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London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham 

Schools Forum 
Minutes 

 

Tuesday 13 June 2017 

 

Representing Name Organisation Attendance 

Primary Schools 5 Members   
Primary Head Claire Fletcher (CF) St Paul’s CE Primary School Apologies 
Primary Head Wayne Leeming (WL) Melcombe Primary School Present  

Primary Head Kathleen Williams (KW) Holy Cross RC Primary School Present 

Primary Governor Daisy Armstrong (DA) Avonmore Primary School Present 
Primary Governor Sharon Robinson (SR) John Betts Primary School Present 
Secondary schools 1 Member   

Secondary Head Vacancy   

Academies 5 members   

Secondary Non 
Recoupment Academy 
Principal 

Gary Kynaston (GK) Hammersmith Academy Present 

Secondary Recoupment 
Academy Head 

   

Secondary Recoupment 
Academy  

Vacancy   

Secondary Recoupment 
Academy (Observer) 

Peter Haylock (PH) Fulham College Trust Present 

Primary Academy  Vacancy   

Maintained Nursery 
Schools 

1 member   

Nursery Head Michelle Barratt (MB) Vanessa/Randolph Beresford Early 
Years Centre School 

Present 

Special Schools 1 member   

Special Schools Head Cathy Welsh (CW) Jack Tizard Apologies 

Alternative Provision 1 member   

Alternative Provision Rep Nathan Crawley-Lyons 
(NCL) 

TBAP Present 

Early Years (PVI) 1 member   

 Jane Gleasure (JG) Little People Present 

14-19 Representative 1 member   

 Vacant   

School Business Manager 2 observers   

Primary (Maintained) Tara McLaughlin (TM) The Good Shepherd Primary School Present 

Secondary (Academy) Tim Scott (TS) Fulham College Trust Present 

Trade Union 1 observer   

 Katie Brown (KB) NUT Present 

    

Officers in Attendance    

Tri Borough Director of 
Finance & Resources 

Dave McNamara (DM) Tri Borough Children’s Services Present 

Tri-borough Commissioning Rupa Parmar  (RP) Tri-Borough Children’s Services Present 

    

Observers    

Headteacher  Julie James (JJ) Wormholt Primary School Present 

School Business Manager Caroline Plummer (CB) Wormholt Primary School Present 

Headteacher Alan Campbell (AC) Cambridge Special School Present 

Clerk Jackie Saddington (JS) Tri Borough Children’s Services Present 
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1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Ian Heggs, Andrew Tagg, Cathy Welsh and Claire Fletcher had sent their 
apologies.  
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

There were no declarations of interest.  
 
3. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING  

 
RESOLVED: 
 
The minutes of the previous meeting held on 21 March 2017 were confirmed 
as a correct record of the meeting.  

 
4.      MATTERS ARISING 
 

     High Needs Consultation – This had been circulated. 
 
     De-Delegation Funding – This was deferred to September. 
 

All other actions had been completed. The Chair asked if any actions were 
required for the School Organisation Plan. DM said there were not. The 
decision had been made to move £750k to the High Needs Block and the EFA 
were challenging this decision but DM said he had informed the EFA he 
believed they were wrong to question the decision and had asked what next 
steps they wanted. However, the School’s Forum have the right to make this 
decision. The Schools forum affirmed the decision to move £750k from the 
Schools block to the High Needs Block. 
 

 
5.        EXTERNAL REVIEW OF SEN PROVISION 

 
DM informed Members the LA require the School’s Forum to address the 
deficit as the deficit can only be carried forward for two years. He had advised 
the LA that the School’s Forum were investigating how they could balance the 
budget and had commissioned an SEN report. This item was deferred to the 
end of the meeting. 
 
GK arrived at 2.15pm.  
 
RESOLVED: Deferred to later in the meeting.  
 

6.      DEDICATED SCHOOLS GRANT 2016/17 OUTTURN 
 
DM reported the LA will monitor variation in the Early Years and High Needs 
block going forward. There was no variation in the schools’ block.  
 
The balances were as the LA had been notified by schools, and schools with  
a negative balance had been identified. The next steps will be to clarify why 
individual schools have a negative balance and find out what they are doing 
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to address the deficit. There are concerns that schools may try to draw down 
funds. The LA will also ensure work will be carried out in conjunction with 
governing bodies.  
 
The government have said no individual schools will lose funds but it is not 
known how much funding will go to general school’s budgets. Therefore, 
schools should seek to establish a reserve of £200k, over time. The LA will 
also be more pro-active with schools in addressing issues and deficits. SR 
asked if schools have included details of capital projects and DM said some 
have, but not all. The LA was now looking at the uncommitted balances 
schools were holding.  
 
