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GLOUCESTERSHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM
Minutes of a meeting held on Thursday 15 September 2022

The meeting was held remotely.

Present:

David Alexander - Secondary School Headteachers (Maintained)
Alison Berry - Secondary School Governors (Academy)
Matthew Bishop - Primary School Governors (Maintained)
Lyn Dance - Special School Headteachers (Academy)
Stephen Dean - Primary School Headteachers (Academy)
Rhian Evans - Primary School Governors (Maintained)
Mikey Ezewudo - Primary School Governors (Maintaned)
Andrew Harris - Community Representative
Kate Hawkins - Special School Governors (Academy)
Chiquita Henson - Secondary School Headteachers (Academy)
Lisa Jones - Primary School Headteachers (Maintained)
Victoria Leather - Early Years
Becky Martin - Special School Governors (Maintained)
Will Morgan - Secondary School Headteachers (Academy)
Sarah Murphy - Unions
Alexander Norman - Secondary School Governors (Academy)
Poppy Scott Plummer - Secondary School Governors (Academy)
Clare Steel - Special School Headteachers (Maintained)
David Williams - Diocese of Gloucester

Substitutes: Becky Pain-Tolin, Gloucestershire Parent Carer Forum
Jo Smith, Primary School Headteachers (Maintained)

Observers: Cllr Stephen Davies - Cabinet Member for Children’s Safeguarding 
and Early Years 
Cllr Philip Robinson - Cabinet Member for Education, Skills and Bus 
Transport 
Will Healey – Education & Skills Funding Agency

Officers: Kirsten Harrison, Director of Education 
Philip Haslett, Head of Education Strategy and Development 
Neil Egles, Finance Manager, Schools Strategy and Capital 
Suzanne Hall, Finance Business Partner, Strategic Finance 
Chris Hemingway, Finance Manager (Projects)
Gareth Vine, Universal Commissioning Manager 
Joanne Bolton, Democratic Services Adviser and Clerk to the 
Schools Forum

Apologies: Helen Bond, Gloucestershire Parent Carer Forum
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David Kettlety, Post 16
Anne-Marie Delrosa, Secondary School Governors (Maintained)
Elisa Entwistle, Alternative Provision Schools
Dermot McNiffe, Secondary School Headteachers (Academy)
Darren Preece, Primary School Headteachers (Maintained)

27. MINUTES 

27.1 The minutes of the previous meeting held on 16 June 2022, were approved as a 
correct record subject to the following amendment:

Paragraph: 22.5:  “The Forum was informed that for High Needs, DSG funded 
services were overspent by £17.043M £17.042M in 2021/22 …….”

27.2 Philip Haslett, Head of Education Strategy and Development, explained that in 
regard to action 1 on the action sheet, the SEND team had confirmed that it would 
require significant work to produce a detailed local view of the costs to the authority 
of defending SEND Tribunal cases.  However, the DfE had undertaken some of this 
work in national research in 2017; a weblink to view the cost analysis had been 
provided in the action sheet.

27.3 Members were informed that the joint implementation plan resulting from the local 
authority’s SEND and Inclusion Strategies would be shared with the Forum after the 
SEND and Inclusion Local Partnership Board meeting had taken place on 20 
September 2022. 
ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development.

28. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

No declarations of interest were made.

29. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.

30. SCHOOL FUNDING 2023/24 

30.1 The Head of Education Strategy and Development gave a presentation on School 
Funding for 2023/24.  The Forum considered the implications of government 
indicative announcements on school funding for 2023/24, and the proposed funding 
formula method to use for Gloucestershire’s schools and academies.

30.2 The Forum noted that the Schools block (indicative) allocation had increased by 
1.9%, the High Needs block allocation had increased by 5.6%, the Central School 
Services block by 2.5%, and the Early Years block had not yet been updated by the 
DFE so was currently showing at 0% change, resulting in an overall forecast 
increase to the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) allocation of 4.6%.  The final DSG 
position would be presented at the 12th January 2023 Schools Forum meeting after 
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being updated for the final DSG and revised pupil data due to be announced in 
December 2022.

30.3 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that overall, the 
indicative amounts demonstrated a slowing of the increase in funding going into the 
High Needs block and the Schools block, in comparison to the allocations of 
previous years.  He emphasised that this was a concern, given the significant 
increase in costs in the school system, and that this would, consequently, represent 
real-term cuts which would impact on schools.

