get the
support they need. Professionals from different organisations will work together to provide these
services, which means that users won’t need to share their information more than once or contact
lots of different organisations to get the help they need.

The introduction of Family Hubs in Kent will mean changes to some of the existing services Kent
County Council, and partners, provide for families and young people. There will be changes to how
you access the services currently provided by:

e Children’s Centres

e Youth Hubs and community youth provision
e Health Visiting services

e Community-based midwifery care

The government has set out which services as a minimum must be delivered through Family Hubs.
These are:

e parent-infant relationships and mental health support for new parents

¢ infant feeding support

e parenting support

e support with early language development and the home learning environment
e support for children with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND)

e safeguarding

The Family Hubs Services consultation was launched as a way to find out what effect the
proposed changes may have and the chance to collect feedback for the development of additional
Family Hub services, based on need.

The consultation also sets out proposed changes to youth services that are commissioned by KCC
and seeks feedback on these.

Consultation process

The consultation ran from 19 July to 13 September 2023 and was available on the Council’s “Let’s
talk Kent” website. There were 22,256 page views made by 8,752 visitors during this time. Two
guestionnaires were available, aimed at different audiences: residents/service users, and
staff/professionals. The former had 908 responses (95 of which were easy read) and the latter had
263 responses. The consultation was actively promoted at children’s centres and youth hubs, with
paper copies of the consultation materials available at these sites.

Staff were available at a number of activity events during the consultation period (24 events across
the county) to engage with participants about the proposals, answer queries and encourage
participation.

Young people were engaged directly and had the option of how they patrticipated (for example,

guestionnaires, group discussions etc).
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To raise awareness of the consultation and encourage participation, the following activities were
undertaken:

Promotional material sent to Health Visiting service and community-based midwifery

Social media via: Open Access district Facebook pages, and KCC’s corporate Facebook, X
(Twitter), LinkedIn and Nextdoor accounts

Paid Facebook advertising

Posters and promotional postcards in Children’s Centres, Youth Hubs, Kent Libraries, and
Gateways

Promoted on Kent Library PC welcome screens

Emails to stakeholder organisations (eg health, district councils, Kent Association of Local
Councils, Healthwatch etc)

Invite to over 9700 people registered on Let’s talk Kent who had asked to be kept informed
about new consultations

Articles in KCC’s residents’ e-newsletter

Articles on the Kelsi website and e-bulletin for education professionals in Kent

Article in NHS newsletter

Media release issued at the launch of the consultation

Banners/information on Kent.gov.uk homepage

Articles on KCC'’s staff intranet and e-newsletters and email to staff groups.

Social Media was a planned campaign with different / repeated messaging over the
consultation period.

Email to stakeholders 2 weeks before the consultation closed to remind/prompt those who
had not yet responded.

Targeted engagement and prompts via our open access and health visiting colleagues to
encourage engagement in particular locations/communities.

The consultation website contained a short introduction and all the consultation information (the full
document, summary document, Equality Impact Assessment, questionnaires, other background
information, and easy read and large print documents. A Word version of the questionnaire was
available for those that did not want to complete the online form.

Promotional materials (and the website) included details of how to request alternative formats.
Postcard content was translated into 3 languages (Punjabi, Polish and Slovak) for centre staff to
use to engage relevant service users where necessary. A telephone number and email address
were available for queries and feedback.

Points to note

Consultees were invited to comment on each aspect of the consultation and were given the
choice of which questions they wanted to answer / provide comments. The number of
consultees providing an answer is stgyye @ @ach chart / table featured in this report.


http://www.kent.gov.uk/familyhubservices

e Consultees were given a number of opportunities to provide feedback in their own words
throughout the questionnaire. This report includes examples of verbatims received (as
written by those contributing) but all free text feedback is being reviewed and considered by
KCC.

e This report includes feedback provided for the design of Family Hub Services and changes
to youth services. Feedback for each element of the consultation has been categorised into
sections accordingly.

e This report includes feedback from residents and professionals / organisations and the
consultation contained a separate questionnaire for each stakeholder group. Feedback for
each stakeholder group has been reported separately.

e Feedback received by the KCC team via email has been reviewed for the purpose of
analysis and free text comments have been included where applicable in this report.

e Participation in consultations is self-selecting and this needs to be considered when
interpreting responses.

¢ Response to this consultation does not wholly represent the individuals or stakeholders the
consultation sought feedback from and is reliant on awareness and propensity to take part
based on the topic and interest.

e KCC was responsible for the design, promotion, and collection of the consultation
responses. Lake Market Research was appointed to conduct an independent analysis of
feedback.

Profile of resident consultees responding

908 consultees took part in the consultation questionnaire. The KCC team also received feedback
via email / letters. Emails / letters were passed to Lake Market Research to review and include
comments in this report accordingly.

The table below shows the profile of consultees responding to the consultation questionnaire only.
The proportion who left this question blank or indicated they did not want to disclose this
information has been included as applicable.

RESPONDING AS... Number of consultees | % of consultees
answering answering
As a Kent resident 849 94%
On behalf of a friend or relative 24 3%
A resident from somewhere else 14 2%
Other 6 1%
Prefer not to answer / left blank 15 2%
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GENDER Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering
Male 97 11%
Female 597 66%
Prefer not to answer / left blank 214 24%

Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering
0-15 14 2%
16-24 28 3%
25-34 198 22%
35-49 315 35%
50-59 62 7%
60-64 23 3%
65-74 23 2%
75-84 15 2%
85 & over 3 0.3%
Prefer not to answer / left blank 227 25%

PRESENCE OF CHILDREN Number of co_nsultees % of consm_JItees
answering answering

I/we have children 612 67%

| am / we are expecting a child 40 4%

I/we do not have children 54 6%

Prefer not to answer / left blank 202 22%

AGES OF CHILDREN Number of consultees| % of consultees
answering answering

0-1 year old 194 21%

2-5 years old 240 26%

6-10 years olds Page 212 196 22%




11-19 years old 238 26%

I/we do not have children 54 6%

Do not have children / prefer not to answer / left blank 255 28%

Profile of professionals / organisation consultees responding

263 consultees took part in the consultation questionnaire. The KCC team also received feedback
via email / letters. All emails / letters / videos received were passed to Lake Market Research to
review and include comments in this report accordingly.

The table below shows the profile of consultees responding to the consultation questionnaire only.
The proportion who left this question blank or indicated they did not want to disclose this
information has been included as applicable.

RESPONDING AS... Number of consultees | % of consultees
answering answering
Kent County Council staff 77 29%
Community-based midwifery staff 2 1%
Health Visiting staff 17 6%
Staff from another health-related organisation 11 4%
As a representative of a local community group or 5 104
residents' association °
On behalf of an educational establishment, such as
. 40 15%

a school. college or early years setting
On behalf of a Parish / Town / Borough / District

o . . 15 6%
Council in an official capacity
As a P_arlsh / Town / Borough / District / County 16 6%
Councillor
As a Kent business owner or representative 2 1%
On behalf of a charlty, voluntary or community 53 20%
sector organisation (VCS)
On behalf of a faith group 2 1%
Other 26 20%
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

RESIDENT FEEDBACK - FAMILY HUB SERVICES

e Of the eleven proposed Family Hub services put forward to consultees, the most commonly
used are activities for children aged 0-5 (70%) and activities for older children and young
people (48%). This is followed by education for parents on child development (35%),
information, advice and guidance about support services for children and young people with
Special Education Needs and Disabilities (31%) and information and signposting to mental
health services (children and adults) (31%).

e Of the same eleven proposed Family Hub services, the most common activities likely to use in
the future are activities for older children and young people (87%), support for parents / carers
of adolescents (teenagers) (73%) and online safety for children and young people (73%).

e Potential interest is also high for information and signposting to mental health services (69%),
activities for children aged 0-5 (65%) and information, advice and guidance about support
services for children and young people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
(62%); reflecting an interest in a wider range of services for future use compared to those
currently used.

e When asked to indicate what other services should be available for children, families and young
people through the Family Hub network, the most common suggestion put forward is a place
specifically for teenagers / activities for teenagers / support for teenagers / youth activities
(32%).

e Of the three means of potential access to Family Hub services put forward to consultees, face
to face is the most popular with 90% of consultees indicating they feel comfortable with this
access route. 76% indicated they would be comfortable with accessing information services
online. 55% indicated they would be comfortable with access virtual services (e.g. groups,
course, live chat). The main reasons put forward for lower comfort levels with virtual access are
a preference for face to face / in person approach, anxiety / feeling awkward, limited / no
access to internet / equipment and a perception that face to face access is more effective.

e When asked to comment on the concept of Family Coaches, just under half of consultees
answering (45%) commented that the concept was a good idea / beneficial to families.
However, concerns are also expressed with regards to the training / expertise of these coaches
and how this can be managed / ensured.

e When asked to comment on any other considerations for the development of Family Hub
services, consultees commented on physical access to such services in terms of travel / public
transport / the ability to travel needs to be considered. Face to face contact and retaining
current centres / contact is also highlighted.
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RESIDENT FEEDBACK - YOUTH SERVICE PROPOSALS

e Consultees were invited to comment on the specific activities highlighted in the consultation
proposals and describe the difference stopping these activities would make to them.

e Just under a third of consultees answering (31%) stressed the personal need for these activities
and 17% indicated that they rely on these services. Just over a quarter (27%) believe it will
result in them missing out on socialising / mixing / building confidence in making friends /
socialising.

e Other comments highlight that the removal of these activities would be detrimental to children /
young people that use them and have a negative impact and affect mental health / wellbeing /
anxiety / feelings of isolation.

PROFESSIONAL / ORGANISATION FEEDBACK - FAMILY HUB SERVICES

e Consultees were asked to select the access methods they consider suitable for delivering the
pre-defined eleven services featured in the resident consultation questionnaire.

e Face to face (in person) contact is considered the most suitable access route across all eleven
services with between 82% and 97% selecting this access route for each service.

e Online service (accessing information) and virtual service access is considered more suitable
for other services than others, namely:

o Information and signposting to mental health services (children and adults)
o Support for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers)

o Online safety for children and young people

o Debt and welfare advice

o Signposting to information to support separating and separated parents

e Online service (accessing information) and virtual service access is considered less suitable for:
o Education for parents on child development
o Activities for children aged 0-5
o Activities for older children and young people

o Information, advice and guidance about support services for children and young
people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

o Support for young people with substance misuse (alcohol/drugs)

o Domestic abuse support

¢ When prompted to comment on additional suggestions for Family Hub services, consultees made
reference to the inclusion of youth / adgga%eﬂéervice provision and targeting of where this is
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needed to achieve impact, making face to face workshops / drop in sessions / groups available
and signposting, support and advisory services.

e When prompted to comment on Family Coaches, some consultees were positive towards the
concept and felt it was a good idea / beneficial to families. However, concerns were expressed
with regard to the level of training / expertise required and questioned whether the service can
be effective with volunteers only. Some also highlighted that there is potential duplication in
delivery of these services both currently and historically.

e There is a high level of interest in the support, advice and opportunities presented to consultees.
A high proportion would like to see opportunities for organisations to share their knowledge and
expertise (80%), opportunities for organisations to deliver their services alongside other Family
Hub network partners (79%) and training and development opportunities (78%).

e Finally when asked to provide suggestions for anything else that should be considered in the
development of Family Hub services, consultees expressed some concerns with regards to user
access in terms of transport, location and distance and stressed the importance of keeping youth
/ adolescent support services and the resources / organisations / staff required to deliver these
effectively.

PROFESSIONAL / ORGANISATION FEEDBACK - YOUTH SERVICE PROPOSALS

e Consultees were invited to comment on the specific activities highlighted in the consultation
proposals and describe the difference stopping these activities would make to people.

e Consultees expressed concerns that increasing numbers of young people need to access
support and stopping services is the opposite to what is needed. In addition consultees
reference the potential implications of this in terms of mental health and safety concerns.

e Consultees also expressed concerns that these activities provide much needed services for
‘hard to engage’ young people / adolescents and they may not interact with other service
provisions.
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RESIDENT FEEDBACK

CONSULTATION AWARENESS

How did you find out about this consultation?
Base: all answering (899), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

At a KCC building (e.g. children's centre, youth hub,
library, Gateway)

Facebook

An email from KCC

From a friend or relative
Kent.gov.uk website
Newspaper

District Council / Councillor
Local KCC County Councillor
Poster / postcard

Twitter

Somewhere else
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The most common route to finding out about the consultation is at a KCC building (children’s
centre, youth hub, library, Gateway) at 36%.

Other modes of finding out about the consultation include Facebook (16%), an email from KCC
(14%) and from a friend or relative (13%).

12% indicated they found out about the consultation from an alternative source to the response
list provided in the questionnaire. This includes social media networks, schools, midwives,
health visitors, children centres and local clubs.

36%

1%

1%
1%
0.4%

0.3%

.-
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SUPPORTING DATA Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering
At a K_CC building (e.g. children’s centre, youth 329 36%
hub, library or Gateway
Facebook 142 16%
An email from KCC 125 14%
From another organisation 118 13%
From a friend or relative 114 13%
Kent.gov.uk website 31 3%
District Council / Councillor 12 1%
Local KCC County Councillor 10 1%
Newspaper 7 0.8%
Poster / postcard 4 0.4%
Twitter 3 0.3%
Somewhere else (includes social media networks,
schools, midwives, health visitors, children centres, 103 12%
local clubs)
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RESIDENT FEEDBACK
FAMILY HUB SERVICES

This section of the report summarises response to the questions posed surrounding the Family
Hub Services in the consultation, as reported by consultees.

