
Appendix 4 

Draft (the notes are subject to approval at the next High Needs Budget Working Group meeting). 

Notes of the Gloucestershire Schools Forum High Needs Budget Working Group meeting, held on 
Monday 31 October 2022.  The meeting was held remotely. 

Present: 

Members: Stephen Dean (Primary School Headteacher), Elisa Entwistle (Alternative Provision), Rhian 
Evans (Primary School Governor), Mikey Ezewudo, (Primary School Governor), Andrew Harris - Chair 
(Community Representative), Becky Martin (Special School Governor), Dermot McNiffe (Secondary School 
Headteacher), Clare Steel (Special School Headteacher). 

Officers: Philip Haslett, Head of Education Strategy and Development; Amanda Henderson, Head of 
SEND; Chris Hemingway, Finance Manager (Projects); Jo Bolton, Democratic Services Adviser and Clerk 
to the Schools Forum. 

Apologies: Kate Merriman (Primary School Headteacher) and Will Morgan (Secondary School 
Headteacher). 

1. To agree the notes of the previous meeting

1.1 The notes of the previous meeting held on 31 October 2022 were agreed as a correct record. 

1.2 In regard to Action Point 1, the Head of SEND informed members that Gloucestershire Parent Carer 
Forum had undertaken a survey to find out why there was a high volume of requests for EHCP 
assessments being made by parents/carers. The analysis of the results would be shared with the 
group once complete.   

1.3 The Head of SEND reported that following a member’s suggestion at the previous meeting, contact 
would be made with Kensington and Chelsea Borough Council to discuss their SEND resource base 
model and best practice methods.   

1.4 The Head of Education Strategy and Development reported that in terms of reaching out to other 
agencies to find out whether there were any local authorities that had fundamentally addressed their 
High Needs deficit, this would be covered as the part of the DfE’s Delivering Better Value (DBV) in 
SEND programme, which the local authority was entering into alongside 54 other local authorities.  It 
was anticipated that the DfE would share details on best practice seen elsewhere through a series of 
training sessions. 

2. To review and consider the 1 in 40 model

2.1 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that the forecast cost of the 1 in 40 
model for 2022/23 was £2.6M.  The number of EHCPs in the system was continuing to rise, there 
were approx. 900 plans currently going through the process from request to approval.  The cost of the 
model in 2023/24 was expected to increase by approx. £600,000 to £3.2M. 

2.2 He reported that the key issues with the 1 in 40 model were that the spend was rising too quickly and 
the model was becoming unaffordable; the funding was predicated on numbers of EHCPs at a time 
when the aim was to try to reduce the EHCP numbers; and that schools that were in receipt of 
funding were often perceived to provide a more inclusive and stronger offer for children with SEND. 

2.3 The aim of the 1 in 40 model was to support mainstream schools that had a high number of children 
with EHCPs.  The secondary school that was receiving the most funding in 2022/23 (£186,000), just 
three years ago received no additional funding through the model.  This demonstrated that the school 
had seen a significant rise in the number of its pupils who had an EHCP.  There were, however, some 
schools that had seen a much more consistent level of pupils with EHCPs over the last three years. 

2.4 The Head of Education Strategy and Development acknowledged that schools that were in receipt of 
the highest levels of additional funding would be disproportionately financially affected if the model 
was removed.  However, he also recognised that as part of the local authority’s work with the DVB in 
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SEND Programme (commencing in January 2023), the DfE would likely question the continuing cost 
of the model and its sustainability, given that the High Needs deficit was increasing by approx. £6.5M 
each year.   

 
2.5 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that the aim was to consider the future 

options for the 1 in 40 model, and to be in a position for the Schools Forum to agree a clear way 
forward at the meeting in January 2023:  He outlined the following options for the 1 in 40 model: 

 
1. Continue as we are with the 1 in 40 model. 
2. Change the ratio of the model to reduce cost. 
3. Remove the model completely from 2023/24. 
4. Phase the model out over time – 3 years. 
5. Identify a new model to support schools 

 Capped inclusion support fund – bid process, or allocated through a panel 
 Formula using the proxy factors for SEND in the NFF. 

 
2.6 A member questioned whether mainstream schools had been asked to provide a view on whether the 

children with an EHCP in their school, should really be placed in a special school.  She suggested 
that if it was found that a high number of children with EHCPs in mainstream schools really needed a 
place at a special school, then funding should be focussed on increasing the number of special 
school places in the county, rather than continuing to invest in provision within mainstream schools.  
In response, the Head of SEND explained that mainstream schools had not been asked to provide a 
view on this.  The local authority acted in accordance with the requirements of the SEND Code of 
Practice by ensuring that all children had a right to access mainstream education, where appropriate, 
to meet their needs.  She acknowledged that due to sufficiency challenges within the county, there 
were a number of children within mainstream schools who were currently waiting for a special school 
place to become available.  The local authority was developing a range of new specialist provision in 
order to meet the rising level of needs in the county.  A bid had now been submitted for two new 200 
place special schools as part of the DfE’s Free School Programme, which would deliver further new 
places and improve existing provision for children and young people with SEND. 

 
2.7 A member pointed out that whilst children with the highest level of need were allocated a place in a 

special school straight away, the parents/carers of children with more moderate levels of need, if they 
were not able to secure a place in a special school, would actively seek out a place in a mainstream 
school that was perceived as being able to offer the best support for children with SEND.  This issue 
was likely to continue until the number of special school places for children with moderate learning 
difficulties was increased. 