30.4 The Head of Education Strategy and Development presented the changes and 
clarifications to the National Funding Formula (NFF) for 2023/24.  The Forum noted 
that:
 The supplementary grant received in 2022/23 had been rolled into the NFF.
 Core factors would increase by 2.4%.
 Free School Meals Ever 6 and IDACI factors increased by 4.3%.
 Funding floor applied through the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) could 

be set between 0% and 0.5%.  The local authority had set this at 0.5% to 
match the 0.5% applied through the funding floor in the NFF.

 Minimum Per Pupil Levels (MPPL) increased for supplementary grant (£119 
for primary and £162 for secondary) and then increased by 0.5% which meant 
MPPL for primary schools was £4,405 and secondary was £5,715.

30.5 A Forum member representing secondary school headteachers explained that his 
school had experienced a £300,000 increase in costs in 2022/23 in comparison to 
the previous year.  The financial impact on his school budget of increased costs 
would be even greater in 2023/24 due to the MFG for 2023/24 being set at 0.5%.  
He stressed that the whole system could collapse if schools did not receive 
additional funding to cover increased costs.

30.6 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that he was engaging 
with the F40 group to look at how the group could influence the DfE and the ESFA 
around addressing this issue, and to determine whether there would be any 
additional funding coming into the education system.  He added that the agencies 
and organisations that were actively campaigning in previous years over real-term 
cuts and concerns around the viability of school funding, were now re-mobilising.  
He suggested that these were the best routes for engaging with the government 
around the way in which education was funded. 

30.7 Sarah Murphy, Trade Union representative, reported that all of the teaching unions 
were campaigning heavily for any pay rise for teachers to be fully funded by the 
government, so as not to further impact on school budgets.

30.8 The Forum was informed that the Growth Fund needed for 2023/24 was £1.0M.  
This was £0.3M less than was needed in 2022/23.  The Growth Fund was topsliced 
from the Schools block DSG to provide funding for new classes required as a result 
of a shortage of basic need places and for the start-up costs of new schools.  



Minutes subject to their acceptance as a 
correct record at the next meeting

4 

30.9 The Forum agreed a top-slice of the Schools block for growth of £1.0M for 2023/24.

30.10 The Head of Education Strategy and Development reported that the number of 
secondary schools requiring MPPL uplifts in 2023/24 was 11 compared to 12 in 
2022/23, and for primary schools 40 in 2023/24 compared to 52 in 2022/23.  To 
match the MFG as close as possible to the NFF methodology the MFG had been 
set at 0.5%. There had been an overall net reduction of 17 schools on the MFG 
since last year, 18 less in primary and 1 more in secondary.  He explained that as 
the local authority was closely mirroring the NFF, in the coming years there should 
be a further reduction in the number of schools needing to receive the MPPL and 
MFG due to schools receiving the funding levels that were intended through the 
NFF.

30.11 Having considered the NFF factor rates as outlined in the report, the Forum agreed 
that the basis on which the formula would be allocated for 2023/24, would match 
the NFF method as closely as possible and to utilise any surplus remaining in the 
Schools block to support the 1 in 40 model. 

30.12 The Head of Education Strategy and Development presented the proposals for the 
de-delegation rates to be applied in 2023/24.  He explained that the per pupil rates 
remained at the levels from 2022/23 and the total amounts had reduced due to a 
reduction in the number of maintained schools.  The de-delegation for targeted 
intervention (primary) and how to deal with the full loss of the School Improvement 
Monitoring and Brokering Grant were both currently under consideration and 
proposals would be presented at the 10th November 2022 Schools Forum for 
decision.

30.13 Sarah Murphy, Trade Union representative, presented the report on Local Authority 
Teaching Union Facilities 2022.  She explained that the total amount of £102,000 
de-delegated for union facilities paid for the release time salaries of three elected 
county union representatives.  She emphasised the importance of the de-delegation 
provision for union facilities, explaining that it allowed all primary local authority 
maintained schools to meet all statutory and procedural entitlements to union 
representation.  The Trade Union representative drew the Forum’s attention to the 
section of the report which summarised how the facilities time was spent in 2021/22 
by NEU and NASUWT.  She explained that without this service, primary schools 
would individually be responsible for meeting all statutory obligations from their own 
budget.  This system of de-delegation for union facilities had worked successfully in 
Gloucestershire and in other counties for many years.  She concluded her 
presentation by stating that she hoped that the Forum members eligible to vote 
would support the ongoing de-delegation of union facilities for primary schools.  

