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Thursday 12 January 2017, 4.30 pm 
Council Chamber, Fourth Floor, Easthampstead House, Bracknell 
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front of this agenda as early as possible before the start of the meeting so that any special 
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AGENDA 
 
 Page No 

1. Apologies for Absence/Substitute Members   

 To receive apologies for absence and to note the attendance of any 
substitute members. 
 

 

2. Declarations of Interest   

 Any Member with a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest or an Affected 
Interest in a matter should withdraw from the meeting when the matter 
is under consideration and should notify the Democratic Services 
Officer in attendance that they are withdrawing as they have such an 
interest. If the Interest is not entered on the register of Members 
interests the Monitoring Officer must be notified of the interest within 28 
days. 
 

 

3. Minutes and Matters Arising   

 To approve as a correct record the minutes of the meeting of 8 
December 2016. 
 

3 - 10 

4. Proposals For The 2017-18 Schools Block Element Of The Schools 
Budget  

11 - 26 

5. Update On School And Education Funding  27 - 44 

6. High Needs Block Review  45 - 150 

7. Dates of Future Meetings   

 9 March 2017 
20 April 2017 
22 June 2017 
13 July 2017 
14 September 2017 
19 October 2017 
7 December 2017 
18 January 2018 
22 March 2018 
19 April 2018 
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SCHOOLS FORUM 
8 DECEMBER 2016 
4.37  - 6.04 PM 

  

 
Present: 
Schools’ Members 
John Throssell, Primary School Governor  (Vice-Chairman) 
Liz Cole, Primary Head Representative 
Grant Strudley, Primary Head Representative 
Debbie Smith, Secondary Head Representative 
Anne Shillcock, Special Education Representative 
 
Academies’ Members 
Beverley Stevens, Academy School Representative 
 
Non-Schools’ Members: 
George Clement, Union Representative (Chairman) 
 
Observer: 
Councillor Dr Gareth Barnard, Executive Member for Children, Young People & Learning 

  
Apologies for absence were received from: 
Dr Keith Stapylton, Primary School Governors 
Brian Fries, Secondary School Governor 
Keith Grainger, Secondary Head Representative 
Martin Gocke, Pupil Referral Unit Representative 
 

35. Declarations of Interest  

There were no declarations of interest.  

36. Minutes and Matters Arising  

Item 28 - had a spelling mistake in the second paragraph that would be amended. 
 
Item 28 - The membership of the forum was raised by Anne Shillcock and it was 
expressed that the number of vacancies was disappointing. The membership was 
regularly reviewed and officers have tried for some time to get a full compliment of 
members. Officers had been unable to fill the vacant position of Diocese 
Representative (Roman Catholic), Diocese Representative (Church of England) and 
14-19 Partnership Representative for some years now. Beverley Steven’s had written 
to the other academy schools in an attempt to fill the vacant Academy Governor 
position, but had been unsuccessful. It was also widely acknowledged that there was 
currently a large turn over in Primary School Governors. Officers had recently 
approached Bracknell and Wokingham College regarding the 14-19 Partnership 
Representative but had been unsuccessful. A further attempt would be made in the 
New Year.  
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Item 30 – The Medium Term Finical Plan for the SEN Resource Unit at Garth Hill was 
not yet available and would be brought to a Schools Forum meeting in the New Year. 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 8 December 2016 be approved 
and signed by the Chairman as a correct record.  

37. 2017-18 Schools Block element of the Schools Budget - Initial Matters  

The Schools Forum received a report setting the current scene on the School Block 
element of the Schools Budget and an update on the initial matters that needed to be 
dealt with in order for the timely preparation of the 2017/18 budget. Further decisions 
would be required in January when all of the information was available.  
 
At this stage, there is only provisional funding information available but it is important 
to make some early decisions so that budget planning can be suitably progressed to 
ensure that the council would be able to meet the DfE deadline of 20 January 2017 
for Local Authorities to submit the actual Funding Formula and units of resource that 
would be used in 2017/18. 
 
The key points and decisions being requested at this stage were: 
 

 The DfE would provide a cash flat funding settlement for the Schools Block, 
meaning no increase for inflation or other pressures although increases in 
pupil numbers would be funded 

 As a result, there would be increased funding from the DfE arising from an 
extra 396 pupils in schools which at +2.6% was significantly larger than the 
+1.9% increase experienced in each of the previous 2 years 

 Schools supported continued BFC central budget management of the 
services the DfE permits to be ‘de-delegated’ from schools although in future 
an annual update on each of the services would be provided to confirm 
performance and impact 

 The £0.26m funding transfer from the Education Services Grant into the 
Dedicated Schools Grant should, as intended by the DfE, be used to fund LA 
‘retained’ statutory and regulatory duties 

