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Notes of the Gloucestershire Schools Forum Working Group 
Thursday 9 May 2019, in Meeting Rooms 1 and 2, Shire Hall 
 
Present: Brian Bartlett, Primary School Governor; Peter Hales, Primary School 
Governor; Kirsten Harrison, Secondary School Headteacher; Amanda Horniman, 
Early Years Provider; Dan Johnson, Primary School Headteacher; David Metcalf, 
Primary School Headteacher; Will Morgan, Secondary School Headteacher; Sarah 
Murphy, Trade Union; Alexander Norman, Secondary School Governor;  Steve 
Savory, Primary School Headteacher; Clare Steel, Special School Headteacher; Rob 
Wilcock, Secondary School Governor. 
 
Officers: Tim Browne, Director of Education; Philip Haslett, Head of Education 
Strategy and Development; Neil Egles, Finance Manager, Schools, Strategy and 
Capital; Tracy Oosthuizen, Specialist Commissioning Manager, Children’s Services; 
Jo Bolton, Democratic Services Adviser and Clerk to the Schools Forum. 
 
1. Purpose and focus of the Working Group 
 
1.1 Philip Haslett, Head of Education Strategy and Development, explained that the 

main focus of the Group would be on High Needs funding and strategy.  The 
Group would play an active role in informing, guiding and implementing the 
strategic aims identified in the High Needs Strategy.  The Group sessions 
would be interactive, facilitated, discussions exploring High Needs, school 
funding and Early Years issues and plans.  Sessions would be planned based 
on need, rather than a regular timetable. 

 
1.2 The Group would feedback to the Schools Forum on its work. 
 
2. The SEND Commissioning Strategy 
 
2.1 The Group received a presentation which set out the strategic aims of the High 

Needs Strategy, and how the aims would be delivered, plus information on the 
specialist commissioning strategy. 

 
2.2 The Head of Education Strategy and Development, explained that the High 

Needs budget was under significant pressure in all areas.  The overspend had 
continued to escalate, and would continue to do so unless local strategic 
solutions were developed. He emphasised that High Needs provision had to be 
reshaped to meet needs more effectively now and over the next five years to 
make more effective use of the resources. 

 
2.3 He explained that there were two core areas where it was potentially less 

complex to develop solutions to reduce spend and improve outcomes for 
children: reducing the number of exclusions; and reducing the spend on 
independent specialist provision.   

 
2.4 New approaches to exclusions were being developed through the Primary 

Hubs model (Local Inclusion Clusters), and the roll out of the Restorative 
Practice Approach to more schools.  The number of children with complex 
needs had been increasing year on year, and for a small number of those 



Draft  (the notes are subject to approval at the next Gloucestershire Schools Forum Working Group meeting). 

children the complexity of their needs meant they required specialist care 
outside of the county or in independent provision.  The number and cost of 
those placements had increased significantly over the last two years.  The aim 
was to create more cost effective, and person-centred outcome related 
provision within the county to accommodate those children.  Cost models were 
currently being analysed to determine the savings to be made if the 
infrastructure for this provision existed within the county.  

 
2.5 Another key issue was the number of EHCPs was increasing year on year, 

which was putting huge pressure on the High Needs budget.  There needed to 
be a greater focus on early intervention to prevent needs from escalating, and 
greater challenge in the EHCP process.   

 
2.6 There was a lack of specialist SEMH provision in the county.  A secondary 

provision free school bid had been unsuccessful, and now the authority was 
looking at other ways of how this need could met, to reduce the reliance on 
independent provision.  Moving into the future, this included blurring the lines 
between specialist and mainstream provision, creating bespoke packages of 
support. The plan was for special schools to focus on more defined and 
complex needs, due to improved mainstream inclusion.  The independent 
sector would be underpinned by robust commissioning and monitoring 
processes. 

 
2.7 The Head of Education Strategy and Development emphasised that it was 

crucial that the SEND Commissioning Strategy was developed with, and 
ultimately supported by headteachers and governors, and therefore their 
feedback was essential.  Whilst the Strategy had been available on the 
Gloucestershire County Council website (available here: LINK), there was 
feedback from members that not all headteachers/governors were aware of it.  
Consequently, it was agreed that the Strategy would also be circulated directly 
to headteachers and governors.  

 ACTION: Tracy Oosthuizen. 
 
2.8 Members discussed the SEND Commissioning Strategy in groups and the 

following key points were raised: 
 

 It was suggested that the Capita data contained within the Strategy was 
incorrect and should be checked for accuracy.  

 When considering ‘blurring the lines’ between mainstream and specialist 
provision, members felt that a key challenge would be managing parental 
preference, and expectations. Schools would need increased funding and 
support in order for them to provide services to be able to become more 
inclusive.  Another factor to consider was that often a key reason why a 
child moved from a mainstream to a special school was due to the 
environment and space being more suitable in a special school setting; 
schools would need to be able to provide more suitable spaces.  