30.14 In response to a question, the Trade Union representative confirmed that the 
proposed de-delegation rate per pupil would be sufficient to sustain the cost of 
teaching unions to provide Gloucestershire schools with access to local teaching 
union officials, throughout the next financial year.  She explained that in addition to 
the de-delegation amount of £102,000 (from maintained primary schools), 
academies and Multi Academy Trusts also paid into the service.
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30.15 The Forum’s maintained schools’ representatives present at the meeting (by sector) 
agreed de-delegation at the per pupil rates shown in the report for:

 In-year increases in pupil numbers – primary
 Union facilities – primary
 Local authority statutory duties (primary and secondary).

31. HIGH NEEDS 

31.1 The Head of Education Strategy and Development, provided an update on the High 
Needs financial forecast for 2022/23.  He explained that at Schools Forum in June 
2022, a forecast deficit budget was set of £4.8M.  Over the summer there had been 
several adjustments that had needed to be made, which had resulted in the 
expected deficit increasing to £6.3M.  There were two key variances.  The first was 
a significant forecast rise in the cost of the 1 in 40 model, which was now expected 
to cost £2.6M; an increase of £690k from last year.  The second variance was a rise 
of £800k in the costs for special school exceptional funding (£1.4M) and Education 
Other Than At School (EOTAS) and SEN packages (£1.1M).

31.2 The Forum was informed that the 1 in 40 model provided support to schools with 
disproportionately high numbers of children with EHCPs.  The model had increased 
in use significantly in the last few years.  The model looked at the number on roll of 
a school and divided that by 40, which created a threshold for a number of EHCPs, 
after which the High Needs budget contributed element 2 (£6,000) to the 
mainstream school. 

31.3 The Head of Education Strategy and Development presented a table which showed 
the history of the model since it started in 2016/17, at which time it was based on a 
more generous 1 in 75.  It showed the overall cost of the model for each year and 
the increase from the previous year.  The cost for 2022/23 was currently forecast at 
just over £2.6M (increase of over £690k from the previous year).  At its current 
trajectory, the 1 in 40 model was nearing the levels that it reached in 2018/19, when 
the decision was made to change the ratio to help reduce the level of funding it was 
attracting. 

31.4 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that some schools 
were attracting a disproportionately high number of children with EHCPs as they 
were perceived by parents and carers to be particularly inclusive.  Consequently, it 
was often the case that children with an EHCP were travelling to a mainstream 
school because the view was that it was better able to meet their needs, or because 
the local mainstream school had said they could not meet need.  Officers were 
finalising and testing a dataset that explored the movement in more detail to 
establish the full picture across the county, this would be shared with the High 
Needs Budget Working Group.  He added that consideration would need to be 
given to exploring ways of changing the culture so that families had confidence in 
sending their children to their local school. 
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31.5 The Head of Education Strategy and Development informed members that he 
recognised the importance of the support the model provided to schools thus 
enabling children with an EHCP to attend mainstream provision.  He acknowledged 
that if the model was removed the consequences of this would mean mainstream 
schools not able to meet the needs of children with EHCPs, more children would 
then move into specialist provision, and there would be no reduction in the High 
Needs spend.  

31.6 Forum members were concerned that if there was no additional funding provision 
through the 1 in 40 model for those schools with a disproportionately high number 
of children with EHCPs, for the schools to fund the EHCPs, this would have a 
detrimental impact on the provision of education for all of the other children in those 
schools.  Members were of the view that whilst the funding received by schools 
through the model was essential to support children with an EHCP, it was also 
essential to ensure that the children who did not have an EHCP were not negatively 
impacted.  There was a considerable degree of concern amongst members around 
a full removal of the model.

31.7 A Forum member representing primary school governors reported that at her school 
there was a disproportionately high number of children with EHCPs, and even with 
the funding received through the 1 in 40 model it was difficult for her school to 
manage the financial impact.  She explained that in some instances the funding 
received did not fully cover the cost of employing an individual with the specialist 
skill set required to provide the support needed for a child.  She emphasised the 
importance of the model and commented that it was absolutely essential for her 
school to receive this funding.