 That maintained schools supported contributing £20 per pupil to the cost of 
meeting ‘general’ statutory and regulatory duties that the council is obliged to 
meet despite the DfE withdrawing funding of £77 per pupil 

 A saving of £0.096m would be realised from the Brakenhale School academy 
conversion which results in charitable status and eligibility to 85% charitable 
rates relief 

 Taking account of the agreed budget strategy and the estimated amount of 
available resources, the budget changes that were considered the highest 
priority to fund in 2017-18 at this stage were: 

o Changes in pupil numbers 
o Changes in pupil characteristics, which typically benefit the most 

vulnerable children 
o Diseconomy and start-up costs at new and expanding schools, as set 

out in the approved policy 

 Agreeing all the proposals would require a draw down from the accumulated 
surplus balance on the Schools Budget of £0.256m. 

 There would be an estimated £1.7m of unfunded pressures falling on schools 
next year, which amounts to around 2% of current spending levels. 

 
As a result of the Members questions, the following points were made: 
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 Schools found it difficult to commit money to ‘de-delegated’ services without 
understanding what they could do for the school, or whether they provided a 
good service. LA officers confirmed that an annual performance would be 
provided each year in advance of the relevant budget decision. 

 Schools were making savings from re-organising their staffing structure and 
this is forecast to result in overspend on the redundancy ‘de-delegated’ 
budget this year. This is the first over spending for three years and reflects the 
difficult financial environment. 

 The ‘de-delegated’ staff supply cover costs were mostly for maternity cover. 
The proportion of the spend was approximately £300k. 

 If more schools acadamised then ‘de–delegated’ support service budgets 
would also reduce requiring a consequential  cost reduction in order to 
provide value for money, sustainable services. However there were still many 
unknowns surrounding acadamisation and it was difficult to speculate the 
speed in which this could occur. The impact on ‘de-delegated’ services would 
need to be taken on a case by case basis. 

 The duties, set out on pages 131/132 of the report, indicated what the £20 per 
pupil deduction to support ‘general’ LA statutory and regulatory duties could 
be spent on. 

 The additional £20 per pupil deduction would put enormous pressure on some 
schools. 

 There was a limited ’de-delegated’ budget available for those schools that 
were struggling to meet the new financial pressures.  

 
RESOLVED that all Forum Members AGREED the following recommendations: 
 

 That subject to relevant provisions being contained within DfE Funding 
Regulations, the funds being transferred from the Education Services Grant to 
the Dedicated Schools Grant for ‘retained’ education related statutory and 
regulatory duties can be held centrally by the Council within the Schools 
Budget (paragraph 6.22 of the Report). 

 On going central retention by the Council of Schools Block funding for the 
services set out in Annex 4 (paragraph 6.32 of the Report). 

 The provisional budget changes for 2017-18, as set out in Table 4, subject to 
sufficient resources being available (paragraph 6.47 of the Report). 

 
RESOLVED that all Forum Members NOTED: 
 

 That schools are again likely to face significant unfunded cost pressures next 
year that are currently estimated at £1.7m an average of 2.1% (paragraph 
6.49 of the Report). 
 

RESOLVED that Primary School representatives only AGREED: 
 

 The continued de-delegated of budgets for the services permitted by 
the DfE (paragraph 6.17 of the Report). 
 

RESOLVED that Secondary School representatives only AGREED: 
 

 The continued de-delegated of budgets for the services permitted by 
the DfE (paragraph 6.17 of the Report). 

 
RESOLVED that School representatives only AGREED: 
 

 That subject to relevant provisions being contained within DfE 
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Funding Regulations, a £20 per pupil contribution is made by maintained 
schools towards the cost of delivering ‘general’ education related statutory 
and regulatory duties (paragraph 6.28 of the Report). 

38. Apprenticeship Levy  

The Members received an update on the issues surrounding the introduction of an 
apprenticeship levy, the quota of apprentices for public sector employers and the 
plans being made by the Council. 
 
Full details of the scheme were yet to be released by Central Government which 
meant that only a limited update with identification of potential issues was available at 
this time, but the Council was in the process of formulating a strategy to meet the 
issues that are expected to emerge. 
 
Once final details are known, the Council would update school Bursars and Head 
Teachers and present the Schools Forum with a full overview. 
 
RESOLVED that the Schools Forum NOTED the current position as set out in Annex 
1 of the report.  

39. Consultation on Proposals for 2017-18 Early Years Funding  

 
 
The Schools Forum received a report seeking comments on proposals from the 
council for the funding arrangements to be put in place for Early Years (EY) 
provisions from 2017-18 and to approve the release of the consequential consultation 
document to providers and other interested parties.  
 