ACTIVITIES CURRENTLY USED AND MAY USE IN THE FUTURE

e Consultees were asked to indicate which activities they currently use (either themselves or
within the household) from a pre-defined list of eleven.

e 59% of consultees answering indicated they use one or two of the eleven listed activities. 14%
indicated they use three, 9% indicated they use four and 5% indicated they use five. 11%
indicated they use more than five of the pre-listed activities.

e The most common activity used is activities for children 0-5 at 70% of consultees answering,
followed by activities for older children and young people at 48%.

e Around a third of consultees answering indicated they use education for parents on child
development (35%), information, advice and guidance about support services for children and
young people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND) (31%) and information
and signposting to mental health services (children and adults) (31%).

e 18% of consultees answering indicated they use support and information for parents / carers of
adolescents (teenagers) and 15% indicated they use online safety for children and young
people.

Activities currently use

Please tell us which activities in the list below you or your family currently use or have
previously used? You may have access them through Kent County Council or through
other organisations in the community

Base: all answering (843), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES SELECTED Number of consultees | % of consultees
answering answering
One of the eleven listed activities 282 33%
Two of the eleven listed activities 221 26%
Three of the eleven listed activities 122 14%
Four of the eleven listed activities 78 9%
Five of the eleven listed activities 45 5%
More than 5 of the eleven listed activities 95 11%
Page 219
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Activities for children aged 0-5

Activities for older children and young people

Education for parents on child development
Information, advice and guidance about support

services for children and young people with
Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

Information and signposting to mental health
services (children and adults)

Support and information for parents / carers of
adolescents (teenagers)

Online safety for children and young people

Domestic abuse support

Debt and welfare advice

Support for young people with substance misuse
(alcohol / drugs)

Signposting to information to support separating
and separated parents

SUPPORTING DATA

Number of consultees

answering

70%

% of consultees
answering

Activities for children aged 0-5 591 70%
Activities for older children and young people 406 48%
Education for parents on child development 292 35%
Information, advice and guidance about support

services for children and young people with 263 31%
Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

Infor_matlon gnd signposting to mental health 259 31%
services (children and adults)

Support and information for parents / carers of 148 18%
adolescents (teenagers)

Online safety for children and young peqpéeqe 220 130 15%
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SUPPORTING DATA

Number of consultees

% of consultees

answering answering
Domestic abuse support 63 7%
Debt and welfare advice 62 7%
Support for young people with substance misuse
55 7%

(alcohol / drugs)
Signposting to information to support separating

: 51 6%
and separating parents

There are significant differences in the current use of activities by demographic:

A higher proportion of consultees aged 25-34 and 35-49 use activities for children aged 0-5
(86% and 79% respectively).

A higher proportion of consultees aged 50-64 and 65 & over use activities for older children
and young people (67% and 62% respectively), information and signposting to mental health

services (children and adults) (45% and 41% respectively), support and information for

parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers) (35% and 34% respectively) and online safety for

children and young people (21% and 38% respectively).

A higher proportion of consultees aged 50-64 use information, advice and guidance about

support services for children and young people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities

(SEND) (54%).
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Activities might use in the future

e Consultees were then asked to indicate which of the same list of eleven activities they might
use in the future.

e The most common activity likely to be used in the future is activities for older children and
young people (87% of consultees answering), support for parents / carers of adolescents
(teenagers) at 73% and online safety for children and young people (73%).

e Around two thirds of consultees answering indicated they might use information and
signposting to mental health services (69%), activities for children aged 0-5 (65%) and
information, advice and guidance about support services for children and young people with
Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND) (62%).

e There is some uncertainty as to whether some of the support and advice services listed might
be used; reflecting the types of services they reflect.

Which of the following do you think you might need to use in the future?
Base: all answering (727 - 843)

31% 5
Education for parents on child development 60%

Information, advice and guidance about support
services for children and young people with 62%
Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

Information and sigg;:v?iigg to mental health 69%
Support for par(etg:asrﬁgzreerrss) of adolescents 73%

Online safety for children and young people 73%
Support for young(japle(;)hpg(; (;/:li;tgss)ubstance misuse 35%
Domestic abuse support 20%

Debt and welfare advice 35%

Signposting ;(:] idnfsoerprgartg(t)endtg asrté%?srt separating 2704

= Might need to use ~ FA@GH24éed to use = Don't know

Activities for children aged 0-5

Activities for older children and young people
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SUPPORTING DATA

% might need

% won’t need

% don’t

to use to use know
Activities for children aged 0-5 65% 31% 5%
Activities for older children and young people 87% 7% 5%
Education for parents on child development 60% 27% 14%
Information, advice and guidance about support
services for children and young people with Special 62% 17% 21%
Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
Information and signposting to mental health services 69% 11% 20%
Support for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers) 73% 13% 14%
Online safety for children and young people 73% 14% 13%
Support for young people with substance misuse 3504 2804 3704
(alcohol/drugs)
Domestic abuse support 20% 54% 27%
Debt and welfare service 35% 33% 31%
Signposting for information to support separating and 2704 49% 31%

separated parents

Consistent with response patterns observed for activities currently used, there are significant
differences in the possible future use of activities by demographic:

A higher proportion of consultees aged 25-34 and 35-49 indicated they might use education for
parents on child development (76% and 62% respectively), activities for children aged 0-5

(89% and 62% respectively).

A higher proportion of consultees aged 35-49 indicated they might use support and information

for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers) (82%) and online safety for children and young

people (80%)

A higher proportion of consultees aged 50-64 use information, advice and guidance about
support services for children and young people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities
(SEND) (70%) and support for young people with substance misuse (alcohol/drugs) (52%).
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Activities currently and/or might use in the future - summary

e The table below combines consultees response to the activities currently used and the
activities they might use in the future.

e Combined, the number of services currently used / may be used is higher. 11% of consultees
answering indicated they use / might use one or two of the eleven listed activities. 9%
indicated they use / might use three, 13% indicated they use / might use four and 13%
indicated they use / might use five. 54% indicated they use / might use more than five of the
pre-listed activities.

e 87% of consultees answering indicated they use or might use activities for older children and
young people and 76% indicated they use or might use activities for children aged 0-5.

e Around two thirds indicated they use or might use support and information for parents / carers
of adolescents (teenagers) (69%), online safety for children and young people (68%) and
information and signposting to mental health services (children and adults) (65%).

Please tell us which activities in the list below you or your family currently use or have
previously used? /Which of the following do you think you might need to use in the
future?

Base: all answering (883), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering

1 of the listed activities 30 3%
2 of the listed activities 68 8%
3 of the listed activities 82 9%
4 of the listed activities 111 13%
5 of the listed activities 112 13%
6 of the listed activities 130 15%
7 of the listed activities 110 12%
More than 7 of the listed activities 240 27%
Activities for older children and young people 767 87%
Activities for children aged 0-5 668 76%
Support and information for parents / carers of 608 69%
adolescents (teenagers)

Online safety for children and young people 597 68%
Infor_matlon gnd signposting to mental health 575 65%
services (children and adults)

Education for parents on child developmEape 224 545 62%

18



Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering

Information, advice and guidance about support
services for children and young people with 522 59%
Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

Support for young people with substance misuse

0,
(alcohol / drugs) 213 31%
Debt and welfare advice 272 31%
Signposting to information to support separating 216 24%
and separating parents
Domestic abuse support 171 19%
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ADDITIONAL SUGGESTIONS FOR FAMILY HUB NETWORK SERVICES

e Consultees were also given the opportunity to detail what they think should be available for
children, families and young people through the Family Hub network in their community, in

their own words.

e For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped
common responses together into themes. These are reported in the table below. 52% of
consultees answering via the consultation questionnaire provided a comment at this question.

e Just under a third of consultees answering (32%) indicated it should include a place

specifically for teenagers / activities for teenagers / support for teenagers / youth activities.

e The other most common mentions include support for parents and carers / parenting advice
(13%), a place for special needs support / support for SEND / neurodivergent needs (13%)

and activities for younger children / support for younger children (12%).

What else do you think should be available for children, families and young people through

the Family Hub network in your community?

Base: all answering (469)

Number of

consultees
answering

A place specifically for teenagers / activities for teenagers / support

% of
consultees
answering

Health advice / healthy living / nutrition  page 226

0,
for teenagers / youth club / quality youth work 151 32%
Support for parents and carers / parenting advice / young carers 60 13%
Keep the current service / fine as it is / maintain it / remain open /
S : 64 14%
keep funding it / we need it
A place for special needs support / support for SEND / neurodivergent 60 13%
Activities for younger children / support for younger children 56 12%
Other groups and courses available in the area that can be included 39 8%
Mental health support 27 6%
Support for families / sibling support 25 5%
Breastfeeding support / weighing / health visitor / midwife 23 5%
Activities for all ages / a place for all / accessible to all 21 4%
Service to connect families to the services they need / more
; ) . : 20 4%
engagement / more information on what is available
Baby groups / mother and baby / toddler groups 19 4%
Opportunity to socialise / meet others / social groups 15 3%
Financial support and advice / budgeting / money management /
- : 15 3%
administration
14 3%
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Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

First aid courses 10 2%
Support for young carers 5 1%
Nothing 5 1%
Don’t know 4 1%

LEVEL OF COMFORT IN ACCESSING SERVICES IN DIFFERENT WAYS

e Consultees were then asked to indicate how comfortable they would be with different ways of
accessing services. Please note that specific services were not referenced within this question.

e Of the three means of access put to consultees, face to face access (in person) is the most
popular with 90% of consultees answering indicating they would be very or fairly comfortable
accessing services in this way. 3% indicated they would be partly or very uncomfortable.

e 76% of consultees answering indicating they would be very or fairly comfortable accessing
information services online. 13% indicated they would be partly or very uncomfortable.

e 55% of consultees answering indicating they would be very or fairly comfortable accessing
services virtually through groups, courses or live chat online. 28% indicated they would be
partly or very uncomfortable.

Please tell us how comfortable or uncomfortable you would be with different ways of
accessing services? Base: all answering (887 - 893)

l
Face to face (in person) 15% | 390
1%
. . o . 13%
Online services (accessing information) 28% 10% o
0

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live

chat online)
= Very comfortable = Partly comfortable
= Not comfortable or uncomfortable m Partly / very uncomfortable
® Don't know
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e The table below summarises the proportion indicating they felt uncomfortable accessing
services virtually by demographic.

e Whilst the proportion indicating they feel uncomfortable accessing services virtually is highest
amongst consultees aged 65 & over (34), at least a quarter of all age groups indicated they
would feel uncomfortable.

UNCOMFORTABLE WITH VIRTUAL ACCESS - Number of consultees| % of consultees
BY DEMOGRAPHIC answering answering
(number of consultees reported in brackets)
Male (95) 21 22%
Female (584) 156 27%
Aged 25-34 (195) 46 24%
Aged 35-49 (310) 86 28%
Aged 50-64 (83) 19 23%
Aged 65 & over (38) 13 34%
Live in Ashford (42) 14 33%
Live in Canterbury (70) 18 26%
Live in Dartford (70) 24 34%
Live in Dover (71) 19 27%
Live in Folkestone & Hythe (104) 26 25%
Live in Gravesham (20 — caution low base size) 7 35%
Live in Maidstone (75) 13 17%
Live in Sevenoaks (44) 15 34%
Live in Swale (66) 20 30%
Live in Thanet (177) 45 25%
Live in Tonbridge & Malling (79) 24 30%
Live in Tunbridge Wells (10 — caution low base size) 6 60%
Page 228
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e If consultees indicated they feel partly comfortable or very uncomfortable with each of the
three access routes above (face to face, online, virtual), they were also given the opportunity
to describe the reasons in their words.

e For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped
common responses together into themes. These are reported in the tables below. The base
sizes for each access route varies based on the proportion of consultees who indicated they
felt uncomfortable at the previous question.

e 28 consultees indicated they felt uncomfortable with accessing support face to face (in

person).

e The reasons provided by these consultees included anxiety, being autistic / having special
educational needs / feeling uncomfortable socially and lacking in confidence / don'’t like
meeting new people.

Face to face access

If you are partly uncomfortable or very uncomfortable accessing support face to face (in
person), please tell us why. Please include any specific support services you want to refer
to. Base: all answering (28)

Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Suffer from anxiety 7 25%
Autistic / SEN / socially uncomfortable 5 18%
Lack of confidence / don’t like meeting new people 5 18%
Other 5 18%

Some example verbatims underpinning these themes can be found below:

“I'm PDA autistic ADHD and find it very difficult to communicate with people that aren't
neurodivergent. | also find accessing anything at the times set is nigh on impossible and/or
stressful.”

“I'm an introvert, so dealing with people face to face is always challenging.”

“Being around new unfamiliar people makes me feel anxious.”
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e 98 consultees indicated they felt uncomfortable with accessing support online.

e The most common reasons provided by these consultees included a preference for face to
face access, a perception that alternatives to face to face are less effective, perceived difficulty
using the internet / websites / lack of confidence, limited / no access to the internet / the right
equipment and a perception that face to face access build relationships / trust / more

interaction.

Online access

If you are partly uncomfortable or very uncomfortable accessing support through online
information, please tell us why. Please include any specific support services you want to

refer to. Base: all answering (98)

Number of % of
consultees | consultees

answering | answering

Face-to-face / in person is better / more personal 50 51%
Any o.ther medium tha}n face-to-face is. Igss effective / can't just ask o5 26%
guestions / easy to misunderstand / misinterpret

Difficult to use internet / websites / not confident / don't know how 24 24%
Limited / no access to internet / right equipment / unreliable internet 19 19%
Face-to-face builds relationships / trust / more interaction 14 14%
Good to mix with other people / socialise 8 8%
Information / services are too generic / not tailored to individuals' 8 2%
needs

Just don't like it / wouldn't work / not appropriate 7 7%
Suffer from anxiety 6 6%
Other 7 7%

Some example verbatims underpinning these themes can be found below:

“Because people need to speak to each other in person and have that human contact and
relationship if the work is to be meaningful and purposeful.”