 At present no representatives from Health attended EHCP reviews. More 
funding was needed from Health, to meet the health needs of a child with 
an EHCP.   

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/2088651/send-commissioning-strategy.pdf
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 Some schools had a disproportionate number of children with SENDs 
whilst others had very few. There was recognition that experts had a 
tendency to allocate a place at a school that was known to be good at 
managing SEND, thus over burdening some schools.  Local authorities 
needed to undertake gatekeeping and moderation to ensure a consistent 
approach across all schools. 

 Special school staff could provide input to help and/or train mainstream 
school staff to help keep a child within the mainstream school.  However, 
the adverse impact on the special school’s staffing capacity needed to be 
managed carefully, and ways to minimise this impact explored. 

 A summary should be created of support/training packages and 
interventions, available to schools, included those through traded 
services, and this should be made available for viewing in the public 
domain. 

 There was concern that the geographical expanse in some areas of the 
county, may prove to be restrictive, for those pupils requiring support from 
the primary hubs, particularly in relation to the responsibility and cost of 
transport for the child. As a result, consideration should be given to the 
Primary Hub staff be located at the local authority.  

 More special school places were needed. Consideration should be given 
as to whether a special school could be attached to a mainstream school, 
allowing pupils to move between the two. 

 Could Alternative Provision funds for exclusions be devolved to secondary 
schools who would then deal with provision and costs? Would need full 
GASH approval from all schools academies.  

 The change to the formula from the ‘one in 75’ rule, to the ‘one in 40’ rule, 
which allocated additional funding from the High Needs block to schools, 
had had a significant adverse impact on the budgets of some schools.  
Consideration should be given to reviewing this formula again during the 
next round of budget setting. 

 
2.9 Members were encouraged to provide feedback on the SEND Commissioning 

Strategy to Tracy Oosthuizen direct, up until 30 June 2019.   
 
3. Funding SEND – Review of current models 
 
3.1 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that the aim was 

to move towards a banding system for all schools.  A common banding model 
for all schools would help the authority to provide oversight and a consistent 
approach.  He referred to feedback on experience from Gloucestershire 
College, which indicated that the banding would allow for early, accurate, and 
efficient planning of support for incoming learners, to ensure that there wasn’t 
an overspend of resources.  There was a clear process for the adjustment of 
banding funding through annual reviews, and SENCOs were considering how 
to develop outcomes to monitor increasing levels of independence and 
therefore to adjust support levels accordingly. 

 
3.2 A member emphasised that the gaps between the different bands needed to be 

clear and reasonable. 
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3.3 It was noted that the banding system would take the context out of the decision 
on the level of support the child required.  However, the issue was raised that if 
the context was taken out, then schools may not have the necessary 
infrastructure in place to meet the child’s needs. 

   
4. Lobbying and Media – continuing to raise the profile of school and high 

needs funding. 
 
4.1 The Head of Education Strategy and Development, introduced the proposal 

and explained that the planned spending review in 2019 would be a critical 
moment for school funding.    He stressed that a collective effort was needed 
now, to make the case for additional funding for schools and high needs. 

 
4.2 In addition to the work being undertaken through the national campaigns (F40 

and Worthless?), and to ensure that everything was being done locally to 
mobilise support, the proposal was to run a school funding event in each of the 
6 constituencies in Gloucestershire.   

 
4.3 Members of the Group expressed support for the proposal, and it was agreed 

that the teachers’ unions would also be involved in the events. 
 
4.4 There was recognition that parents had to be actively engaged in the debate, 

and that their sheer number when compared to the number of schools, meant 
there was potential for them to have an effective impact by lobbying central 
government for fairer/better funding for schools.   

 
4.5 To mobilise parents, it was suggested that a letter should go out to parents, 

from headteachers and early years providers, setting out the facts.    
Information could be drawn from from current campaigns (F40/WorthLess?), 
the School Cuts website, plus specific school impact examples could be used. 
Members recommended that the letter be collectively signed by the 
Headteacher, Chair of Governors, Gloucestershire County Council elected 
members, Schools Forum, Gloucestershire County Council’s Director of 
Education, and teachers’ unions.  It was acknowledged that the local authority 
should co-ordinate the letter to ensure consistency and accuracy, however, the 
campaign should be school-led. It was suggested that consideration should 
also be given on how this could be expanded on a regional basis.  

 
4.6 There was recognition that there had been increasing activity from lobbying 

groups and significantly more coverage in the written media and television; it 
was critical that this continued.  It was suggested that a local media strategy 
was needed, with an emphasis on highlighting particular examples of the 
detrimental impact insufficient funding was having on schools.  It was noted that 
radio stations could be utilised for this purpose.   

 
4.7 Officers would consider all of the suggestions and feedback received at this 

meeting.  An update would be provided to the Schools Forum, on the proposed 
way forward, in due course. 

 ACTION: Philip Haslett. 
Ends. 