Changes need to be made in order to meet new requirements from the DfE, of which 
the key elements were set out as: 
 

 Extending the free entitlement from 15 to 30 hours a week for eligible working 
families from September 2017 

 BFC would receive an extra 14.1% in per pupil funding rates in 2017-18, rising 
to 20.1% in 2019-20 when a contribution to transitional funding protection to 
LAs losing money ends. 

 LAs could retain no more than 5% of funds for centrally managed budgets that 
did not ultimately get passed on to providers 

 An SEN inclusion fund, Disability Access Fund (DSF) and general 
contingency could be maintained and these would be outside the 5% cap as 
the expectation is that the funds would ultimately be passed on to providers 

 The local EY Funding Formula would have to allocate at least 90% of funding 
through a uniform base rate paid to all providers, irrespective of their setting 
type or background 

 Hourly top-up rates could be paid when providers meet eligible criteria, but 
would be limited to: 

o Deprivation 
o Flexibility 
o Delivering the additional 15 hours 
o Efficiency 
o sparsity 

 
The key proposals from BFC in the published report related to: 
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 Holding a maximum of 3% in budgets centrally managed by BFC 

 Establishing an SEN inclusion fund, a DAF and a provider contingency 

 Pay a uniform hourly base rate of around £4.08 (92.75% of available funds) 
and include only the following hourly top up supplements for: 

o Deprivation (5%) 
o Flexibility (1%) 
o Delivering the additional 15 hours (1.25%) 

 
To support the consultation, two evening briefing sessions would be held in January 
for providers to attend to raise questions and comments. 
 
In order to have sufficient time to engage with local providers on the best way to meet 
the new requirements, the local BFC consultation was proposed to be released on 9 
December. This was originally expected to be in advance of final DfE decisions as to 
delay any further would put at risk a successful 1 April implementation. However, on 
1 December, between the publication of the Forum report and the actual meeting, the 
DfE did release details of how EY funding would need to operate from 2017-18 and 
this did include a number of significant changes from the original consultation 
document. 
 
This late information required a supplementary report to be emailed to members and 
tabled at the meeting which included some revisions to the original published paper 
to reflect changes made by the DfE from those contained in the original consultation 
proposals. The key changes in the tabled paper all related to the local EY Funding 
Formula and were: 
 

 To increase the amount to be paid through supplements that would need to 
be funded through a reduced amount of uniform base rate, which was now 
estimated at £4.00 per hour (91% of available funds) 

 For the supplements 
o Deprivation (5%). Would now take account of both Income Deprivation 

Affecting Children Index (IDACI) scores and eligibility to EY Pupil 
Premium,. Each measure to distribute 2.5% of available funds. 

o Quality now to be used (3%). Not originally allowed but will now be 
permitted. This would have different, but similar eligibility criteria 
compared to the existing supplement. 

o Delivery of the additional 15 hours (0%). No longer to be permitted, 
originally to allocate 1.25% 

o Flexibility (1%). No change 
o English as an additional language was not originally allowed but will 

now be permitted. Proposed to support these children through a 
centrally managed BFC budget rather than include within the hourly 
rate supplements. 

 
As a result of the members questions, the following points were made: 
 

 The reason for the current differential base rate funding of £3.17 to schools 
and £3.71 to PVI providers was mainly as a result of evidence from the 2010 
provider cost survey that identified that schools had  minimal accommodation 
costs compared to PVI providers who generally incurred rental costs. 

 The additional staff costs that schools had to incur were financed through the 
quality supplement, with most schools receiving the middle supplement of 
£0.27 per hour. 

 Only one school received the highest quality supplement rate, which is now 
proposed to be removed. 
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 In terms of being able to deliver the additional 15 hours to eligible parents that 
wanted to take it up, BFC had worked closely with many of the PVI providers 
regarding this. There had also been engagement with childminders and out of 
school provided such as holiday clubs. Most of the feedback had been 
positive, but it was still early days with many of the providers waiting to see 
what the funding looks like before committing to providing extra hours 

 
POST MEETING NOTE: 
 
Final pre-publication checking of the BFC EY consultation document identified an 
error in the calculation of the deprivation top-up supplement. In calculating the 
number of EY pupil premium children that would be funded, the calculation used the 
total number included on each of the 3 termly census counts, rather than converting 
each count number to an annual average. The effect of this was to overstate 
numbers by around 300%. Using the correct number of EY pupil premium children 
and allocating the proposed 2.5% of funds through this measure would result in an 
hourly top up rate of £1.93 which is considered too high. The final consultation 
document therefore proposes that 4% of available funds are allocated for deprivation 
via IDACI scores and 1% via EY pupil premium rates. This would maintain the total 
5% allocation through deprivation measures, produce outcomes similar to those 
presented in the annex to the published report and result in an hourly top up rate for 
EY pupil premium children of £0.77 compared to the original calculation of £0.66. 
 