31.8 In response to a question, the Head of Education Strategy and Development 
explained that the significant rise in cost of the 1 in 40 model since 2019/20, was 
the result of the rising level of need within mainstream schools.  There was a slight 
reduction in cost around 2019/20 and 2020/21 which was due to the impact of the 
Covid-19 pandemic when there was a lag in the number of EHCPs coming through 
the system due to children not being in school.

31.9 A Forum member pointed out that whilst he would like to see a cultural shift so that 
there was a more even distribution of children with EHCPs amongst all schools, 
realistically this would take around 5 years to be achieved, as it would only have an 
impact on next year’s intake.  Consequently, any adjustments or a full removal of 
the model, would have a material impact on the budgets of schools with 
disproportionately high numbers of children with EHCPs, for the next five years.  He 
felt strongly that if the model was to be removed then the local authority would have 
to develop an alternative way of providing funding to schools to support the cost of 
EHCPs.

31.10 A Forum member expressed concern that any action taken by the local authority to 
reduce the High Needs deficit now, or in the coming months, would send the 
message to central government, schools and families that adjustments would be 
made to the level of spend based on the funding received, rather than the level of 
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support the children actually required.  She pointed out that the existence of the 
deficit was in effect informing the government of the reality of just how much it cost 
to provide support for children with additional needs.

31.11 The Head of Education Strategy and Development emphasised that given all of the 
other funding pressures that schools were facing, removing the model was not 
something that would be beneficial at this time, but further consideration would 
need to be given on how the growth in spend could be influenced.  He agreed that 
further modelling work would be undertaken to look at the impact on the cost of the 
model of implementing a cap, adjusting the ratio, and the impact on the High Needs 
budget of a full removal of the model.  This would be explored in further detail by 
the High Needs Budget Working Group, and the aim would be to bring back options 
and a recommendation on the way forward to the 12th January 2023 Forum 
meeting.
ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development.

31.12 The Head of Education Strategy and Development referred to the DfE’s Delivering 
Better Value in SEND Programme which the local authority had entered into along 
with 54 other local authorities.  He acknowledged that it would be useful to raise the 
issue of the 1 in 40 model as part of the discussions, to establish the DfE’s view, 
and to find out what other local authorities were doing to support schools with 
disproportionately high numbers of children with additional needs.  

31.13 The Forum was informed that the most recent full dataset (January 2022) showed 
the EHCP rate of 27.6 per 1000 pupils (0-24) in Gloucestershire.  This confirmed 
that there were still proportionately less children and young people with EHCPs in 
Gloucestershire than there were nationally and in statistical neighbour authorities, 
which were 28.2 and 28.3 respectively.  Therefore, Gloucestershire was not an 
outlier in terms of the level of need coming through the system and was in line with 
what was happening nationally.

31.14 The Head of Education Strategy and Development informed members that work 
had been undertaken to model sensitivity to key variables in the High Needs model.  
The two key variables used were: the total number of funded EHCPs, and the 
percentage of children with an EHCP accessing mainstream provision.  The plan 
was to use the two variables, together with the average cost for an EHCP, as key 
performance indicators (KPIs) for the 5-year plan.  He stressed that at this stage the 
plan was to monitor the KPIs rather than setting what could be quite subjective 
targets against them.   

31.15 He added that fundamentally the aim was to reduce the number of children needing 
to access statutory support, reduce the total number of funded EHCPs, and support 
more children to access mainstream education.  Most importantly, this approach 
was in the best interests of the children and young people with SEND in terms of 
accessing education and additional support.

31.16 A Forum member representing special school headteachers, reported that there 
had been a significant increase in the number of initial consults being received by 
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special schools from parents and carers.  She explained that many of the consults 
had not gone through the SEND Resource Panel first, and hence the child had not 
been assessed as requiring a place at a special school.  However, a special school 
place would need to be offered to the child if their needs could be met by the school 
and there was space.  This meant that in some cases special school places were 
not being allocated to children with the most significant needs.  She added that the 
number of consults being received was a good indicator of the level of 
parental/carer confidence in mainstream schools being able to meet the needs of 
children with an EHCP.  She pointed out that if the number of consults was going 
down rather than up, then this would suggest there was increased confidence that 
mainstream provision could meet need.