“Too much emphasis is now towards online services - it is lazy, not compassionate or
effective and does not capture the real person that would be face to face.”

“I don't feel that online engagement delivers the best outcomes for those in need. It is a
cheap shortcut to delivering services.”

“Because they are not specific enough to each individual's needs and they feel like a cop
out for providing real support to those in need. There is not easy, real-time way to feedback

how useful/not useful they are.”
Page 230
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e 198 consultees indicated they felt uncomfortable with accessing support virtually.

e The most common reasons provided by these consultees included a preference for face to
face access, anxiety / feeling uncomfortable in groups, limited / no access to the internet / the
right equipment and a perception that alternatives to face to face are less effective.

Virtual access

If you are partly uncomfortable or very uncomfortable accessing support through virtual
support, please tell us why. Please include any specific support services you want to refer
to. Base: all answering (198)

Number of % of
consultees | consultees

answering | answering

Face-to-face / in person is better / more personal 81 41%
Suffer from anxiety / uncomfortable / awkward / particularly in groups 45 23%
Limited / no access to internet / right equipment / unreliable internet 29 15%
Any other medium than face-to-face is less effective 27 14%
Good to mix with other people / socialise 24 12%
Don't like this approach / wouldn't use this approach 24 12%
Face-to-face builds relationships / trust / more interactive 22 11%
Privacy / confidentiality concerns 19 10%
Difficult to understand people / can be confusing / not in-depth 19 10%
Difficult to use internet / websites / not confident / don't know how 13 7%
Easily distracted / can't concentrate in a virtual setting 12 6%
Wouldn't work / not appropriate 11 6%
Mental health / well-being / isolation can be affected by lack of face- 10 506
to-face access
Disa_lbility/ impairment can make it difficult in a non face-to-face 8 4%
setting
Can't read body language / read cues in a non-face-to-face setting 7 4%
Planned sessions are restrictive on timings / inflexible 5 3%
Information / services / sessions are too generic / not tailored to
individuals' needs 4 2%
Not sure / depends on the subject / topic 3 2%
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Some example verbatims underpinning these themes can be found below:

“At least there is interaction, but anyone who has had a zoom meeting, which is most of us
now, know that the quality of interaction is less. People with no or limited computer access,
or space for privacy are disadvantaged.”

“Groups can be intrusive when you’re an introvert. Live chats can at times make you feel
like you’re not engaged with a human.”

“It’s so much easier to judge others’ reactions and body language face to face. You can
make more of a connection and more likely to feel emotionally supported rather than just
advice.”

“So impersonal, | get very anxious talking on the phone or via online and would not use
virtual services. Also not appropriate at all with small children.”

“Myself | find it hard to stay involved in online conversations and find they don't flow like
face to face. My son has a hearing impairment and ASD and cannot concentrate on online
especially as he can't lip read a screen like he can face to face.”
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SUGGESTIONS FOR ONLINE SERVICE DELIVERY

Consultees were also given the opportunity to detail their suggestions for what services could
be delivered online and how, in their words.

For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped
common responses together into themes. These are reported in the table below. 37% of
consultees answering via the consultation questionnaire provided a comment at this question.

The most common responses received focus on a desire for face to face / in person services
continuing (17%), a combined offering of digital and face and face access to services (14%) or
not wanting digital access over face to face at all (13%).

Of the service suggestions put forward, a signposting / information service (13%), parenting
resources / support / advice (11%) and training / courses / workshops / webinars (11%) are the

most common.

Please tell us your suggestions for what services we could deliver online and how.
(For example, group sessions using technology like Zoom.)? Base: all answering (334)

Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Prefer face-to-face / in person services must continue 56 17%
Offer a combination of digital & face to face / offer some services 46 14%
digitally / belief that face to face is better °
Signposting / information service 43 13%
No services should be digital / online / virtual / none / nothing / not
: . . 42 13%
interested in / don't like it / want face to face access
Suggestions to use Zoom 40 12%
Parenting resources / support / advice 36 11%
Training / courses / workshops / webinars 36 11%
Group sessions - unspecified 29 9%
Services for new parents / pregnancy / breastfeeding / baby & toddler o8 89
activities 0
Counselling / therapy / mental health support 25 7%
Services for children - development / activities / staying safe online / 24 7%
bullying
Services for young people specifically 20 6%
Services for SEN / SEND / ND 20 6%
Digital service delivery is not always appropriate / has its pitfalls 15 4%
Offer practical advice - CAB / financial matters / budgeting / nutrition 14 4%
Services offered through other means - Google Meets / WhatsApp /

ial media / skype / i hat 14 4%
social media / skype / live cha Page 233
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Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Guidance / advice / support 13 4%
On demand content / videos / resources available / not just live 12 4%
events

Not everyone can access digital services / not able to use Zoom, etc., 12 49
/ could be due to disability °
One-to-one sessions / not groups 10 3%
Use Microsoft Teams 9 3%
Non face-to-face provision can be less effective / substandard 7 2%
Services for adults specifically 6 2%
Most services / some services are suitable - unspecified 5 1%
Don't know / not sure 8 2%
Other 14 4%
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ACCESSING SUPPORT ONLINE

e Consultees were asked to indicate how they felt about accessing support online from a list of
pre-defined statements. Please note that this question was asked generally and not
specifically in relation to the activities under consultation.

e 81% of consultees answering indicated they feel confident about doing things online.

e A perception of KCC’s digital services and information too difficult to use is a concern for some
(12%) as well as the safety of using technology to access services and the security of personal
information (9%). 8% indicated they do not feel confident in using technology.

e 6% of consultees answering indicated their internet is too slow and 6% indicated that paying
for devices and internet connection is too expensive.

We would now like to ask you a bit more about accessing support online. Please select
from the list below the statements that may apply to you about accessing information or
services digitally. Please select all that apply....?

Base: all answering (885), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Number of % of
consultees consultees
answering answering
| am confident about doing things online 720 81%
| find KCC'’s digital services and information too difficult to use 104 12%
| don’t think it's safe using technology to access services /
) . : 84 9%
concerned about the security of my information
| don’t feel confident using technology 72 8%
My internet is too slow 55 6%
Paying for devices and internet connection (including mobile
. . 54 6%
data) is too expensive
| find it too difficult 41 5%
| don’t know how to do it 22 2%
| don’t have the internet at home 14 2%
| don’t have a device (computer, mobile phone, tablet) 10 1%
Other 57 6%

There are significant differences in confidence by demographic:

e A higher proportion of consultees aged 25-34, 35-49 and 50-64 indicated they are confident
about doing things online (88%, 84% and 83% respectively) compared to consultees aged 65
& over (68%). Page 235
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e A higher proportion of consultees aged 50-64 and 65 & over indicated they don’t feel confident
using technology (12% and 21% respectively).

ANY COMMENTS ON FAMILY COACHES

e Consultees were also given the opportunity to provide comments about Family Coaches in
their words.

e For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped
common responses together into themes. These are reported in the table below. 47% of
consultees answering via the consultation questionnaire provided a comment at this question.

e Just under half of consultees answering (45%) commented that the concept of Family
Coaches was a good idea / beneficial to families.

e 12% of consultees answering indicated that coaches should only be trained and experienced
professionals only and that unqualified / untrained volunteers is not appropriate. 9% of
consultees answering indicated that a combination of training and experience is essential for it
to work properly.

e 7% of consultees answering indicated that being a coach should be a paid position and it is
difficult to find / recruit reliable volunteers.

Please tell us if you have any comments about Family Coaches. Base: all answering (428)

Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Good idea / beneficial to families 191 45%
Must be for trained & experienced professionals only / using

i : L : 51 12%
unqualified / untrained volunteers is inappropriate
Training essential / must be trained and have experience for it to work 39 9%
Replacing paid staff with volunteers is a very cheap approach 34 8%
Must be a paid position 31 7%
Difficult to find / recruit volunteers / reliability / continuity concerns 28 7%
Family coaches’ experience / knowledge could be beneficial 22 5%
This concept already exists / give existing services extra funding 22 5%
Concerned about inconsistent / incorrect information / lack of

19 4%
knowledge
Any additional support is welcome 18 4%
Safeguarding concerns / vetting / checks / safety 18 4%
Confidentiality concerns / trust issues / could know the person 17 4%
Good idea but not sure it will work in realitg 16 4%
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Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Questions regarding practicalities of such an approach 16 4%
Would not use this service / this will not work / unnecessary 16 4%
Volunteers must be supported & monitored 15 4%
Cannot rely on volunteers 13 3%
Interested in being a volunteer 13 3%

Beneficial to speak to someone informally who is not a professional /

must be matched carefully/correctly 12 3%
Face to face needed / family hub needed 10 2%
Services / support must be accessible / available / ability to make 3 204
referrals

Potentially interested in using this 8 2%
Do not cut other services 7 2%
Nothing to add / don’t know / N/A / never heard of this 31 2%
Other 34 7%

There are significant differences in response by demographic:

e A higher proportion of consultees aged 25-34 and 35-49 indicated that family coaches are a
good idea / beneficial to families (56% and 52% respectively) compared to consultees aged
50-64 and 65 & over (36 and 33% respectively).

e A higher proportion of consultees aged 50-64 and 65 & over indicated that coaches must be
for trained & experienced professionals only / using unqualified / untrained volunteers is
inappropriate (19% and 17% respectively).

Some example verbatims underpinning consultees commenting on family coaches being a good
idea / beneficial to families can be found below:

“It sounds positive, especially in a scenario where parents need support and have nowhere
elseto go.”

“May be good for families who feel isolated or need support because of mental health or
support with children.”

“I think this is a good idea to improve friendships and build confidence.”
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Some example verbatims underpinning consultees commenting surrounding training & experience
can be found below:

“If working with disabled parents or children, the volunteers MUST have experience (e.g.
good, fluent BSL skills) or it reinforces the isolation for such people.”

“Great if training is sufficient to ensure matters are not made worse by ill-informed people.”

“They must complete all the safeguarding checks and be qualified at least to the same level
as playgroup supervisors and providers.”

“This sounds like a very cheap way of doing Early Help or Social Work to be honest, and
while the term ‘family coach’ may sound good it isn’t actually a thing that exists, so there
would be no standardisation across the borough and also the country, and therefore little
to no accountability. It’s a really bad idea thought up by somebody with no real experience
of accessing children’s services. Having said that, despite this consultation, I’'m sure it will
happen, because it’s volunteer labour and therefore cheap.”

“Although there are excellent volunteers available - they do not have the required skills and
experience for many of the struggles and difficulties that families have - they are not paid to
maintain their qualifications, and a great deal of expectations are placed on the good will of
people - if someone leaves - there could be a long delay before another person is found - |
think this is KCC's way of cutting cost and relying on the goodwill of a very few individuals
- also burn out might happen —it’s not fair on the volunteers.”
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF FAMILY HUB SERVICES

e Consultees were also given the opportunity to comment if there was anything else that they
think should be considered in the development of Family Hub services.

e For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped
common responses together into themes. These are reported in the table below. 37% of
consultees answering via the consultation questionnaire provided a comment at this question.

e Just over a quarter of consultees answering (26%) noted that it is important to keep centres
open for safety and wellbeing of users / they are concerned about the impact of closures /
losing access to vital services.

e 15% of consultees answering indicated that physical access to services in terms of travel /
public transport / that some will not be able to travel should be considered.

e 13% of consultees answering indicated a need to consider face to face contact / support
should not be online / it will not work / could miss vulnerable people.

e 12% of consultees answering indicated there should be more youth services offered / more
activities for young people / not less / separate spaces should be provided for them.

Please tell us if there is anything else you think we should consider in the development of
Family Hub services. Base: all answering (339)

Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Important to keep centres open for safety and wellbeing / will cause a
negative impact if they close / won't work / a bad idea / lose access to 88 26%
vital services

Accessibility in getting there / transport links / costs involved / can't
) 50 15%
afford to travel / need to be local / could isolate people
Support should not be online / it will not work / need face to face
: 43 13%
contact and support / could miss vulnerable people
There should be more youth services offered / more activities for
42 12%
young people / not less / separate space for them
Do not cut funding / more funding needed / keep funding / prioritise 37 11%
More support for parents / expectant, new parents / grandparents / 29 6%
young carers / young parents °
Adequately staffed / trained and experienced volunteers needed /
: 18 5%
staff not overstretched / consistency
More support for SEN and SEND / be mindful of SEND 17 5%
Everyone should have access to help and advice / should be 16 59

accessible to all / should be inclusive / shouldn't exclude
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Number of % of

consultees | consultees
answering | answering

Open more hours / more days / more sessions / more groups / out of 16 506
hours support line
More support for younger children / activities for younger children 13 4%
More support for families / vulnerable families 12 4%
It's a good idea in principle / it could work in essence 12 4%
Advertise / promote more online / social media / within the community

i . 11 3%
to raise awareness / better marketing
Mental health support / CAMHS 11 3%
Breast feeding support / weigh ins / baby support 8 2%
Utilise other charities / current providers to offer their services within 8 20
the hub / link with others °
Pleased with the service / happy with the support provided / . 20
invaluable ’
Use local venues people know in the community 6 2%
Nothing / none / doesn't affect me 12 4%
Don't know / don't know enough about it 4 1%
Other 26 8%

Example verbatims underpinning consultees comments on the importance of keeping centres
open for safety and wellbeing / a perceived negative impact if they close can be found below:

“l think separate services like children's centres and youth centres like we have now is
better than one main hub. It allows access to a greater number of people as they are spread
out across multiple locations. Combining them all together will make access for lots of
people more difficult and will no doubt also increase wait times for support also with the
number of people accessing one location.”