RESOLVED that the Schools Forum AGREED the distribution of the EY funding 
consultation document and supporting papers at Appendices 1 and 2 of the original 
report, after making the changes set out in this report, subject to any further 
amendments agreed by the Schools Forum. 
 
RESOLVED that the Schools Forum NOTED, following a nomination process, that 
Michelle Tuddenham has been appointed as the new EY provider representative on 
the Schools Forum (paragraph 6.3 of the original report). 

40. Revenue Funding Policy for new and expanding schools for 2017-18  

The Schools Forum received a report to agree that the Start-up and Diseconomy 
Funding Policy for New and Expanding Schools approved for 2016-17 is extended 
into 2017-18, subject to minor changes. The policy includes the same detailed 
funding model and illustrates how it was intended to work. Due to the long term 
nature and reliance on external factors, such as the pace of housing developments, 
the cost forecast and the actual timing of the need for places arises should be viewed 
as provisional and subject to revision.  
 
The two changes proposed to the policy from what was previously agreed for 2016-
17 were: 

1) to increase the staffing related start-up funding allocation for an all through 
school from 0.4 fte 0.6 fte to reflect the additional requirements. 
 
2) to cease diseconomy top-up funding when the school had admitted up to 
80%o f final planned capacity, rather than 75%. This was considered a more 
realistic figure, especially for smaller schools. 

 
As a result of the Members’ questions, the following points were made: 
 

 The LA had a clause within the Academies initial contract setting the 
admission number, inline with the Admissions Policy for the first two years. 
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 It had been hard to predict the speed of housing developments. Housing 
Developers tended to kept there projections to themselves and not keep in 
line with original schedules. This could have a significant impact on the actual 
timing of when the new schools would be delivered. 

 The admission number at new schools would be restricted from the outset of 
a New or Expanding School. This would start low and increase as the 
development grew. 

 In terms of increasing the start-up funding for a new all through school, 
officers confirmed that discussion with the provider had made a strong case to 
the  increase the HeadTeacher allocation from 0.4fte to 0.6 fte and this would 
cost between £7k - £8k of the total £14k increase.  

 
RESOLVED that the Schools Forum AGREED that the updated new / expanding 
schools funding policy should be applied in the 2017-18 financial year. 

41. Dates of Future Meetings  

The Forum noted that future meetings would be held on the following dates: 
 
12 January 2017 
9 March 2017 
25 May 2017 
 

 
 
 
CHAIRMAN 
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TO: SCHOOLS FORUM 
DATE: 12 JANUARY 2017 
 

 
PROPOSALS FOR THE 2017-18 SCHOOLS BLOCK ELEMENT 

OF THE SCHOOLS BUDGET 
Director of Children, Young People and Learning 

 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to present to the Schools Forum an update on school 

funding and to seek comments on the final proposals from the Council for the 2017-18 
Schools Block element of the Schools Budget.  

 
1.2 Recommendations agreed from this report will form the basis of proposals to be 

presented to the Executive Member for Children, Young People and Learning, who has 
responsibility for agreeing most aspects of the Schools Budget although within the 
overall budget setting process, there are a number of areas that the Forum has 
responsibility for, and these are presented now for a decision. 

 
1.3 There is a very tight timetable to meet, with views of the Schools Forum on the 

proposals being sought in advance of the 20 January deadline for submitting to the 
Department for Education (DfE) the actual Funding Formula for Schools to be used in 
2017-18 with associated units of resource and total cost.  

 
2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
2.1 The current financial climate continues to create difficulties in setting a balanced 

Schools Budget. This relates to the cash flat financial settlement from the DfE that 
does not include funding for £1.6m of known cost pressures – equivalent to 2% of 
current spending - and the emerging long term pressure arising from new / expanding 
schools. To finance the budget changes considered necessary, a one-off draw down of 
£0.180m from the general balances of the Schools Budget will be required. 
 

2.2 The Spending Review 2015, whilst indicating that per pupil funding for the Dedicated 
Schools Grant and Pupil Premium will be protected in real terms, also announced the 
introduction of a national funding formula for schools from 2018-19. Whilst progress is 
being made on this, until the details of the formula are confirmed, uncertainties will 
exist for medium term budget planning. 