31.17 The Forum was supportive of the proposed approach to monitor the KPIs rather 
than setting targets against them.  A member suggested that as part of the 
reporting, there was not only information on the financial elements of the KPIs, but 
also information on how they aligned with the principles of what the local authority 
was aiming to achieve to serve children with additional needs. 

31.18 A member questioned whether the KPI reporting should be even broader to cover 
information setting out which providers were achieving more with the funding that 
was provided.  In response, the Head of Education Strategy and Development 
explained that the local authority had always steered away from reporting against 
individual schools or institutions around performance as the key aim was to look at 
the system as a whole.  He agreed that looking at the outcomes was an area that 
the High Needs Budget Working Group could explore further, particularly in terms of 
understanding what was best practice, together with a look at whether wider 
information could be included as part of the KPI reporting.
ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development

31.19 The Head of Education Strategy and Development informed members of the work 
being undertaken to model sensitivity to the key variables in the High Needs model.  
This would provide a clear understanding of what effect those KPIs would have on 
the financial position of the High Needs budget.  He presented a slide which 
showed the unmitigated forecast based on the existing growth trends, and the in-
year impact of reductions in the two variables, separately and cumulatively for that 
individual year.  He reported that using 2023/24 as an example, a 2% reduction in 
the forecast number of funded EHCPs would reduce spend by £1,468,300.  A 2% 
increase in the number of children accessing mainstream provision would result in a 
£201,800 savings and both happening would save £1,666,100.  He added that a 
2% reduction in EHCPs in 2023/24 and 2024/25 would result in in a cumulative 
reduction of around £3,035,300 in 2024/25.  He informed members that this would 
be an area of work for the High Needs Budget Working Group to explore in more 
detail at the next meeting.
ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development.

31.20 The Head of Education Strategy and Development reported that the local SEND 
and Inclusion Strategies had been approved by Cabinet on 22 June 2022.  The 
strategies would be formally governed through the new SEND and Inclusion Local 
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Area Partnership Board (SILAP).  The key focus of the Board would be around 
ensuring the quality of provision across the county.  He provided an update on the 
development work and activities taking place as part of the strategies.  

31.21 The Forum was updated on the Alternative Provision Transformation project.  A 
formal engagement exercise on moving towards a single county wide provision (to 
provide a consistent offer focussed around the needs of the child), was now live 
and would run until 7 October 2022.  Members were encouraged to respond to the 
consultation.

31.22 The Head of Education Strategy and Development reported that the testing phase 
for the banded funded model began in March and concluded in July 2022.  During 
the testing, the banding of over 300 existing EHCPs had been undertaken, across a 
range of SEN need types, using the new draft descriptors.  The proposed funding 
levels of the banding options were currently being finalised, and the intention was to 
share and discuss the details with the head associations, ahead of a full proposal 
being submitted to the 10th November 2022 School’s Forum meeting for a decision 
to be taken.  He emphasised that the intention behind the new system was to 
implement a stronger, more consistent model of funding across the county; this had 
been more straight forward for special schools as they were already operating a 
banding system. 

31.23 The Head of Education Strategy and Development reported that the option of non-
statutory funding being linked to the banded funded model was being explored.  He 
drew attention to the principles of how the funding would operate, which were 
outlined in the report.  He explained that non-statutory funding could be sought and 
granted where professionals and family agreed there was a short-term (up to 18 
months) need (at any level) for support.  The key motivation was enabling earlier 
intervention for children and young people that did not need long-term statutory 
support. 

31.24 The Forum was informed that there were several activities from the specialist 
development project group which were progressing well.  The Brook Academy 
Special School opened this September to 35 students and would continue to grow 
over the coming year to support over 70 secondary aged students.  A new special 
school had been approved based out of the old Severn View Primary school site.  
Interviews had taken place to identify a sponsor and a final decision on the provider 
would be taken by the Regional Schools Commissioner imminently.  The aim was 
to have the new school open by September 2023.  In addition, preparation work 
had commenced to bid for 2 new special schools (150 places in each school) in 
wave 15 of the DfE’s Free School Programme to support an increase in special 
school places in future years across the county. 