“If the Family Hubs are implemented by closing all the current venues the familiarity and
engagement is lost. We donate cycles to the bike club and to even contemplate the closure
is so wrong. The collaboration by young people with role models undertaking a project
relevant to their lives is irreplaceable with online.”

Example verbatims underpinning consultees’ accessibility / transport links comments can be found
below:

“How far people have to travel, their means of travel and the cost. How will this be mitigated
for those that struggle to access servicd3ages?46hould have equal opportunity to access
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face to face services as others. What numbers and size catchment area will each hub cover.
How has deprivation been factored into provision. A 3 month test is a very short time to
trial a model. How will ongoing evaluation take place. This survey does not give people the
opportunity to comment on how they would prefer to receive services, except in pre-
defined parameters.”

“How will these hubs be accessible to families if you are cutting down on building, we are
already facing the loss of building in Canterbury and Youth services, how will those with no
access to funds or money be able to travel ? If they have no internet how will they access
your digital service? The most vulnerable and disabled will be disadvantaged by this
decision.”

Example verbatims underpinning consultees’ online access concerns can be found below:

“Continue as much contact face to face and through groups as possible this is what
families need to avoid mental health difficulties.”

“Making sure that face-face opportunities are still available. Parenthood can be isolating
and it is important that there are chances for parents to engage with each other and
professionals. Sometimes people do not know they need help and therefore if more
services are online they require the knowledge and desire to seek these services, rather
than being around professionals who might be able to see and sign post.”
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RESIDENT FEEDBACK
YOUTH SERVICE PROPOSALS

This section of the report summarises response to the questions about stopping Youth Service
activities referenced in the consultation, as reported by consultees.

HOW PROPOSAL TO STOP YOUTH SERVICE ACTIVITIES WILL MAKE A DIFFERENCE

e Consultees were asked to select which activity/ies they or someone in their household takes
part in and then asked to describe how the proposal to stop that activity/ies would make a
difference to them.

e For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped
common responses together into themes. These are reported in the table below. 58% of
consultees answering via the consultation questionnaire provided a comment at this question.

e Just under a third of consultees answering (31%) stressed the personal need for these
activities / do not wish them to be cut and 17% indicated they rely on these services and they
are valued.

e Just over a quarter (27%) believe it will result in them missing out on socialising / mixing /
building confidence in making friends / socialising. 21% believe that the removal of these
activities will be detrimental to children / young people that use them and have a negative
impact. 15% specifically referenced mental health / wellbeing / anxiety / isolation concerns if
these activities were stopped.

Please tell us how the proposal to stop these activities would make a difference to you?
Base: all answering (524)

Number of % of
consultees consultees
answering answering
Need these services / activities / don’t cut them 161 31%
M|ss_ out on soua_llsmg_ / mixing / being independent / building 140 2704
confidence / making friends
Detrlmen_tal to children / young people that use them / have a 111 21%
negative impact
Rely on these services / valued / much needed 91 17%
Services / activities provide support / information / will miss out 86 16%
Increa_se ASB / crime / hanging around streets / undesirable 85 16%
behaviour
Affect mental health / wellbeing / cause anxiety / isolation /
i : . 76 15%
activities help alleviate these issues
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Number of % of

consultees consultees

answering answering
Less activities / things to do / facilities 75 14%
Don't use currently but could in the future as children not right age 74 14%
Provide a safe place to go 72 14%
Nothing to do / nowhere to go / no purpose / boredom 62 12%
Miss out on learning new skills / development 52 10%
Detrimentally affect families 49 9%
Wouldn't affect me / my household 46 9%
Loss to communities / lose community feel 45 9%
Affect those on low income / cannot afford paid for activities /
L 45 9%

need free activities

Affect those with SEN / SEND / ND / autism 36 7%
Don't use any of these services 30 6%
Short-sighted / increase demand on other services /

: . 22 4%
financial/resources

Need more services / activities for young people not less /

, i 21 4%
increase funding

Detrimentally affects the vulnerable / disabled 21 4%
Don't know about / not heard of these / should advertise them 20 4%
Would have to travel further to access alternatives / can't afford 16 39
travel 0
Services / activities not needed / agree with these cuts 3 1%
N/A / nothing to add / don’t know 12 2%
Other 39 7%

The pages overleaf contain a summary of response to the proposed closure of activities in each
district including verbatim comments made concerning impact. However, some example verbatims
underpinning the key themes identified across all districts can be found below:

“The activities offered by the cafe have been an absolute lifeline for my family. Our young
people suffered the most during the pandemic and these activities have really helped with
their mental health and general wellbeing. They offer activities and experiences that are not
accessible or achievable otherwise to us. My children are socialising, building
relationships, getting active and learning essential life skills from the club. It will be so
detrimental to the health and wellbeing of all the families who attend if we were to lose it.
Please, please do not cut funding of our youth clubs.”
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“These services provide a valuable link to vulnerable children and are the first stage of
safeguarding, they provide valuable information to statutory services and they keep
children safe.”

“It would have a massive negative impact on my son. Pyxis have been a total lifeline to
him. It's the only youth club he's ever attended where he feels safe, accepted and has
made friends. It's the only activity he's able to attend outside of college without a parent
being there to support him. Pyxis should be fully funded by KCC - they are the most
amazing organisation, the ONLY organisation in the Canterbury area who fully understand
the needs of neurodivergent children and young people. Pyxis is the ONLY place my son
feels safe - he feels safer and more comfortable there than he does at college. His mental
health was at an all-time low until Pyxis came along. If the Pyxis group that my son attends
(the 18-25 year old group) is not able to continue, | fear that my son's mental health would
take a downward spiral again, and he'd be back to being isolated and anxious like he was
before the days of the Pyxis group he attends.”

“They would make a difference to me through the impact on the community around me if
these activities are stopped. | know many who attend the disabled youth club at the Baptist
church in Faversham and the 812 youth club and they express their joy at finding provision
where they fit and are able to fully participate. Losing these youth activities will increase
isolation and loneliness which will in turn lead to mental health difficulties which in turn will
cost more to treat than continuing to fund these projects.”

“Pie Factory is a lifeline especially to youth. We have severe youth problems especially in
Ramsgate. See the statistics. Removal of these services means more kids on the streets
and more anti-social behaviour.”

“This service helps my autistic child develop social skills make friends and provide support
for me. The free lunch they provide for children in the holidays helps me immensely. The
sports and art sessions they provide have help my child learn new skills and gain
confidence that he has been able to transfer to things at school.”

“My child whom is 10 has recently started attending this Vibe club. She has autism and
throughout lockdown has become even more socially awkward, lacking in confidence and
high anxiety. This youth club is the first place she looks forward to going. Somewhere she
feels safe and is able to be herself whilst mixing with other children of similar age. Losing
this club will therefore again put her back to just being stuck at home because she is to
anxious to play in parks/walk the streets due to her autism making her less socially
accepted and unfortunately prone to being picked on. She has always needed myself with
her wherever she goes and this youth club is the first club/activity that she is independently
attending, boosting her confidence, increasing her social interactions, feeling safe and
enjoying herself. To lose this for her is a massive loss and | am sure when | say she won’t
be the only child to feel this way or loss such an important part of their life and
independence.”
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - ASHFORD SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Ashford.

58 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
Impact by the proposals for the Ashford district. 19 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Ashford district.

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Ashford
district - activity provider: The Canterbury Academy Base: all answering (19), consultees had
the option to select more than one response

Number of

consultees
answering

11

Ashford Sk8side - other activities
Ashford Sk8side - Girls Skate project

[EEN
o

Tenterden - Highbury Hall youth sessions

Tenterden - Skate Project (Mon)
Ashford Stanhope - Girls netball
Ashford John Wallis - Boxing
Ashford John Wallis - Tennis
Ashford John Wallis - Basketball

Ashford John Wallis - British Sign Language

G I NG NG NG N N IS e

Detached community work - Bockhanger and McDonalds

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“There is a lot of people here that will suffer if you stop these activities. youths will end up
bored and getting into trouble instead.”

“It's one thing my vulnerable autistic child has been able to do with no financial burden on
us and she's made welcome , taught new skills and socialising with mix of ages . The
volunteers and staff are so great and supportive of us and her.”

“This would majorly impact on my son’s health and wellbeing he attend clubs after school
to help him stay regulated , socialisation and support for us a as parents to have time to do
things for our mental health as looking after a young person with disabilities is very
stressful and can for us change daily family dynamics if we have our own space to relax.”
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Engagement exercises at the Ashford Youth Hub

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Ashford Youth
Hub. It is estimated that 24 young people aged 12-16 took part in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access safe spaces to talk to others / peers /
staff, somewhere they can have a break from home / school life, the opportunity to socialise
and meet others, the opportunity to learn new things, access outdoor activities as well as food
and drink.

e Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in buildings
as they prefer the environment it offers, feel more comfortable talking face to face and its away
from home.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - CANTERBURY SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Canterbury.

83 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
Impact by the proposals for the Canterbury district. 40 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Canterbury district, as
follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Canterbury
district - activity provider: The Canterbury Academy Base: all answering (40), consultees had
the option to select more than one response

Number of
consultees
answering

Pyxis (Sun and Mon) 17
Spring Lane - Youth club (Tues, Wed and Thurs) 13
Riverside - Youth sessions (Wed) 12
Canterbury bike project (not solely funded by KCC, so may not be impacted) 10
Riverside - Neuro diverse group (Thurs) 9
Detached community work - City Centre, Sturry Road, Wincheap, Thannington,

Hales place and Westgate (Thurs - rotates around various locations) 9
Riverside - Volunteer group (Tues) 7

The top five themes reported in terms of impact can be found below (reported for response
samples over n=30):

% of
consultees
answering

Miss out on socialising / mixing / being independent / building confidence / 560
making friends ’
Need these services / activities / don’t cut them 36%
Rely on these services / valued / much needed 39%
Affect mental health / wellbeing / cause anxiety / isolation / activities help 390
alleviate these issues 0
Affect those with SEN / SEND / neuro divergent / autism 28%

Page 247
41



Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“It would make a massive impact on my children’s lives as they really enjoying coming to
the centre, making new friends whether it would be via the youth club, cafe, or just simply
meeting in the park outside of the centre, they also enjoy coming down for the local bingo
and have a fun enjoyable night. | think if the centre was to shut there would be an even
higher anti-social rate on the estate as this centre really does keep our children safe and
out of trouble. The ladies here are absolutely amazing and we are very grateful the each and
every one of them.”

“For my son access to this service has been of paramount importance to his emotional
wellbeing and at times safety. The staff have supported him during some particular
challenging times and have been a consistent place for him. He is currently experiencing
significant health problems at the moment and the support works have been amazing and
have help bring some ‘normality’ to what is a a very difficult time for my son. Riverside
Youth Club is a vital resource for the children in Canterbury- there very few places for
young people to spend their time - the alternative being local parks and town centre with
exposes these children to risk of harm, exploitation and to be frank at times a nuisance to
the public. From my son: “If the youth club closed | would be sad as the worker has
supported me loads especially now that that I’m not well. | really like going and it gives me
somewhere to go and have fun. There’s nowhere else to go more so for me as I’'m in my
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wheelchair”.

“The activities provided by Pyxis and Shepway Autism Support Group are the highlights of
our son’s week. Withdrawal of these services would act to isolate him at home and remove
him from his groups of friends. These activities have been key in improving his social
interactions and communication. These 2 activities are the only ones in the area that cater
for young people aged between 18 and 25 with autism. There is no other provision either
from KCC or other providers. It would have to be replaced by KCC themselves, and the
trained and skilled individuals currently providing the activities may well have obtained
other employment after being let go by the current organisations, and so be unavailable
requiring additional time and cost in replacing them.”

“Pyxis is the only organisation we have used (and we have tried many services) that
actually makes a real difference and lasting impact on the lives on young autistic people.
My middle child found it to be the only place that they enjoyed being each week and the
only place they could 'be themself'. Their mental health was seriously deteriorating and
attending this youth club not only gave them hope that there were actually people who
understood them and listened to them, in a way that school staff, SENCO's and CYPMHS
didn't, but it also gave them some time to have fun and meet like-minded people. My
youngest child had been fully out of education for 2 years, had refused to see anyone or
attend any appointments, and had no social interaction whatsoever. But after getting to
know the people at Pyxis, she has regained her interest in life and has been attending their
social group every week since. This has also led to her now agreeing to attend school.
Pyxis fully 'get’ these children and can reach them in a way Early Help, SENCO's, CYPMHS
etc can't. They genuinely do make a big, long-lasting impact on autistic young people's
lives and enable them to value themselves and become productive members of our local
community. The cost of running this organisation is miniscule in comparison to the costs
on our local community, longer term, of not running it.”
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“l have autism and attend SASG in Hythe and Pyxis in Canterbury. | like being with my
friends and communicating with them. Seeing them face to face is most important because
it means a lot to me and is much better than virtual meetings. If | didn’t have the youth
clubs, 'would never attend them at all and my life would be much worse. | would be lonely
and sad if | could not see my friends.”

“l have only attended pyxis for a short time having been on a waiting list. It has given me
the chance to socialize with people who are like me and do not judge me. | have ASD and
ADHD and have some mental health issues due to being bullied at school. Pyxis is the only
place that | feel safe and | can be myself. If | could no longer attend then | would go back to
having nothing to look forward to each week and would lose the chance to make friends
and feel like for that hour each week | fit in somewhere. People who have no interaction
with people with SEN needs are not able to understand the constant struggle for us to feel
accepted, to fit in, and to feel safe. We often mask how we are really feeling and keeping
that mask on is exhausting. Services like Pyxis give us the chance to be who we really are
even just for a short while. Their waiting list length is testimony to how much this service is
wanted.”