 
 
3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 To AGREE 
 
3.1 As decision maker: 

1. that the arrangements in place for the administration of central 
government grants are appropriate (paragraph 6.29); 

2. the budget amounts for each of the services centrally managed by the 
council and funded from the School Block DSG as set out in Annex 2 
(paragraph 6.31); 
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3.2 In its role as the representative body of schools and other providers of 
education and childcare, the Forum REQUESTS that the Executive Member 
AGREES the following decisions for the 2017-18 Schools Budget: 

1. that the budget for Schools Block DSG is reset to £66.395m and other 
Schools Block related grants reset to anticipated 2017-18 amounts 
(paragraphs 6.7 and 6.25); 

2. to maintain appropriate funding allocations for the most vulnerable 
pupils, relevant budget allocations are  increased by 2.5%, the same 
increase as pupil numbers (paragraph 6.13); 

3. the net £1.932m of budget adjustments are allocated to the budget 
areas set out in Table 1 as follows: 

a. £1.280m into delegated school budgets (column 1); 

b. £0.025m into ‘de-delegated’ school budgets (column 2); 

c. £0.627m into centrally managed budgets (column 3); 

4. the £0.180m shortfall in funding is financed by a one-off allocation from 
the general balances of the Schools Budget (paragraph 6.24); 

5. that the DfE pro forma template of the 2017-18 BF Funding Formula for 
Schools as set out in Annex 3 be submitted for the 20 January deadline 
(paragraph 6.23). 

 
3.3 To NOTE: 

1 that proposals in respect of the Early Years and High Needs Block 
elements of the Schools Block will be presented to the Forum in March 
(paragraph 6.4). 

2 the cost pressures that schools are likely to need to finance from 
within existing resources, estimated at around 2% (paragraph 6.26). 

 
 
4 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1 To ensure that the 2017-18 Schools Budget is developed in accordance with the views 

of the Schools Form, the anticipated level of resources and the statutory funding 
framework, including the requirement to submit summary details of individual 2017-18 
school budgets to the DfE by 20 January 2017.  

 
 
5 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
5.1 These are set out in the supporting information. 
 
 
6 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

 
Background 
 

6.1 The Schools Budget is funded by a 100% ring fenced government grant called the 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG). The DSG comprises 3 funding Blocks, each with a 
separate calculation and funding allocation; the Schools Block (SB); the High Needs 
Block (HNB); and the Early Years Block (EYB). 
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6.2 The DSG can only be spent on the purposes prescribed by the DfE and funds 
delegated school budgets and a range of centrally managed pupil and school related 
budgets. Any under or overspending in a year must also be ring fenced and applied to 
a future Schools Budget. Whilst there is a general ring-fence in place on what the DSG 
can be spent on, there is no ring-fence on the individual funding Blocks meaning 
money can be freely moved between services in each Block. 

 
6.3 LAs can add to the DSG from their own resources to increase the size of the Schools 

Budget but are not permitted to plan to spend at a lower amount. The policy of the 
Council is for the Schools Budget to be funded to the level of external funding, with the 
Executive Member authorised to agree the budget allocation between schools and 
centrally managed budgets. This is due to take place on 17 January 2017. 
 
The Schools Block 
 
Overview 
 

6.4 This report concentrates on the Schools Block element of the DSG which is intended 
to fund delegated school budgets and the small number of services that the DfE allows 
LAs to manage centrally on behalf of schools. HNB and EYB funding matters will be 
subject to a separate report that will be presented for consideration on 9 March. 

 
Progress to date 

 
6.5 The 8 December Forum meeting received an update on DfE decisions relating to the 

Schools Block and other related matters, in particular: 
 

 ‘Re-basing’ DSG funding Blocks to the amounts individual LAs are actually 
spending, rather than the amounts distributed by the DfE that were based on 
historic spending amounts. 

 Adding the £117m (£15 per pupil) ‘retained duties’ element of the Education 
Services Grant (ESG) into DSG funding at £0.26m for BFC. This funding is 
intended to finance education related LA statutory and regulatory duties that 
apply to both maintained schools and academies. The expectation of the DfE 
is that this funding continues to be made available to LAs to finance these 
duties. 

 Removing £600m of ESG funding currently paid to LAs for ‘general’ statutory 
and regulatory duties that meet a wider range of responsibilities than the 
‘retained’ element in respect of maintained schools only, but continuing to 
require LAs to meet the exiting requirements. The loss of income to BFC from 
this is £1.24m. 

 Core per pupil funding through the Schools Block DSG from the DfE to remain 
at 2016-17 prices, so no funding for inflation or other cost pressures. The 
actual per pupil funding amount for BFC will be £4,167. 

 Pupil numbers to be funded will be those recorded on the October 2016 
census, meaning changes from last year will be reflected in the DSG. 

 To provide a degree of funding protection to individual schools, the Minimum 
Funding Guarantee (MFG) at individual school level will remain unchanged at 
a maximum decrease in per pupil funding of 1.5%. The cost of the MFG is met 
from placing a cap on the amount that schools with funding increases can 
retain. 
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6.6 Based on information available at the last meeting, and taking guidance from the 
budget strategy (see Annex 1) the Schools Forum agreed the following initial budget 
decisions: 

 

 Based on school responses to the annual financial consultation: 

 The £1.249m budget associated with services that can be ‘de-
delegated’ would again be deducted from school budgets and centrally 
managed by the council. 