31.25 The Head of Education Strategy and Development informed members that as part 
of the DfE’s Delivering Better Value in SEND programme, officers had attended the 
initial start-up meetings.  The data sharing agreement was signed and in place and 
data requirements received.  Gloucestershire was in cohort 2, which would 
commence properly from January 2023.  At the end of the programme the local 
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authority would have the opportunity to access funding from the DfE to support 
development work that aimed to have a long-term material impact on the local 
authority’s financial sustainability.

32. EDUCATION CAPITAL 

32.1 Gareth Vine, Universal Commissioning Manager, presented a report on Education 
Capital.  He informed the Forum that the revised annual budget for the 2022/23 
Schools capital programme was £33.556M.  The financial year spend as at the end 
of August 2022 was £10.812M.  He explained that there were some very significant 
challenges due to the current economic climate, particularly the rising supply chain 
costs (of up to 40%) of some key materials on projects, together with a shortage of 
construction workforce.  This was having an impact on the cost of schemes.  The 
situation was being closely monitored and revised plans developed where 
necessary.

32.2 The Forum received an update on each of the key specialist development activities 
that were underway in order to meet the growing demand for special school places.  
The Head of Education Strategy and Development reported that the local authority 
had received a High Needs Provision Capital Grant from the DfE totalling 
£14.320M.  The funding was to deliver further new places and improve existing 
provision for children and young people with SEND or who required alternative 
provision.  He stressed the importance of the local authority being successful in its 
bids for the 2 new special schools as part of the DfE’s Free School Programme, as 
this would then ensure that the grant was freed up to be used to support other key 
development activities within High Needs.

32.3 The Forum was informed that the new 900 place High School Leckhampton opened 
its doors on its permanent site on 5th September 2022.  The development had 
faced many challenges along the way, but it was a real celebration that the facilities 
were now complete and being used. 

32.4 The Forum was informed of the plans for the new 3 form entry primary school in 
Bishop’s Cleeve, Greenacres Primary Academy, which would be part of the 
Gloucestershire Learning Alliance Academy Trust.  There had been some 
challenges regarding planning issues and costs, which had been anticipated and 
were being worked on to resolve.   

32.5 A member questioned whether there were any plans to build a new school in 
response to the planned new housing development in the Swindon Village area of 
Cheltenham.  In response, the Universal Commissioning Manger confirmed there 
were plans and the wider strategic discussions with Cheltenham Borough Council 
and the developers were taking place.  The scale of the development meant that a 
new secondary school and two new primary schools would need to be phased in 
during the course of the development.  He emphasised that it was important to have 
the schools in place when needed and not before, so as to avoid the schools 
providing places to children outside of the intended catchment area.
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32.6 Forum member Mikey Ezewudo, Primary School Governor representative, made 
reference to the plans for a new 3 form entry primary school that was to be built in 
the Chesterton area of Cirencester.  He expressed deep concerns around the 
potential impact the new school would have on the existing primary schools in the 
area, given that the schools were already experiencing falling numbers of pupils on 
roll.  In response, the Universal Commissioning Manager explained that the 
commencement of the proposed Steadings development in Cirencester had been 
delayed.  The new school would need to phased in during the course of the 
development.  The current forecasts around additional pupil numbers in the area 
meant that the scale of the new school would fit in with the forecast in pupil 
numbers in the whole of the local area.  He stressed that the local authority wanted 
to avoid building in extra capacity when it was not needed due to the detrimental 
financial impact this would have on the other schools in the area.  He clarified that 
the new school would be funded through the developers and the academy trust, 
and not through the local authority’s capital funding.  The Head of Education 
Strategy and Development agreed to set-up a meeting for the governors of the 
schools in the area, to meet with officers and the CEO of the Corinium Education 
Trust to discuss the plans for the new school. 
ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development.

33. F40 UPDATE 

33.1 The Head of Education Strategy and Development informed members that the next 
meeting of the F40 would be held on Tuesday 27 September 2022.  The focus of 
the meeting would be on the government’s new announcements around school 
funding, the current funding pressures on schools, and the group’s next steps in 
regard to the activities around those issues.

33.2 The Forum noted the F40’s response to the SEND Review Green paper.

34. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

The Forum noted that the next meeting would take place on 10th November at 
2:00pm.

Chair

Meeting concluded at 3.58 pm
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