TS requested that the School’s Forum met early in September to consider all 
the issues. DA also asked that information is clearly communicated to Chairs 
of Governors. DM agreed.  
 
RESOLVED: 
 
i) To note the DSG carry forward position. 
ii)To note the levels of school balances held and that the LA are working    
    with schools, including governors, to reduce deficits.  
 

7.      DSG MONITORING 2017-2018   
           

A report by the Head of Resources had been circulated. There were no 
questions.  
 
RESOLVED: Noted.  
 
 

8. SCHEME FOR FINANCING SCHOOLS 
 
A report by the Head of Resources had been circulated.  
 
DM reminded governors the scheme related to maintained schools, but was 
also good practice for all schools. The LA is the employer for community 
schools and is also responsible for health and Safety. VA/VC schools are 
their own employer and have responsibility for health and safety.  
 
DM reminded everyone it is the school’s responsibility to spend the 
appropriate funds on maintenance of the school. 
 
DM highlighted redundancy responsibilities. He reminded members that with 
redundancies under £200k the LA and governing body would discuss 
possible transition arrangements. Redundancies over £200k were the 
responsibility of the school. This had previously been agreed.   
 
RESOLVED:  To approve the updated Scheme for Financing Schools.  
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9.      DIRECTORS UPDATE 
 

DM explained that there was no update as the LA were waiting on the 
outcome of the General Election. If the National Funding Formula came into 
effect it would be for April 2018. This would need the approval of the House of 
Commons, probably by July.  
 
There was no update on the tri-Borough arrangements. There would be more 
clarity in September.  
 
RESOLVED: Noted.      
 

10. EXTERNAL REVIEW OF SEN PROVISION 
 
A report by Peter Gray, Senior Consultant, SSCYP had been circulated.  
 
The Chair reminded members the School’s Forum were allowed to carry a 
deficit for one more year.  
 
DM informed members the report still needed to go to Special Schools and 
maintained schools with SEN provision on site. There have been some 
concerns regarding the possible outcomes but he wanted to stress that the 
report was completely independent of the LA. Comparisons were also shown 
against the other Boroughs in the Tri-Borough and the wider area.  
 
The recommendations were Peter Gray’s recommendations, have not been 
endorsed by Officers, or considered by officers yet. From what officers have 
seen they do not agree with all the recommendations.   
 
Additional Funding 
 
Peter Gray had stated that sourcing additional funding was the best way to 
improve the deficit, but the issue was how to achieve that. The LA had 
responded to the consultation but funding had been scaled back. The High 
Needs area generally needs more funding and Hammersmith and Fulham 
needs even more funds.   
 
The Chair pointed out members were aware of paragraph 1.10 in the report, 
the process was robust as outlined at 2.3 and Hammersmith and Fulham 
receives the second lowest level of High Needs Block funding in the 
comparator group, leaving a shortfall of £600k. Therefore, as outlined at 3.5, 
there must be an additional problem of disparity against similar LA’s.  
 
Table 5 
 
DM referred members to table 5 in the report, on page 10. He said there were 
twice the number of pupils in Alternative Provision in Hammersmith and 
Fulham than in other Local Authorities. This reflected the PRU model of 
Primary and Secondary provision in Hammersmith and Fulham.  
 
 



5 
 

Looking at SEN, Alternative Provision is at the lower end. Therefore, it was 
suggested that Alternative Provision is looked at separately to SEN. The 
government have also indicated that Alternative Provision expenditure may 
be moved back to the Schools Block, plus the funding. The figures shown do 
include Alternative Provision. 
 
Figures indicate there are more children in Hammersmith and Fulham in need 
of SEN. There could be a number of reasons for this including: 
 

 There is more SEN provision in Hammersmith and Fulham. 

 Children may be being classified with SEN needs when they should 
not be. 

 
Therefore, it is important to develop an objective assessment. 
 
The Chair commented there were more students in Year 7 coming through 
from Primary School, who have had nurturing support and then can’t cope in 
a secondary environment. WL agreed. 
 
The Chair referred members to 4.45 which stated there had been a significant 
growth in numbers receiving contingency funding. This indicated that needs 
were doubling, as well as the complexity of needs and costs were increasing. 
A breakdown between primary and secondary school needs would be helpful. 
 
DM tabled 2 sheets showing the comparison between 2013 and 2015/2016. 
 
Table 8   
 
DM reported the top up rates in Hammersmith and Fulham had increased and 
he had to be mindful of that. The Headteacher at Jack Tizard had pointed this 
out but DM said it was not out of keeping with similar schools across London. 
The Chair said the numbers looked correct to him.  
 