 Schools would contribute £20 per statutory aged pupil to on-going 
‘general’ LA education related statutory and regulatory duties 
(£0.282m). 

 The £15 per pupil funding for ‘retained’ LA education related statutory and 
regulatory duties transferred into the DSG at £0.26m would be centrally 
managed by the council for funding associated costs. 

 On-going central retention by the council of £1.164m of Schools Block funding 
for the current services, including the historic commitments. See Annex 2 for 
relevant budgets. 

 Using the agreed budget strategy, funding for the following changes would be 
included in the 2017-18 budget, subject to sufficient resources: 

 Basic per pupil funding allocations would reflect increases in pupil 
numbers. 

 The estimated impact of increases in pupil numbers on other pupil 
related funding allocations would also be funded e.g. pupil eligibility to a 
free school meal (FSM). 

 The cost of implementing the approved Start up and diseconomy 
funding policy for new and expanding schools. 

 The saving on business rates arising from the Brakenhale school 
academy conversion and consequential 85% cost reduction arising from 
eligibility to charitable rates relief. 

 
Estimated Schools Block DSG income 

 
6.7 The DfE published verified October school census and other data that must be used to 

calculate 2017-18 school budgets on 20th December. This included funding for 15,933 
pupils (+2.63%), 13 more than the original council forecast. With the BFC per pupil 
DSG funding rate at £4,167.13 this results in total funding of £66.395m, an increase of 
£0.054m compared to the initial estimate. 
 
Budget proposals for 2017-18 
 
Current base budget for the Schools Block 

 
6.8 This remains unchanged from the £64.808m reported in December and reflects the 

additional £0.26m funding transferred into the DSG for ‘retained’ statutory and 
regulatory duties and the £0.096m saving on Brakenhale rates. 
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The Funding Formula for Schools 
 
6.9 The estimated impact from the increase in pupil numbers of 405 (+2.5%) contained on 

the provisional October 2016 census indicated a cost of £1.371m for basic pupil 
funding (AWPU). In the absence of updated DfE data for other pupil related factors, 
such as deprivation and low prior attainment, the same proportionate increase in these 
budgets was assumed, which would cost £0.153m. Overall, there was forecast to be a 
£1.524m increase in funds allocated through the Funding Formula. 
 

6.10 Using the actual DfE verified census data identified an error on the initial BFC 
calculation for basic pupil funding. The 93 pupils on roll at the Warfield expansion site 
at Woodhurst were double counted; they were included on both the calculation of cost 
of the overall increase in pupil numbers and then again when the Woodhurst 
diseconomy funding was calculated. These pupils should have only been included on 
the diseconomy funding calculation. The double counting over estimated basic per 
pupil funding by £0.29m. 
 

6.11 The revised calculation of budget allocations for changes in pupil numbers shows a 
£0.324m increase in primary schools from an extra 107 (+2% when the 93 pupils on 
roll at the Warfield Woodhurst site funded through the diseconomy policy are included) 
with an extra £0.767m to secondary schools from an extra 192 pupils (+3.4%). The 
funding allocation associated with these additional 299 pupils is £1.091m. 
 

6.12 Looking at the other pupil related data, despite a 2.5% increase in pupil numbers from 
last year, eligibility to a FSM and Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index 
deprivation measures have reduced by 2.4%, English as an Additional Language 
(EAL) numbers are down 7.8%, numbers of looked after children have reduced by 25% 
and Low Prior Attainment scores are 4.2% lower. Applying this data through the 
Formula results in schools receiving £0.107m less than in the current year. 
 

6.13 These reductions were not in accordance with initial expectations, especially when 
there has been an overall increase in pupil numbers of 2.5%. Therefore, additional 
checks were undertaken against the data, and reassuringly, no significant issues were 
identified. However, allocating funds on this data set would not meet the key objectives 
of the council which includes prioritising the vulnerable and those in greatest need. It is 
also an element of the previously agreed budget strategy. Some of these factors are 
also used as a proxy measure for low level SEN, so are used to provide resources to 
schools to fund the first £6,000 of support needs for relevant children. Therefore, to 
maintain the existing proportion of funds being allocated through targeted pupil 
characteristics, the factors mentioned above have been increased by 2.5%, in line with 
the increase in pupil numbers. This results in an additional allocation to schools of 
£0.108m rather than the original £0.107m reduction. 
 

6.14 The DfE has also introduced a degree of moderation to how the Low Prior Attainment 
results must be used for funding purposes for secondary schools. The 2016 KS2 
assessments are the first which assess the new, more challenging national curriculum. 
At a national level, a higher number of the year 7 cohort was identified as having low 
prior attainment. The DfE have therefore used a national weighting of 48% to ensure 
that this cohort does not have disproportionate influence within the overall total. The 
weighting has been applied to scale back the proportion of year 7 pupils identified as 
LPA, to a level commensurate with the number of pupils identified as LPA in years 8 to 
11 under the previous KS 2 tests. 