“l really appreciate the guidance and support that | personally receive from the staff at my
local centre and the youth club is fantastic so | really hope that it doesn't close down as
they provide such great activities. If my local centre closed down then my 10 year old
daughter would no longer have a youth club to go to and I'm not able to send her
somewhere else as | can't afford it. Plus a community centre can help the neighbourhood
by simply bringing local people together to mingle social instead of all the local people
becoming distant with each other like total strangers.”

“It would make a massive impact on my children’s lives as they really enjoying coming to
the centre, making new friends whether it would be via the youth club, cafe, or just simply
meeting in the park outside of the centre, they also enjoy coming down for the local bingo
and have a fun enjoyable night. | think if the centre was to shut there would be an even
higher anti-social rate on the estate as this centre really does keep our children safe and
out of trouble. The ladies here are absolutely amazing and we are very grateful the each and
every one of them.”

“My daughter would be bereft. She has built so much confidence and independence from
this club. She does not go to any other sessions like it or on her own. Please do not stop
it.”

Engagement exercises at the Canterbury Academy Youth Hub / Whitstable Youth Centre /
Hersdon Youth Group

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Canterbury
Academy Youth Hub / Whitstable Youth Centre / Hersdon Youth Group. It is estimated that 42
young people aged 12 and over took part in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access safe spaces to talk to others / peers /
staff, somewhere they can have a break from home / school life, the opportunity to socialise
and meet others, the opportunity to learn new things and access outdoor.
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Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in buildings
as they prefer the environment it offers, feel more comfortable talking face to face and its away
from home. Some indicated that online access may be preferred by those who suffer with
anxiety.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - DARTFORD SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Dartford, and user feedback received via video.

36 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Dartford district. 10 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Dartford district, as
follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Dartford
district - activity provider: Play Place Base: all answering (11), consultees had the option to
select more than one response

Number of

consultees
answering

Stone Pavilion - Junior and Senior youth club (Fri) 8

Stone Recreation Ground - Juniors (Thurs)

Temple Hill - Playground — Mixed age

Knockhall - Greenhithe Community Centre - Junior club (Thurs)

Stone - Stone Baptist Church - Junior and Seniors youth clubs (Weds)

Homework Heroes - Seniors (Weds and Thurs)

Bean - Recreation Ground - Juniors (Tues)
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Darenth - Hillrise Park - Seniors (Tues)

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“Stopping these activities would impact me and my family greatly. The temple hill sessions
in particular helped me get out of the house post natally and made a huge positive impact
on my mental health and wellbeing as a parent. They helped me and my daughter make new
friends and have significantly improved her social skills and development. They remain one
of the highlights of our week.”

“Taking these services away will have a huge impact to local areas and the youth. They are
vital and should not be removed.”

“They shouldn't be cut because they are a lifeline and extra support to families.”

“I have a teenager and | think to have the youth centres is somewhere safe for them to go,
obviously there a lot of trouble outside in parks etc it’s good that they can go out, be with
their friends without their parents responsibilities.”
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Play Place also conducted a separate survey with parents and young people. The key findings of
this survey can be found below (the charts and visuals for this survey can be found in the
Appendix of this report):

e 244 out of 245 enjoyed the session they took part in.
e 198 out of 243 have tried a new activity.
e 143 out of 243 have made friends.

e The average rating for whether Play Place activities have improved how they feel
emotionally is 8.59 out of 10.

e When asked openly what should be available for young people in the community, 64
mentioned activities.

e 162 indicated they would prefer to access services and support face to face in the
community and 39 indicated they would prefer to access services and support face to face
in a building. 44 indicated they would prefer to access services and support online. Being
easy was the most common reason given for the preference stated.

e When asked openly about how not having youth activities such as those they have used will
affect them, 40 indicated they would feel sad.

Engagement exercises at Dartford Youth Hub /local outreach sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Dartford Youth
Hub / local outreach sessions. It is estimated that 57 young people aged 9 and over took part
in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access activities / sports / music / computer
games, the opportunity to socialise and meet others, the opportunity to learn new things,
homework support, access to safe places, sign posting to support, food and drink, services for
non-verbal autistic people, more quieter areas/zones, workshops on knife crime, stalking,
bullying and activities for young children and special needs children.

e Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in a Hub or
van as they prefer the environment it offers and feel more comfortable talking face to face.
Some suggested they would prefer online access for awareness support, mental health
support and job searching.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - DOVER SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Dover.

56 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Dover district. 16 of these consultees noted that they, or someone
in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Dover district, as follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Dover district
- activity provider: Pie Factory Base: all answering (16), consultees had the option to select
more than one response

Number of
consultees
answering

Linwood - Youth Hub session (Thurs) 13
Aylesham - Junior youth club, Senior youth club (Tues) 5
Biggin Hall - Youth session (Wed) 5
Astor School - Youth session (Thurs) 5

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“It will take away the only accessible hub that my son can reach independently. With a lack
of proper rural public transport, kids will end up even more isolated than they already are or
will end up joining tribes that don’t necessarily achieve anything good.”

“Stopping these activities will leave the young people with no spaces to call their own and
will also have the risk of putting hard working youth works out of jobs.”

“This is the only safe place for young people to go to. It is a place they can go for advice,
safety, meet and see friends and if it was to stop it would have a huge negative impact on
the young people in this area. The work they do is so valuable and needed. | fear that there
would be such a negative reaction and effect on young people if this was taken away/
activities stopped.”

Engagement exercises at Linwood Youth Hub /local outreach sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Linwood Youth
Hub / local outreach sessions. It is estimated that 34 young people aged 11 and over took part
in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access to safe / trusted private places for
advisory support / counselling, signposting for other support needs, places where they can be
surrounded by peers / not judged / spend time_away from home / prevent them being outside,
activities / hobbies to keep them occupig(?gSC%g’s sports, dance, music and arts and crafts.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - FOLKESTONE AND HYTHE SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured

in the consultation document based in Folkestone and Hythe.

110 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would

be impact by the proposals for the Folkestone & Hythe district. 54 of these consultees noted that
they, or someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Folkestone &
Hythe district, as follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Folkestone
and Hythe district - activity provider Base: all answering (54), consultees had the option to
select more than one response

Number of
consuhges
answering

D of E (Duke of Edinburgh) Awards 23
Hythe - Youth Centre - Senior club (Weds) 22
Hythe - Youth Centre - Juniors (Mon) 19
Hythe - Shepway Autism Support Group - All age (Fri) 18
Hythe - Youth Centre - Junior club (Fri) 17
Safety in Action - Local Schools - District wide 12
New Romney - Phase 2 - Junior and Senior club (Thurs) 7
Residential Junior and Senior Leaders courses 5

The top five themes reported in terms of impact can be found below (reported for response
samples over n=30):

% of
consultees
answering

Miss out on socialising / mixing / being independent / building confidence / 500
making friends ’
Detrimental to children / young people / negative impact 30%
Affect mental health / wellbeing / cause anxiety / isolation / activities help 30%
alleviate these issues °
Need these services / activities / don’t cut them 27%
Rely on these services / valued / much needed 23%
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Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:
“Such a shame other people’s children will not have the same opportunities as mine had.”

“Both my children attended and have done since they were 8, they are now 12 Hythe youth
centre has been an important part of their education their social learning and their positive
development the club they attend is highly popular and attended with over 100 young
people attending each week also what about the SEND group who attend your never
picking those up What are you putting in its place once you have closed this club and don’t
tell me you’re going to deliver street based work as this will never, yes never reach the
community and the young people who attend the youth centre you be lucky to reach 5%
what happens to the closure of Hythe means a rise in mental health arise of health issues
related to lack of physical activity a rise anti-social behaviour the lack of voice and being
listened to the lack of being part of something and belonging the breakdown of a
community of which you KCC have created you will not get that back instead you intend to
train volunteers to possible support this community and "hope" it works and trying to deal
with the aftermath when if it hadn’t been created would not be there you will be dealing
with high levels of youth ASB when there was very little or none in the first place using
police and agencies at more expense when it was created again in the first place.”

“This service is for a very vulnerable group of young people who already have limited
options in this area.”

“These services are essential for providing young people with a safe and supportive space
to learn, grow, and develop. They offer a variety of activities and programs that help young
people to stay safe, healthy, and engaged. The closure of these services would have a
devastating impact on young people in Hythe. It would leave them with nowhere to go after
school or on weekends. It would also make it more difficult for them to stay safe and
healthy. In addition, the closure of these services would have a negative impact on the
community as a whole. It would make Hythe a less attractive place to live and work. It would
also increase the risk of crime and anti-social behaviour.”

“This would stop my children from interacting in a safe environment. These clubs have
been an essential part of my children going back into safe social environments after their
experience of lockdown. My children both suffered high levels of anxiety post lockdown
and these clubs have been a lifeline to getting them out and being with people of their own
age in a safe environment. If these clubs are removed it will have a detrimental effect on
their social & communication skills. It would be shameful to remove the opportunities that
these clubs deliver.”

“Stopping an autism support group is utterly ridiculous, these children struggle so much,
the parents are often isolated and have nowhere to turn to with others that understand the
day to day struggle. Utterly ridiculous cutting this service once again people with additional
needs and those that care for them are being used to save money.”

“Both my teenage daughters currently attend Hythe youth club seniors (Wednesdays) and
have loved it. We only moved to Hythe last year and they have made a group of friends
there. My eldest daughter (14) was homeschooled for a year and the youth club was the
only time she socialised with other children her own age/similar ages. If the youth club was
to close I think it would cause more teenage children to have nothing better to do but hang
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around probably causing trouble in some kind of way. The youth centre gives children a
safe place to be with plenty of different activities available to keep them entertained.”

“l don't want to lose this place it makes me feel confident and being me. It feels safe.”

“Youth club is a safe space for me. I've learned a lot of life skills here. It's part of my weekly

routine and it brings joy to my life.”

Engagement exercises in Lydd and local outreach sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place in Lydd and local

outreach sessions. It is estimated that 28 young people aged 10 and over took part in these

discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access to safe / trusted private places for

advisory support / counselling, PHSE support, places where they can be surrounded by peers

/ not judged by others / spend time away from home, indoor and outdoor sports activities,

sensory rooms, music and gaming. They would also like the opportunity to socialise and meet

others and the opportunity to learn new things (e.g. cookery, managing money).

e Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in person
they prefer the environment it offers and feel more comfortable talking face to face (they feel

it's more personal, they can read body language / build relationships). However, some
commented that people with anxiety may prefer online support.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - GRAVESHAM SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Gravesham.

33 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Gravesham district. 11 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Gravesham district, as
follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Gravesham
district - activity provider: The Grand Base: all answering (11), consultees had the option to
select more than one response

Number of

consultees
answering

7

Gravesend - GYG Committee (Thurs)
Gravesend - GYG Glam (Tues and Wed)
Gravesend - Higham Youth Club (Wed)
Gravesend - Youth Job Club (Mon)
Gravesend - GYG Performers (Wed)
Cobham Youth Club (Fri)

Gravesend - GYG Gone Wild (Mon)

Gravesend - Active Listening Service
Gravesend - Mini GYGers (Tues)
Gravesend - GYG Creative (Wed)

Wiw| b oojoaaja o | O

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“My child loves meeting people his own age. | cannot afford to pay out for expensive days
out or clubs. I like to know he is in an environment which is safe where he can meet mates.
He's not on the streets getting enticed into a street gang.”

“Since taking part in these activities my daughter’s confidence has grown so much. She is
now opening up to other possibilities she could do in the further with her school and
career. She has made new friends and encouraged her to part in events she wouldn’t
normally do. The support from the staff and her peers amazing. She would not have
experienced this if it wasn’t for GYG.”
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Engagement exercises at the Gravesham Youth event / Northfleet Youth Centre / local
sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place in Gravesham Youth
event / Northfleet Youth Centre / local outreach sessions. It is estimated that 56 young people
took part in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access places where they can be surrounded
by peers / not judged by others / spend time away from home, access support workshops,
indoor and outdoor sports activities, music, gaming and get access to food and drink. They
would also like the opportunity to socialise (including SEN and accessibility groups), meet
others and the opportunity to learn new things (e.g. cookery, life skills).

e Concerns were raised as to whether young people have been engaged fully with the
consultation process and whether any special measures were put in place to ensure their
feedback is captured.

Page 258
52



YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - MAIDSTONE SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Maidstone, and user feedback collected in support group
sessions.

69 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Maidstone district. 28 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Maidstone district, as
follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Maidstone
district - activity provider: Salus Base: all answering (28), consultees had the option to select
more than one response

Number of

consultees
answering

Shepway - Youth and Community Centre - Junior club and Senior youth 14
club (Tues)

Shepway - Youth and Community Centre - Junior club and Senior club - 14
(Fri)

Shepway - Youth and Community Centre - Small group work sessions 12
Parkwood - Youth Centre - Junior club and Senior club (Thurs) 10
Sutton Valence - Village Hall - Junior youth club (Mon) 9
Shepway - Youth and Community Centre - Olympia Boxing (Fri) 6
Shepway - Youth and Community Centre - One to one sessions 6
Signs of Safety - District wide annual activity to focus on transition from 6
Primary to Secondary education

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“These proposals will have a profound impact on my granddaughter who has SEND it is
also the only break my daughter gets from looking after her. We need to increase activities
and respite for SEND families.”

“Me and many others will lose a place where we can do fun activities and have an escape.”

“My children would become depressed. | wouldn’t know where they are if no space for them
to go with their friends. Crime rates will rise.”