 
2.8 A member whose school had a disproportionately high number of children with additional needs 

emphasised that the impact of removing the model or phasing it out, would fundamentally be very 
difficult for her school to manage.  She reported that the situation was already difficult; two of the 
children in her school had been identified as requiring a special school place and were waiting for a 
place to become available, but her school had not received any additional funding to meet their 
complex needs.  She made the point that if the number of children with EHCPs was distributed more 
evenly across all schools in the local community, instead of just a few schools being perceived to be 
inclusive and able to offer the right support, then spend would reduce as fewer schools would need 
the additional funding.  She emphasised that if the funding through the model was to be phased out, 
then the local authority would need to introduce a way of ensuring that schools could effectively meet 
the needs of all children in the local area.  She felt that some mainstream schools did not have 
enough experience of supporting children with additional needs, and suggested that links to special 
schools would be of great value in enabling the provision of advice and outreach work to empower 
teachers and TAs in being able to support those children within their own setting. 

 
2.9 A member pointed out that the number of children with EHCPs in mainstream schools was not 

distributed in a way in which reflected the proxy factors for SEND funding, within the National Funding 
Formula, and this was the reason why the 1 in 40 model was needed to support schools.  He added  
that for a secondary school with 1200 pupils, under the current ratio, the school would need to have 
30 pupils with EHCPs to receive funding for any additional children over that number.  If the ratio of 
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the model was reduced to 1 in 30, the school would need to have 40 pupils to receive additional 
funding.  This would mean that if a school had 31 pupils with an EHCP, the school would lose £6,000, 
but if the school had 40 pupils with an EHCP then it would lose £60,000.  Consequently, any changes 
would significantly affect schools that had a high number of children with EHCPs.  If there was no 
additional funding provision through the model for the schools to fund those EHCPs, this would have 
a detrimental impact not only on the children with additional needs, but on the provision of education 
for all of the other children in those schools. 

 
2.10 The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that reducing the ratio of the model to 1 

in 35 would save approx. £650,000 in 2023/24, which would put the spend at around the same level 
as 2022/23.  By reducing the ratio to 1 in 30 the spend would reduce by half (a saving of £1.6M).  He 
was of the view, however, that reducing the ratio would not result in a sustainable model. 

 
2.11 It was suggested that a full audit was needed to determine whether value for money was being 

delivered across the whole of the High Needs system in Gloucestershire.  The Head of Education 
Strategy and Development emphasised that there was a huge variation in practice across the county 
and the local authority was limited in its ability to influence this.  He recognised the benefits of 
undertaking the work, to understand how the funding was being used across the sector, but explained 
that it would not be possible to resource a piece of work of this size.   

 
2.12 Officers explained as part of the DfE’s DBV in SEND Programme, the local authority was in the 

process of completing a dataset as part of a benchmarking exercise.  Gloucestershire would be 
benchmarked against all of the other 54 local authorities taking part in the programme.  This would 
include a look at data on average costs such as for mainstream and independent placements.  In 
addition, as part of the banded funded work, the local authority had looked at how the levels of both 
mainstream funding and specialist funding, compared to other local authorities; Gloucestershire was 
positioned around mid-level.  It was also explained that the intention of the banded funded system 
was to provide more flexibility around the way in which EHCP funding could be used to move away 
from the reliance on TAs and create the flexibility to provide more whole school provision. 

 
2.13 A member suggested that further information was needed about how other local authorities were 

funding mainstream schools with a disproportionately high number of children with additional needs. 
In response, the Head of Education Strategy and Development explained that very few local 
authorities offered this type of model; there would be limited value in determining what other local 
authorities were doing in regard to targeted intervention without a full understanding of how their 
funding system worked. 

 
2.14 The Head of Education Strategy and Development referred to option 5 and explained that this would 

mean that instead of the additional funding being allocated to schools, through the model, based on 
the number of children with EHCPs, schools would need to apply for additional funding.  As part of 
that process a panel would review on an annual basis, the requests for funding from schools, and 
then subsequently evaluate and reach a decision based on what the school was currently spending 
and how it was being used.   

 
2.15 The Head of Education Strategy and Development presented a spreadsheet which detailed the 1 in 

40 model phase out funding projections in regard to option 1 and 2, over 3 years, for each school 
(anonymised) that was in receipt of the funding.  He agreed to circulate a pdf copy of the spreadsheet 
to the Group.   

 ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development. 
 
2.16 In order to understand the impact of any cuts on schools, and whether the current provision was 

delivering value for money, members felt strongly that a review was needed to look at how schools 
were spending the additional funding received through the 1 in 40 model.  The Head of Education 
Strategy and Development agreed that a review would be undertaken with the top 10-15 
primary/secondary schools that received the highest level of additional funding through the model.  
The review would also look to determine whether there was scope to negotiate with schools on how 
High Needs funding might be used more efficiently going forward, and whether there were ways in 
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which the local authority could influence and support adjustments to practices in schools, to reduce 
the need for the provision of additional funding through the model. 

 ACTION: Head of Education Strategy and Development. 
 
2.17 A member referred to option 5 and questioned what the total reduction in spend would be as part of 

the proposal to cap the inclusion support fund.  In response, the Head of Education Strategy and 
Development explained that the local authority would seek advice from the Schools Forum on any 
options to cap the funding. The changes being made around the provision of non-statutory funding 
should start to have an impact on reducing spend, and therefore it would not be necessary to make 
any significant cuts.  The aim would be to keep the spend in 2023/24 at around the same level as in 
2022/3. 

 
2.18 There was support amongst members of the Group for option 5, to ultimately identity a better value 

model for providing support for schools.  The Head of Education Strategy and Development explained 
that he would reflect on the points raised during this meeting and produce a report on the pathway 
forward to go to the next Schools Forum meeting on 10 November 2022. 

 
Ends. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