 
6.15 The previous budget report also identified a potential change in costs to schools from 

the national business rates revaluation that has recently concluded. The details of the 
charging and transitional funding arrangements have now been confirmed, and this 
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results in an additional cost of £0.122m. This needs to be included in school budgets 
as DfE Funding Regulations require schools to be funded for rates liabilities on the 
basis of the estimated actual cost. 
 

6.16 The council has also been reviewing the future use and management of the 
Community Use Sports Centres at Edgbarrow and Sandhurst that are shared with the 
local Secondary Schools. This has resulted in both schools agreeing to manage all 
aspects of the sports centres from 1 April 2017, including the finances. The Funding 
Formula currently allocates £0.085m to the schools to fund their contribution to school 
usage which is set out in a joint legal agreement. With the dissolution of this 
agreement, and with the schools in future meeting all costs and retaining all income, 
this funding allocation will no longer be permitted by the DfE. In addition, both sports 
centres have independent rates assessments separate from the school buildings. In 
accordance with DfE Funding Regulations, the Funding Formula will need to allocate 
£0.1m for these costs as they will in future fall on the school, making a net cost 
increase to the Schools Block of £0.015m. 
 

6.17 Costs incurred against ‘de-delegated’ budgets have also been reviewed and this has 
highlighted 2 areas where additional funds are proposed to be allocated; meeting the 
cost of school staff absence through maternity leave; and premature retirement costs 
(PRC) and dismissal costs. A review of expenditure in the last 3 years indicates an 
average over spending of £0.015m on school staff maternity leave costs and £0.010m 
on PRC/Dismissal costs, although the over spend on this later item is forecast at over 
£0.05m this year as more schools look to re-organise their staffing structures to reduce 
costs. These budgets are both proposed to be to cover the amount of average over 
spending in the last 3 years at an aggregate cost of £0.025m. 
 

6.18 The final impact from the Funding Formula relates to the £20 per pupil contribution to 
on-going ‘general’ LA education related statutory and regulatory duties that were 
agreed at the previous meeting of the Schools Forum. This is now included as a 
budget transfer from delegated school budgets to those to be centrally managed by the 
council. 
 
Impact of the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) 

 
6.19 Forum members will be aware that in order to reduce funding turbulence in schools, 

the DfE requires all LAs to apply the MFG to individual school budgets and allocate top 
up funding where per pupil funding rates fall by more than 1.5% between years. In 
order to be able to finance the cost, the DfE allows a cap to be applied to reduce 
funding increases at schools experiencing a gain in per pupil funding. The Forum has 
previously agreed that schools above the MFG and in receipt of per pupil funding 
increases would meet the cost of financing the protection required for schools below 
the MFG. For 2017-18, the MFG top up decreases from £0.122m to £0.080m. 
 
Changes arising from new / expanding schools 

 
6.20 The cost of implementing the Start up and diseconomy funding policy for new and 

expanding schools that was approved at the previous Forum meeting has been 
recalculated at a cost of £0.321m, an increase of £0.005m. There is no change to the 
£0.05m saving agreed on the budget for start-up costs for the new schools that are 
planned to open in September 2018. 
 
Centrally managed budgets 
 

6.21 Costs incurred against centrally managed budgets have also been reviewed and this 
has highlighted a further 2 areas where additional funds are proposed to be allocated; 
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in-year growth allowances paid to schools experiencing significant increases in pupil 
numbers; and the centralised copyright licence that ensures all schools are covered for 
copyright and other common licences. For in-year growth allowances, the budget is 
forecast to over spend by £0.1m in the current year, and rolling forward current pupil 
numbers by 1 year indicates a pressure for 2017-18 of £0.129m. For the centralised 
copyright licence, this is forecast to over spend by £0.004m in the current year. Costs 
are based on pupil numbers and with these rising, the budget is expected to over 
spend by £0.006m in 2017-18. The DfE requires LAs to pay this licence fee. Therefore, 
a net pressure of £0.135m for these 2 items is proposed to be funded on centrally 
managed budgets. 
 
Summary of proposed changes 

 
6.22 Based on the data set provided by the DfE and other relevant information, a series of 

changes have been set out above that the council proposes are reflected in the 2017-
18 Schools Block budget. They draw from the national funding framework, the budget 
strategy previously agreed by the Forum, and the estimated level of resources. Table 1 
summarises the changes proposed. 
 