“l am concerned that if funding is stopped for current youth services, that the new services
by KCC won’t be as good or as frequent.”

“A lot of the children and young adults that attend are very dependent on the club for the
space to socialise and learn new skills tH229@292Ip them develop in later life. The
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possibility of perhaps losing that for them would be significant damage to their
development so it’s really important that it stays available to the people of the area.”

“Youth club means so much to me because | have made a lot of friends and it takes all my
problems away. When | feel down all the time and it gets me away from everything.
However | have built a lot of confidence and it makes me feel more like myself.”

Engagement exercises at Shepway Youth Hub

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place in Lydd and local
outreach sessions. It is estimated that 52 young people aged 8 and over took part in these
discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access to safe / trusted private places for
advisory support / counselling, PHSE support, places where they can be surrounded by peers
/ not judged by others / spend time away from home, indoor and outdoor sports activities,
sensory rooms, music and gaming. They would also like the opportunity to socialise and meet
others and the opportunity to learn new things (e.g. cookery, managing money).

e Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in person
they prefer the environment it offers and feel more comfortable talking face to face (they feel
it's more personal, they can read body language / build relationships). However, some
commented that people with anxiety may prefer online support.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - SEVENOAKS SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Sevenoaks.

46 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
Impact by the proposals for the Sevenoaks district. 15 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Sevenoaks district.

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Sevenoaks
district - activity provider: West Kent Extra Base: all answering (15), consultees had the
option to select more than one response

Number of

consultees
answering

7

Sevenoaks - The Hope Church, Youth Group (Tues)
Edenbridge - House (Tues, Wed and Fri)

Edenbridge - Eden Centre youth group

Edenbridge - Olympia Boxing (Thurs)

Edenbridge - 8-12s session

Swanley - The Junction, St Marys Road Youth Group (Fri)

Swanley - The Junction, Nurture group (Tues)

Edenbridge - Nurture group (Thurs)

Westerham - Youth session (Fri)

Westerham - Olympia Boxing (Wed)

West Kingsdown - Youth group (Wed)

RPlRr|lw|dMdMBdloOo|lolo]|~

Dunton Green Pavilion - (Mon)

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“They make a difference to our society as a whole. These clubs provide safe spaces and
prevent youths from getting into undesirable situations. They are sometimes the only place
for them to go when things are bad at home AND school. The clubs keep teens off the
streets and away from a life of crime. Parenting services, coaching etc are available
everywhere, including programs supplied by schools and doctors.”

“The children enjoy these clubs, it gives them a chance to make positive relationships and
steer away from peers who could lead them astray, it also gives them a safe space.”

“Myself and my very close friends have children accessing these services- it is disgraceful
that you are even seriously considering cutting the funds for them. They are vital and safe
hubs for our children, it is an investmentﬁggtleqt-ﬁﬁ'éiuture and the future of the community.”
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“I think there will be more anti-social behaviours in the community if the youth doesn’t have
a safe space to socialise. In these youth groups, it’s a great opportunity for the youth to
have positive influence from adults outside their homes. I think it would be a shame to

stop.”
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - SWALE SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Swale, and feedback received via video feedback from
service users.

70 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Swale district. 37 of these consultees noted that they, or someone
in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Swale district.

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Swale district
- activity provider: Southern Housing Base: all answering (37), consultees had the option to
select more than one response

Number of

consultees

answering
Swale — School work (various) 17
Faversham Baptist Church — 812 youth club (Thurs) 13
Sheerness Youth Centre — Youth club (Thurs) 12

Faversham Recreation Ground — Detached (Fri)
Faversham Baptist Church - Disability Youth Club (Mon)

Newington — Youth club (Tues)

Sheerness Healthy Living Centre — Absolute Arts youth club (Mon)

Sheerness County Youth Centre — Sheerness Seniors Youth Club (Tues)
Rushenden — Youth club (Wed)

Teynham — Detached provision (Thurs)

Thistle Hill - Detached provision (Wed)

R|lA|D|lOA|N|o|0]|©

The top five themes reported in terms of impact can be found below (reported for response
samples over n=30):

% of
consultees
answering

Miss out on socialising / mixing / being independent / building confidence / 49%
making friends °
Need these services / activities / don’t cut them 34%
Detrimental to children / young people / negative impact 31%
Rely on these services / valued / much needed 29%
Provide a safe place to go Page 263 23%
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Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“My children will have nowhere to go with a suitable environment to socialise. The other
options are paid clubs (football, tennis, dance etc), all of which are not for socialising. This
will inevitably result in my children, and many others choosing other places in the town to
hang out (as its not cool to stay at a parents house all day). The impact these clubs have in
the local area has clearly been overlooked. I'm so disgusted with these proposals.”

“You can't cut these services that are needed for youths and families. they need support
and safe places to go. this affects every aspect of life if you cut these services, crime,
health, mental health, school and housing it affects everywhere and everyone.”

“A lot of people rely heavily on these places some children | know don't go out unless to
youth club as the streets are no longer safe the youth clubs here are the only thing left fun
for the children to do and for the parents to know the kids are still safe it's not
discriminative and all children get along make friends and are happy there also very sad
that there lifelines and friendship groups even their routines will be put out of the window,
have you thought about the effect on these children? Cutting funding for something so
important is just ridiculous and very selfish.”

“My son is home schooled and this provides him with a way to socialise with his peersin a
natural, safe and free environment. We cannot afford to send him to paid for clubs, so this
would take away a big part of socialising.”

“My neurodivergent young person would be devastated. Two youth groups which are the
highlight of his week. He struggles to socialise & make friends, these two groups have been
a lifeline to him. They have provided a safe and welcoming space for my young person to
learn and build his socialisation skills, which in turn has helped build his self-esteem. The
environment and the staff provide a first class setting for those who struggle with neuro-
typical life. As a parent who has searched long and hard for local groups for my son to
attend, | will be sad to see the groups disappear and even sadder to watch my son withdraw
from society once again.”

“Youth clubs are a safe place for children in a world which is filled with poverty,, violence,
drug and alcohol abuse. They provide vital childcare for some families especially in the
current economic crisis. To take these provisions away puts vulnerable young people at
risk. There is very little available to children today, after 12 years children are no longer
allowed to hang out in playgrounds, there is nothing for the youth of today and boredom
can lead to antisocial behaviour which is rife in the area. We want children to thrive and go
on to be the best they can be.”

“Playing with my friends. It boosts some people’s confidence and it helps you make new
friends.”

“l don’t want youth club to stop because youth club is a place for children to come and be
themselves and make friends.”

“I don’t think youth club should be closing because | believe it’s a place where young

adults and kids of most ages can come together and relate as a group of people.”
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Engagement exercises at Swale Youth Hub / Youth Zone / local outreach sessions

As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Swale Youth Hub /
Youth Zone / local outreach sessions. It is estimated that 23 young people aged 8 and over
took part in these discussions.

Young people commented that they would like to access to safe / trusted private places for
advisory support / counselling, places to eat, activities such as swimming, indoor and outdoor
games, arts and crafts, board games and gaming. They would also like the opportunity to
socialise and meet others, the opportunity to learn new things (e.g. cookery, practical skills,
independent living, self defence, music) and day trips.

Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in a Hub as
they prefer the environment it offers and feel more comfortable talking face to face (they feel
it's more personal). They also want to be able to meet with their friends face to face in a social
but controlled environment. Some suggested that online support could be provided as an
option for counselling support and education plans / revision support.
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - THANET SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Thanet.

148 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would
be impact by the proposals for the Thanet district. 90 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Thanet district, as
follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Thanet
district - activity provider: Pie Factory Base: all answering (90), consultees had the option to
select more than one response

Number of
consultees
answering

The Pavilion Youth & Community Café - Youth café sessions (Tues,

. 56
Thurs and Fri)
Parent and Child group (Wed, all age) 42
Ramsgate Youth Centre - Band Room (Tues) 37
Ramsgate Youth Centre - The Live Room (Mon) 33
Ramsgate Youth Centre - ACT! Youth Volunteer Group (Tues) 32
Ramsgate Youth Centre - Bike Project (Mon) 31
Ramsgate Youth Centre - Junior youth club (Thurs) 29
Ramsgate Youth Centre - Open Arms (Fri) 24
Detached Community work - Streets based in Ramsgate (Fri) 20
Ramsgate Youth Centre - Band Room (Wed) 0

The top five themes reported in terms of impact can be found below (reported for response
samples over n=30):

% of
consultees
answering

Miss out on socialising / mixing / being independent / building confidence / 40%
making friends °
Need these services / activities / don’t cut them 39%
Detrimental to children / young people / negative impact 33%
Services / activities provide support / information / will miss out on these 33%
Rely on these services / valued / much negggd 266 27%
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Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“This would be an absolute shame to cut these services for young people. They are well
used and as we know there is a lack of provision for the age groups that utilise these
services. There are many families in Broadstairs (despite the view it is a very affluent area)
that are unable to afford activities that are provided by these groups! The Pavilion youth
group is situated very near a housing estate where many of these lower income families
live. There is little available locally for the kids if this place is closed and it also serves as
an important hub for families to signpost other services.”

“Devastating, and a huge loss to the community. Young people in areas other than Margate
will not be able to access the Quarterdeck hub due to transport, finance, volume of people,
and lack of open access youth provision at Quarterdeck. There is a huge need for local
provision, which has been demonstrated for many years.”

“l absolutely love going to this group since | moved to Broadstairs after leaving an abusive
relationship with my child. They have helped me so much and so have the other families
I’'ve met we have areal support between us and we care about each other. Please do not
stop this group it keeps me going.”

“They provide a safe and nurturing place for my family and I. My children can access fruit
here which | can’t afford to buy. They run so many activities for families and children of all
ages and is the only support we get for my transgender teen.”

“This will significantly impact the progress my daughter has made since attending Pie
Factory. There has been a huge increase in her confidence, ability to engage with others,
self-belief and esteem. Pie Factory has given her a purpose and a goal to work towards as it
has shown her that she could be a youth worker like the people who currently support her.
The proposal to stop these activities will remove the option for a safe space to engage in
inclusive social circles for young people who are discovering who they are and accepted
and encouraged to be themselves. | believe this will result in isolation for these young
people and potentially a withdrawal from society because they don’t feel safe to be
themselves.”

“It would be devastating. | don't drive and find public transport incredibly stressful and
triggers my anxiety. This is the only place | can take my kids and feel relaxed. It's the only
place I've ever been able to make other mum friends and the kids have been able to make
friends too.”

“Our children would be bereft of things that keep them busy and motivate them to stay
positive and keeps them out of trouble. They have positive role models here and interact
with other kids who are trying to find their way in life in a positive manner. Without these
activities | fear they will end up hanging around on the streets and getting into trouble and
becoming horrible adults.”

“My daughter is 17, autistic, has anxiety and has not attended school for almost a year.
During her GCSE year she found The Pavilion Youth and Community Cafe an invaluable
escape, as do so many others. Most youth groups charge membership fees, and so many
parents are not on a position to fund this. The Pavilion also offers additional qualifications
and experiences to young people who would normally be excluded due to lack of funds.”
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“It would cut the young people | know off from so much support and trusted relationships
leaving them adrift with no reliable, known or trusted support workers. | have used these
services myself and their specialist offerings helped me discover skills and opportunities |
would not have had otherwise.”

Engagement exercises at Quarterdeck Youth Hub /local outreach sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Quarterdeck Youth
Hub / local outreach sessions. It is estimated that 98 young people aged 11 and over took part
in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access to safe / trusted private places for
advisory support / counselling / educational development / mental health, food support, PHSE
support / advice, contraceptive / drug / alcohol advice and employment advice. They would
also like the opportunity to socialise and meet others, the opportunity to learn new things (e.g.
cookery, sport, gaming, textiles, music) and day trips.

e Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in a Hub as
they prefer the environment it offers and feel more comfortable talking face to face (they feel
more listened to / can read body language). They also want to be able to meet with their
friends face to face in a social but controlled environment. Some also suggested that their
parents would not support online access / have safety concerns with accessing content online
and that online isn’t as engaging as speaking to support staff face to face and can be
frustrating to use. Some comment on experiences of having to use online support during the
pandemic and that they didn’t like this.

Engagement exercises at local sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place via local outreach
sessions. It is estimated that 15 young people took part in these discussions. Some example
verbatim comments from these young people can be found below:

“I’'ve been coming to pie factory for 4 years, | remember first feeling like | didn’t fit in here,
and now every time | come here it's loud and | like it.”

“If | hadn’t of come here 9 years ago when i first started coming here and spoke to the staff
here about what was happening at home | would still be in a toxic and abusive household
so here actually got me out of that environment as they flagged to social services which
then helped me getting the help | needed. When | came back after the gap and where | was
struggling this place gave me the mindset of “if you think you are going to fail and you
can’t keep going, there are places that can keep your guard up, you gotta keep going on” if
it weren't for places like here who’s going to provide that.”

“I have seen other people in this room, when they first get here they are very down very
low, and then as it’s come to this point they are more alive and more social than they were
before. | think the pie factory has given people a positive influence in their life.”
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“l don’t think this is right, this is our home you can’t take away from us, most of us need
this place in a nice way you can’t just get rid of it. Even if it is a couple of sessions some of
us need that you can’t just get rid of it because they don't want to give you some money,
even if it’s not a lot it still helps. “What other space do you have” There isn’t there nothing,
we would all just be at home doing nothing, we need to go out and do stuff, | have been
able to do stuff I never thought I would here.”

“When | first came here | was in the worst place you could be in as a person. But | have met
friends who are now my family they are better my family, | have adults who have actually
show me that it's worth living, | don’t want any other young person to miss out on
something like this, because | know first hand I’ve got mates | have brought here because
of how bad they were and people have helped them out so much.”
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - TONBRIDGE AND MALLING SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Tonbridge & Malling.