DM informed members the high Needs block was under-funded but 
Hammersmith and Fulham generally was well funded. This draws the 
conclusion that maintained schools are well-funded for SEN so it is the 
additional High Needs that requires reviewing.  
 
TS commented that the Notional SEN had been reviewed by Academies but 
there was no extra funding available. DM explained if there is an equal 
distribution of pupils across all schools the funding works but Hammersmith 
and Fulham schools have always had a good level of funding but no capacity 
for higher SEN spend.  
 
GK explained that £6k for a student with SEN doesn’t meet the needs and 
therefore schools have to make use of funds from their general budget. It is 
important to know the levels of need and the impact, what are the different 
types of need and that the budget allocated is not meeting SEN needs. The 
Chair agreed and said the more SEN pupils a school takes in the bigger the 
budget crisis for the school. JJ agreed and said some pupils need a 
significant amount of support but do not meet the threshold for a EHCP.  DM 
asked if she was of the view that the number in this category was increasing. 
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She said it was, particularly in Early Years and with Speech and Language 
needs. All agreed it was a growing problem for both primary and secondary 
schools. DM asked if members felt the current top up rates were not adequate 
and they confirmed that was correct. MB said schools may need to start 
looking at how they deliver the curriculum.  
 
Alternative provision 
 
DM informed members it had become clear, in discussions with TBAP, that 
the numbers on roll grow over the course of the year and then drop down. 
However, staffing levels don’t drop down at the start of the year. The top up 
rate is lower for some so there is a need to look at how AP’s are funded and 
operate. He said he was seeking clarification from the EFA on funding and 
whether pupils could be kept on roll. FP said there was a requirement to have 
PRU’s for primary pupils. GK reminded members new legislation was coming 
in to place which meant the responsibility for outcomes would remain with the 
main school. Clarification was also needed on this.  
 
DM explained the way the DfE distributes funding is affecting schools. 
Therefore, there is a need to look at Alternative Provision. They are led by 
secondary schools and it is important to know what they want from partners. 
A working group could be set up.  
 
The Chair referred members to paragraphs 4.38 and 4.39. He said both 
aspects were concerning and asked if there was any solution. FD said further 
work was required in the Post 16 area. Actions could be: 
 

 Continue discussions with TBAP 

 Look at independent provision 

 Review individual school costs 
 
DM pointed out Special Schools in Hammersmith and Fulham were well used, 
which means there is less spare capacity and there will always be some 
pupils who cannot be accommodated. The regulations and possible 
differential charging between Boroughs will also need to be reviewed.  
 
PH said the School’s Forum needed further detail on funding for transition 
and more effective use of funding in schools. GK asked that the LA 
considered a bigger vision, such as embarking on a free school building 
programme led by Special Schools. This could result in Hammersmith and 
Fulham being seen as a Borough of Excellence for SEN. Marylebone Free 
School was cited as an example of excellent practice.  
 
FP pointed out on average 50% of pupils’ resident in Hammersmith and 
Fulham attend Hammersmith and Fulham schools and this gives scope. The 
set up costs for setting up schools is large and a long term issue. Schools 
already have resources and everyone needs to consider outreach and 
thinking differently. The predictable need is getting greater and Pathways, 
Clusters and excellence expertise should be considered. DM said he echoed 
FP point. There is sufficient provision but it is the way it is used that needs 
reviewing.   
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AC commented that it is hard to predict need, particularly in areas such as 
autism. Safeguarding needs and banding are also important. FP said banding 
was not lawful and the DfE are not happy with the concept. It could be 
explored but there would be winners, as well as losers.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

           6.1     - This was agreed. 
           6.2     - DM said he did not support this at this stage.  
           6.3 1) - It was felt a working party should be set up to look at the  
                       Options. 
           6.3 2) - This was agreed.   
           6.3 3) - This was agreed.      
           6.3 4) – This would be considered. 
 
           PROCESSES 
 
           6.4   -   DM agreed to consider this but advised it would be difficult unless the   
                       EFA made changes.  
           6.5   -   This was agreed. 

 
RESOLVED:  i)  DM to contact the DfE before the end of term.  
                      ii)  SEND Strategic Group to be created.  
                     iii)  AP Provision to be reviewed. 
                     iv)  Regulations regarding charging, banding and  
                           differentials to be checked. 
 
 

11. DATE AND VENUE OF THE NEXT MEETING 
 
Clerk to organise.  
 

Meeting started: 2.00pm 
Meeting ended: 3.20pm 

 
 

Chair   

 