56 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Tonbridge and Malling district. 22 of these consultees noted that
they, or someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Tonbridge &
Malling district, as follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Tonbridge
and Malling district - activity provider: Salus Base: all answering (22), consultees had the
option to select more than one response

Number of

consultees

answering
Snodland - Junior youth club and Senior youth club (Wed) 12
East Malling / Larkfield - Junior youth club and Senior youth club (Thurs) 10
Ditton - Junior youth club and Senior youth club (Mon) 7

Signs of Safety - District wide annual activity to focus on transition from
Primary to Secondary education 7

Detached sessions in Larkfield — Larkfield skate park and other locations
when required 4

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“Leaves a huge gap for children and young people in the communities. not having youth
clubs will be disastrous. Children rely on these support services to gain self-esteem and
growth - to support them to be more rounded individuals and gets them off the street when
home may not be so available.”

“It would be very, very upsetting. My child struggles emotionally and joining clubs like
these has helped him to build relations, to make friends and to do something which is fun.
The proposal to stop these activities will impact on our children's wellbeing, they already
go through challenges and difficulties. It would be very disappointing . The system in
general is falling apart, with delays on NHS waiting list, these activities compensate the
lack of support children received. So please, KCC, on behalf of all the parents and children
who struggle, make an effort and think about us.”

“The cessation of youth services would impact enormously, the lure of joining gangs is too
strong youngsters need good role models.”

“These services can be a lifeline for families. They day trips are great for my teenage
children because it gives them a break for a younger child (sibling) that has additional
needs. it gives one of my son’s essential communication skills due to being removed from
a special school. These services are ver§@8fhadffant to our family and it would be awful if
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this service/help to families stopped. I've had support at home and it was so helpful.
Parents already feel like they are not listened to so stopping certain services will have a
major impact on families.”
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YOUTH SERVICES IMPACT - TUNBRIDGE WELLS SUMMARY

The detail below summarises impact feedback from consultees about the youth services featured
in the consultation document based in Tunbridge Wells.

52 consultees selected on the online form that they wanted to see the list of activities that would be
impact by the proposals for the Tunbridge Wells district. 18 of these consultees noted that they, or
someone in their household, takes part in one of the listed activities for the Tunbridge Wells
district, as follows:

Which of these activities do you or someone in your household take part in? Tonbridge
and Malling district - activity provider: Salus Base: all answering (18), consultees had the
option to select more than one response

Number of
consultees
answering

Safety in Action - annual activity for year 6 students to focus on the 10
transition from primary to secondary school

Paddock Wood - Junior youth club and outreach (Mon) 7
Rusthall - Detached sessions (Tues) 7
Sherwood - Detached sessions 7
Langton Green - youth club (Tues) 5
Cranbrook - Junior and Senior mixed youth club and outreach (Thurs) 3

Some example verbatims put forward can be found below:

“There is a need for youth work in Rusthall and Langton - my understanding was that both
the Salus sessions in Rusthall and Langton had ended due to a lack of staff, but I've been
talking to them about starting them again, because | know there is nothing for the 9-13 age
range to do during school holidays, and as a local councillor when | speak to residents the
need for youth work in the village is frequently mentioned.”

“Removing youth clubs or the funding for them without a precise and consistent plan or
provider in place will remove safe spaces for children and young people to go. It increases
the risk of exploitation, antisocial behaviour and crime in our communities.”

“Myself and my children would have no affordable places to go for my children to socialise
- this is a safe space where | can talk to other people in my area.”

“As a parent to two soon to be teenagers, one with ADHD, these services are paramount.
Teenagers with safe spaces to go and to be able to safely interact with children of similar
ages is important. Mental Health in young adults/teenagers need all the support they can
get. Especially with current waiting times in all services especially CAMHS.”
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Engagement exercises at Tunbridge Wells summer events / Youth Hub / local outreach
sessions

e As part of the consultation exercise, engagement discussions took place at Tunbridge Wells
summer events / Youth Hub / local outreach sessions. It is estimated that 18 young people
aged 8 and over took part in these discussions.

e Young people commented that they would like to access to safe / trusted private places for
advisory support / counselling, PHSE support, places where they can be surrounded by peers
/ not judged by others, indoor and outdoor sports activities, sensory rooms, music and gaming.
They would also like the opportunity to socialise and meet others and the opportunity to learn
new things (e.g. cookery).

e Young people indicated a preference to access services and support face to face in a Hub as
they prefer the environment it offers and feel more comfortable talking face to face (they feel
it's more personal, they feel supported and its safe). They also want to be able to meet with
their friends face to face in a social but controlled environment. Some suggested that online
support could be provided as an option for signposting information sources.
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EQUALITY ANALYSIS

RESIDENT FEEDBACK

e Consultees were asked to comment on the Equality Analysis put forward with the consultation

and if there was anything that should be considered relating to equality and diversity in their

own words.

e For the purpose of reporting, we have reviewed respondents’ comments and have grouped

common responses together into themes. These are reported in the table below. 19% of
consultees answering via the consultation questionnaire provided a comment at this question.

e A proportion of consultees indicated that specific populations would be impacted by the

proposals / not considered adequately, including:
o Young people (17%)
o SEN/SEND / autistic / ND (17%)
o Deprived / low income (14%)
o Disabled / impaired / learning disabilities (14%)
o Children (13%)

o Families / parents (12%)

We welcome your views on our equality analysis and if you think there is anything we

should consider relating to equality and diversity. Please add any comments

Base: all answering (169)

Number of

consultees
answering

% of
consultees
answering

Young people adversely affected / not considered adequately 29 17%
SEN / SEND / autistic / ND adversely affected / not considered
29 17%
adequately
Deprived / low income residents adversely affected / not
. 24 14%
considered adequately
Disabled / impaired / learning disabilities adversely affected / not
) 23 14%
considered adequately
Children adversely affected / not considered adequately 22 13%
Families / parents adversely affected / not considered adequately 21 12%
Criticism of consultation / questions about consultation /
. : 17 10%
suggestions about consultation
Services must be accessible / available Page 274 16 9%
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Number of % of

consultees consultees

answering answering
Services must be inclusive / cater to everyone / everyone treated 16 9%
equally
Non-users of technology / lack of access to technology / digital
) 14 8%

means adversely affected / not considered adequately
Access to transport / ability to travel adversely affected / not

: 11 7%
considered adequately
Those with mental health issues adversely affected / not

: 10 6%
considered adequately
LGBTQIA+ adversely affected / not considered adequately 6 4%
Equality analysis seems adequate 6 4%
Equality irrelevant to this 5 3%
Rural residents adversely affected / not considered adequately 3 2%
Vulnerable residents adversely affected / not considered 3 204
adequately
N/A / nothing to add / don’t know 18 11%
Comments unrelated to equality analysis 14 8%
Other 16 9%
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PROFESSIONALS / ORGANISATION FEEDBACK
CONSULTATION AWARENESS

e The most common means of finding out about the consultation is via an email from KCC (34%)
and at a KCC building (e.g. children’s centre, youth hub, library, Gateway) at 21%.

e Other modes of finding out about the consultation include the Kent.gov.uk website (9%), from a
friend or relative (7%) and KCC'’s staff intranet.

How did you find out about this consultation?
Base: all answering (260), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

An email from KCC 34%

At a KCC building (e.g. children's centre, youth hub,
library or Gateway)

Kent.gov.uk website

From a friend or relative
KCC's staff intranet
Facebook

District Council / Councillor
Local KCC County Councillor
Newspaper

Twitter

Poster / postcard

Somewhere else

SUPPORTING DATA Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering

An email from KCC 88 34%

At a KCC building (e.g. children’s centre, youth

0
hub, library or Gateway) 54 21%

Kent.gov.uk website Page 276 24 9%
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SUPPORTING DATA Number of consultees | % of consultees

answering answering
From a friend or relative 19 7%
KCC's staff intranet 19 7%
Facebook 12 5%
District Council / Councillor 7 3%
Local KCC County Councillor 5 2%
Newspaper 4 2%
Twitter 2 1%
Poster / postcard 1 0.4%
Somewhere else 55 21%
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PROFESSIONALS / ORGANISATION FEEDBACK
FAMILY HUB SERVICES

This section of the report summarises response to the questions posed surrounding the Family
Hub Services in the consultation, as reported by consultees.

ACCESS METHODS SUITABLE FOR SERVICES

e Consultees were asked to select the access methods they consider suitable for delivering the

pre-defined eleven services featured in the resident consultation questionnaire.

For each service below, please select the access methods you think are suitable. You can
select one, two or three options for each service?

Education for parents on child development

e The vast majority of consultees answering (96%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for education for parents on child development.

e Just under two thirds of consultees answering consider online services (68%) and virtual
services (69%) suitable for this service.

Base: all answering (257), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 96%

Online services (accessing information) 68%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live

chat online) 69%

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 246 96%

Online services (accessing information) 175 68%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 177 69%
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Activities for children aged 0-5

e The vast majority of consultees answering (99%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for activities for children aged 0-5.

e Just under a quarter of consultees answering consider online services (24%) suitable for this
service and 18% consider virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (255), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 99%

Online services (accessing information)

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live
chat online)

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 253 99%

Online services (accessing information) 61 24%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 47 18%

Activities for older children and young people

e The vast majority of consultees answering (97%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for activities for older children and young people.

e Around a half of consultees answering consider online services (47%) and virtual services
(51%) suitable for this service.

Base: all answering (260), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 97%

Online services (accessing information)

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live
chat online)
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SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees

consult(_ees answering
answering
Face to face (in person) 253 97%
Online services (accessing information) 122 47%
Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 132 51%

Information, advice and guidance about support services for children and young people
with Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND)

e The vast majority of consultees answering (93%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for information, advice and guidance about support services for children and young
people with Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND).

e Three quarters of consultees answering consider online services (75%) suitable for this service
and 67% consider virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (256), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 93%

Online services (accessing information) 75%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live

chat online) 67%

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 238 93%

Online services (accessing information) 192 75%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 171 67%
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Information and signposting to mental health services (children and adults)

e The majority of consultees answering (89%) consider face to face (in person) access to be
suitable for information and signposting to mental health services (children and adults).

e There is less of a distinction in suitability perceptions with 80% of consultees considering
online services suitable for this service and 70% considering virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (257), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 89%

Online services (accessing information) 80%
Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live

0,
chat online) 70%

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 228 89%

Online services (accessing information) 206 80%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 179 70%

Support for parents/carers of adolescents (teenagers)

e The vast majority of consultees answering (93%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for support for parents / carers of adolescents (teenagers).

e There is less of a distinction in suitability perceptions with 70% of consultees considering
online services suitable for this service and 75% considering virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (257), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 93%

Online services (accessing information)

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live
chat online)
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SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees

consult(_ees answering
answering
Face to face (in person) 238 93%
Online services (accessing information) 181 70%
Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 192 75%

Online safety for children and young people

e The majority of consultees answering (85%) consider face to face (in person) access to be
suitable for online safety for children and young people.

e There is less of a distinction in suitability perceptions with 72% of consultees considering
online services suitable for this service and 69% considering virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (254), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 85%

Online services (accessing information)

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live
chat online)

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 217 85%

Online services (accessing information) 184 72%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 174 69%
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Support for young people with substance misuse (alcohol/drugs)

e The vast majority of consultees answering (98%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for support for young people with substance misuse (alcohol / drugs).

e 59% of consultees answering consider online services suitable for this service and 59%
consider virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (256), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 98%

Online services (accessing information)

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live
chat online)

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 252 98%

Online services (accessing information) 151 59%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 151 59%

Domestic abuse support

e The vast majority of consultees answering (98%) consider face to face (in person) access to
be suitable for domestic abuse support.

e 70% of consultees answering consider online services suitable for this service and 64%
consider virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (258), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 98%

Online services (accessing information)

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live
chat online)
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SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees

consult(_ees answering
answering
Face to face (in person) 252 98%
Online services (accessing information) 181 70%
Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 165 64%

Debt and welfare advice

e The majority of consultees answering (87%) consider face to face (in person) access to be
suitable for domestic abuse support.

e There is less of a distinction in suitability perceptions with 77% of consultees considering
online services suitable for this service and 75% considering virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (255), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 87%

Online services (accessing information) 77%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live

0
chat online) 5%

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 221 87%

Online services (accessing information) 195 7%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 189 75%
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Signposting to information to support separating and separated parents
e Perceptions are broadly similar in the context of signposting to information to support

separating and separated parents with 82% considering face to face access suitable, 84%
considering online services suitable and 72% considering virtual services suitable.

Base: all answering (255), consultees had the option to select more than one response.

Face to face (in person) 82%

Online services (accessing information) 84%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live

chat online) 72%

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Face to face (in person) 210 82%

Online services (accessing information) 213 84%

Virtual services (e.g. groups, courses, live chat online) 184 72%

ADDITIONAL SUGGESTIONS FOR FAMILY HUB NETWORK SERVICES

Consultees were asked to indicate whether there was anything else they thought should be
available for children, families and young people through the Family Hub network in Kent. 54% of
consultees answered this question and provided a comment.

Example verbatim comments shown below highlight the key themes expressed:

Youth / adolescent service provision and targeting of where this is needed to achieve impact:

“Youth clubs, face to face interaction on a weekly basis with the young people and
struggling families. Face to face classes and delivery of clubs and respite.”

“Youth clubs are needed for teenagers to have their own safe non-judgemental space. 10
years ago most youth centres were closed in Kent, youth violence and anti-social
behaviour increased thus will happen again if they are not given their own space. | believe
that many will not go to a family hub.”

“Detached youth services and the targeted use of youth clubs and support work to support

vulnerable in children in areas of high need and/or where there is a measurable community
impaCt.” Page 285
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“Street-based youth work in locations of concern linked to Contextual Safeguarding
Agenda - this maybe be considered under 'Activities for older children and Young People'
but this agenda is far greater than activities and often it can take longer than building based
work to build relationships with the young people in these spaces to affect change. It also
includes working with non-traditional partners, exploring how to build guardianship
capacity and is a really unique and important role in to safeguard communities.”

“Youth services are imperative and important for young people’s personal social
development to ensure a holistic approach to progression. Youth services shouldn’t be cut,
but actually be invested in to bring them up to the 21st century to ensure young people
have access to free, engaging and positive activities to support them.”

“I think that the new family hub network is neglecting adolescent services and the
important role that they have in making a difference with young people. Adolescents are
one of the most vulnerable groups and can struggle to find safe spaces to engage in. With
the addition of children and families and adult services being combined this could
detriment the ability to work effectively with adolescents.”

“l think Youth Services should be given the same level of resources, funding and
consideration as the children, anti-natal, pre-natal support that is in the Family Hub model.”

“Open Access Youth Groups are an integral aspect of the development of young people in
the local community. Regardless of a young person’s background, life experiences, or
behaviour there should be a safe space for young people to access and receive support. |
worry that as a result of the consultation KCC will only deliver small youth groups on a
referral basis, this will only help a small percentage of the young people in the community.”

Making face to face workshops / drop in sessions / groups available:

“Parenting classes/drop in sessions and face to face toddler groups with guided activities
for the children to support parents by seeing how their children interact with the activities
and resources. parents need the opportunity to meet other parents in a supported
environment. meeting professionals and H. V. at these meetings would support parents to
be familiar with and seek support from the professionals if they have a problem.”

“Drop in sessions should definitely continue for the parents to have opportunity to discuss
their needs. Youth groups should continue as this particular group are often vulnerable
and have nowhere else to go.”

“Behaviour management workshops built into child development sessions, so parents
learn and understand what is 'normal’ development and have realistic expectations on
what their children should be able to achieve throughout the different stages/milestones of
their lives. And information on how to manage each of these stages.”

“A variety of groups to help parents with parenting of all ages. Wider range of different
groups, small & large, to address particular areas of development. Groups and activities
with agencies working together to deliver information & support.”
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Signposting, support and advisory services:

“Parenting programmes and support for the parent-infant relationship is usually seen as
just additional. If you can offer something like Incredible Years Baby or Mellow Parenting
and perinatal support which is relationship based then this will be very beneficial for the
early start for babies. Croydon’s family hub offer will be including a Parent and Infant
Relationship Service (PAIRS) which includes psychotherapy and practical support.”

“It is estimated that 1 in 6 adults in UK cannot read. Family hubs could offer signposting
and support to local adult literacy groups - there are no such groups in Sevenoaks.”

“Information about and signposting to mental health services, activities for older children
and young people.”

COMMENTS ON FAMILY COACHES

Consultees were asked to provide any comments on Family Coaches in their own words. 62% of
consultees answered this question and provided a comment. 85 consultees made a positive
comment towards the concept and 97 consultees referenced a concern with the concept (please
note a proportion of consultees made a positive comment and raised a concern).

Example verbatim comments shown below highlight the key themes expressed:

Perceptions of the concept being a good idea / beneficial to families:

“We believe peer-to-peer support is critical and a community of individuals with lived
experience provides arich and supportive network for families to receive the support they
need.”

“This could be a very powerful resource if families engage positively. The success of this
almost exclusively depends on family engagement.”

“To involve families directly is a positive idea. It gives them ownership and a chance to
have their say as a parent/carer. Maybe this could be done as a quarterly meet up where
they can meet and converse on different topics. Outcomes could be fed back to staff,
listening to the parent/carer views and implementing them where possible. This could
include some positive training.”

Concerns expressed for the level of training / expertise required and questioned whether they
service can be effective with volunteers only:

“Family coaches would need to be vetted thoroughly. Coaching into employment would be
better than voluntary. The service should be delivered face to face.”

“How will you recruit an adequate number of Family Coaches with the requisite skills,
knowledge and experience to support chlijgépenzqu families?”
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“This is outrageous. People should be recruited, trained and PAID for these services. We
are already struggling with early help provision, let alone professional youth provision.
Social workers are stretched beyond belief and we need more reliable support. And you
are proposing people do this for free? This is insulting.”

“Volunteers are extremely difficult to recruit and hold on to especially in this current
climate. Families have to work long hours to cover the cost of living so this will be limited
in offering additional hours. These volunteers will also need intensive training which will
come at a cost.”

“What resources are there to train and mentor these Family Coaches? Will there be
supervision available for a Family Coach? Once trained will a commitment be required to
volunteer for a certain length of time. We need to ensure there is not just a revolving door
of family coaches and the actual family has no consistency. Should we be relying on the
voluntary sector to support families in this way?”

Potential duplication of services / perceptions of similar service being delivered currently /
previously:

“We already deliver this service through our team of volunteers, so this would be a
duplication of services. Why can't you use existing services rather than re-invent the
wheel. Managing volunteers is very time consuming and takes a lot of dedication from
experienced staff, If they are not regularly supervised they will not be committed and
ultimately let families down, and possible miss safeguarding issues.”

“I feel this is a service similar to what was offered under Sure Start at The Village Children's
Centre but they were called Parent Reps and it worked really well, they were part of the
Children's Centre team and in return for Volunteering they were offered training in areas of
interest. They organised our events and helped support parents. It was a shame when this
service was lost although the majority of them went onto work in various roles across KCC
as excellent assets to the teams they are in.”

“The Family Coaches concept appears to be based on a model the charity Home-Start have
used for nearly fifty years. This is a successful model and | would suggest KCC liaise with
Home-Start UK about this model. This also seems to going back to the Children's Centre
Model, when they first opened. Offering support to parents / volunteers to develop their
skills. The culture within the service would need to change to see the Family Coaches as
valuable members of staff. As a professional it has felt in the past that volunteers have not
been as valued. | would be concerned that due to the cost of living crisis, there is a national
shortage of volunteers at present. Would the model still work without Family Coaches?”
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ORGANISATION INTEREST IN SUPPORTING DEVELOPMENT OF FAMILY COACHES
AND PEER TO PEER SUPPORT

e Just under a third of consultees answering (31%) indicated they would be interested in
supporting the development of Family Coaches and peer to peer support.

e 13% indicated they were not interested and 56% are unsure.

If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, would your organisation be interested
in supporting the development of Family Coaches and peer to peer support?

Base: all answering (224)

Yes 31%

No

Don't know 56%

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees
consultees answering
answering

Yes 70 31%

No 29 13%

Don’t know 125 56%
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CONTENT OF SUPPORT, ADVICE AND OPPORTUNITIES NETWORK MEMBERS
WOULD LIKE TO SEE

e There is a high level of interest in all the five options posed to consultees, but the most popular
are opportunities for organisations to share their knowledge and expertise (80%), opportunities
for organisations to deliver their services alongside other Family Hub network partners (79%)
and training and development opportunities (78%).

e Around two thirds indicated they would like to see support and advice for community groups to
help them set up and work effectively (68%) and facilitation of local partner network meetings
(67%).

If your organisation was to be part of the Family Hubs network, what support, advice or
opportunities would you want to see as a member of that network?

Base: all answering (206)

Opportunities for organisations to

share their knowledge and 80%
expertise
Opportunities for organisations to
deliver their services alongside 79%
other Family Hub network partners
Training and development 78%

opportunities

Support and advice for community
groups to help them set up and
work effectively

Facilitation of local partner network
meetings

Something else

SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees

consultees answering
answering

Opportunities for organisations to share their 164 80%
knowledge and expertise
Opportunities for organisations to deliver their services

. . 163 79%
alongside other Family Hub network partners
Training and development opportunities 161 78%
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SUPPORTING DATA Number of % of consultees

consultees answering
answering

Support and advice fqr community groups to help them 140 68%
set up and work effectively

Facilitation of local partner network meetings 138 67%
Something else 20 10%

CONSIDERATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF FAMILY HUB SERVICES

Consultees were asked to provide suggestions on anything else that should be considered in the
development of Family Hub services in their own words. 44% of consultees answered this question
and provided a comment.

Example verbatim comments shown below highlight the key themes expressed:

Concerns about user access to Family Hubs in terms of transport, location / rurality and distance:

“It's okay having family hubs, but how are people going to get there when local transport is
being cut and the cost of travel and day to day living is increasing. Some families may also
feel intimidated by these places. You get better outcomes when speaking to families
especially teenagers in their own environment.”

“The support needs to be accessible by the most vulnerable, they need to feel that the
support is available to them and that they and their children will benefit from it. It needs to
be local or accessible by public transport.”

“Don't forget the rural areas - bus routes are being reduced which will have an impact on
how families can reach services, wither in a building or via outreach services.”

“Family Hubs need to be in areas, which families can access by public transport. | am
concerned that our proposed hubs will cross health boundaries and that they are difficult
and costly to access via public transport.”

“Families in areas of deprivation. The location of services, and if virtual and online some
families have no access to internet or technology. Making sure that the hubs can be
accessed easily and would no cost families money to attend. Have parking accessible as
this could impact families attending the hub. Even though there would be more
professionals, make it a friendly space to attend, especially if families have anxiety, too
many professionals in a formal building could put them off attending and getting the help
they need.”
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Importance of keeping youth / adolescent support services, and the resources / organisations /
staff required to deliver these effectively, front of mind:

“The importance of adolescent services and the importance that these roles do not feel/ get
neglected. Vulnerable adolescents need a safe space and an area they can come to for
support. The family hub concept neglects these values and levels of support that are
needed.”

“A comprehensive Youth Work offer. The narrative around Family Hub's both in Kent and
nationally is very much orientated towards Early Years, despite it supposedly being a 0-25
offer. Young people need to have opportunities to access informal learning in adolescent
appropriate spaces in their districts.”

“We are concerned that young people (13+) will be excluded as they choose not to engage
with more formal all ages venues. Family Hubs may well support the most needy young
people that are diagnosed with additional needs or recognised behavioural issues but we
believe that the family hubs model will fail to support universal young people and lead to
disengagement.”

“I'm worried that the specialisms may be lost, early years and youth for example require
very different skillsets. | am hoping there are still going to be specialist workers (this may
also allow for specialist parenting teams for example) but with a clear connection between
teams for the seamless 0-25 age range.”

Importance of adding to existing services already facilitating support in this area and engagement
with these services / support networks / users to optimise service design:

“The groundwork is already there in the Children's Centres and Youth Hubs, we need to
ensure that we build on what is existing and don't try to reinvent the wheel, use the
expertise and knowledge of the staff who have been working with partners and families to
build the hubs.”

“Making good use of links with pre-school, nurseries and primary schools locally.”

“In the past supporting families | have found it difficult to encourage families to access
Children's Centre's. As they feel that they are "being watched" and its "the road to Social
Services". The hubs need to create a welcoming feeling and be open to all and not feel
such a "targeted" approach.”

“You need to consider what is already available. There are lots of community run groups
that lack funding or that parents go to because they get a tea or cake etc. Could we tap into
some of those services and then offer advice and guidance and upskill those
organisations?”

“It is imperative that a range of parents/carers who represent the diverse make up of
families are actively involved in the discussions and decision-making processes
throughout the development of the Family Hub and on an ongoing basis. Whatever
services are being offered through Family Hubs, the importance of having the local
knowledge of the needs of the families in that location is paramount in being able to offer
meaningful services.” Page 292

86



“There are already literal organisations doing this! Support the networks that exist. Stop
withdrawing social workers and early help workers to early. | see this every day at work.
Please | am begging, do not take funding away from open access youth clubs. It will literally
endanger lives. Not to mention the cost involved in looking after young people later on who
get incarcerated or injured due to violence and have to use the NHS.”
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PROFESSIONALS / ORGANISATION FEEDBACK
YOUTH SERVICE PROPOSALS

HOW PROPOSALS TO STOP ACTIVITIES ACROSS KENT WOULD MAKE A
DIFFERENCE TO PEOPLE

Consultees were asked to provide comments on how they think the proposal to stop these
activities would make a difference to people in their own words. 74% of consultees answered this
question and provided a comment.

Example verbatim comments shown below highlight the two themes expressed below:

Concerns that increasing numbers of young people need to access support and stopping services
is the opposite to what is needed, particularly in the context of likely mental health and safety
concerns:

“Support is hard to come by at this present time, the waiting lists are growing, the young
people and children who need support is increasing, stopping services would be a
travesty.”

“There will be no local access to youth provision. ASB levels will increase as well as drug
and alcohol use. Young people who are school refusers will have nowhere to go and those
who have little confidence will have no support in becoming good citizens.”

“Taking away the services that have spent years with successions of youths supporting
them in their communities to become who they want to be is not the answer to saving
money. Taking away all the main youth providers in the county and leaving only a skeletal
KCC staff for targeted work with a small number of youth will mean, in both the short and
long term, much more money being spent addressing mental health, crime and apathy.”

“Stopping these activities across Kent would have a devastating and harmful impact to
young people and society at large. You are setting up a system that will result in increased
youth crime and teenage pregnancy, anti -social behaviour and serious mental health
issues. It is a shameful proposal that will fail young people, their families and the
community.”

“By losing PCSO's, Community Wardens and now Youth Services there will be limited/no
guidance for young people out in those hard to reach areas where you need time to build
relationships to make positive change.”

“I think it will be horrific, we can see where already there is a lack of resourcing for youth
work in parts of Kent - those are the communities struggling with perceptions of the youth,
young pe