Table 1: Summary budget proposals for 2017-18 
 

P
a

ra
 R

e
f.
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tr

a
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g
y
 

 
Budget proposal 

Delegated 
school 

budgets  

De-
delegated 
budgets 

Centrally 
managed 
budgets 

Total  

  1   2   3   4   

  £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 
              

6.8   Original 2016-17 Schools Block budget 62,229   1,250   1,164   64,643   

              

6.8   Funding for 'retained' statutory duties 0   0   260   260   

6.8   Reduced rates liability from academy schools -96   0   0   -96   

    Re-stated base budget 62,133   1,250   1,424   64,807   
              

    Changes for 2017-18:         

6.11 1 Change in number of primary pupils 324   0   0   324   

6.11 1 Change in number of secondary pupils 767   0   0   767   

6.13 1 
Effect of changes in pupil characteristics e.g. 
FSM numbers, test results, EAL etc. 

108   0   0   108   

6.15 2 Rates revaluation 122   0   0   122   

6.16 2 Net impact from joint use arrangements 15   0   0   15   

6.17 4 PRC/Dismissal costs 0   10   0   10   

6.17 4 Maternity leave 0   15   0   15   

6.18 2 Part funding of 'general' statutory duties -282   0   282   0   

6.19 4 Diseconomy funding; new / expanded schools 321   0   -50   271   

6.20 4 Growth allowances 0   0   129   129   

6.20 2 National copyright licence 0   0   6   6   

    Total requirement for 2017-18 63,509   1,275   1,791   66,575   
              

    Change 1,280   25   627   1,932   
              

    Financing:         

6.7   Estimated Schools Block DSG       66,395   

6.23   Draw down from reserves 2017-18       180   
              

    Total financing       66,575   
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Submission of DfE pro forma budget statement 
 
6.23 The DfE closely monitors the progress of LAs in setting their individual school budgets 

and requires the completion and submission of a template that sets out the Funding 
Formula to be used, associated units of resource and total cost. The deadline for 
return has been set at 20 January 2017. Annex 3 shows the BF return, which has been 
completed on the assumption that all of the proposals set out in this report are 
approved. The £64.784m recorded against Total Funding for Schools Block Formula 
detailed at the end of the pro forma matches the delegated and de-delegated budget 
totals in columns 1 and 2 of Table 1. The Forum is recommended to agree that the 
attached pro forma is submitted. 
 
Managing the forecast budget gap 

 
6.24 Table 1 above indicates a budget shortfall of £0.180m. Funding available for the 

Schools Budget can be adjusted by applying unspent DSG from previous years or 
other resources held in earmarked reserves. The Borough Treasurer considers that the 
Schools Budget should hold a minimum surplus of £0.66m to help manage unforeseen 
cost increases such as those experienced in 2014-15. Taking account of this 
requirement, the accumulated surplus as at 1 April 2017 of £0.760m and the £0.452m 
in-year surplus forecast for 2016-17 (based on November budget monitoring cycle), 
there is estimated to be £0.552m available to support unfunded 2017-18 expenditure 
on a one-off basis, which is sufficient to fund these proposals and the Forum is 
therefore recommended to agree this approach for setting of the 2017-18 budget. 
 
Other grant income 

 
6.25 In addition to the DSG, a number of other significant grants are paid directly to schools 

and these have been reviewed for anticipated receipts in 2017-18 and the Forum is 
recommended to agree that the Executive Member updates budgets where relevant: 

 

 Funding rates allocated through the Pupil Premium for pupils eligible to a FSM 
at any time in the last 6 years, from a services family at any time in the last 4 
years or looked after to remaining unchanged. Total income to schools next 
year is expected to remain fairly stable at to £3.345m. 

 Funding for Universal Infant FSM and Primary School PE and Sport Grant 
have yet to be confirmed and are assumed to continue at current funding 
rates, with total income of £1.487m and £0.292m respectively; 

 For funding for sixth forms to remain in line with the existing national funding 
formula with £4.521m anticipated. 

 
Actual cost pressures estimated for 2017-18 

 
6.26 Schools will experience a range of cost pressures next year and whilst funding is 

proposed to cover increases in pupil numbers and diseconomy funding for new 
schools, others will remain unfunded and will require schools to make savings to 
balance their budgets. The main pressures, which total to around £1.6m, and 
represent 2% of current spending levels are: 

 
1. A new Apprenticeship levy is expected to be introduced from April 2017. It 

will in effect be a 0.5% payroll tax and is estimated to cost around £0.320m. 
In addition to the levy, there is also expected to be an apprenticeship quota 
obligation, with the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills proposing 
a target of 2.3% ‘apprenticeship starts’ each year. There could well be 
financial implications from this also. 
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2. The cost of pay and price inflation. With public sector pay increases limited 
at 1%, with a similar assumption on other costs, this will equate to around a 
£0.8m pressure. We are currently experiencing historically low inflationary 
pressures. This is expected to start to increase moving forward.  

3. The statutory increase in the Living Wage, paid locally as the Bracknell 
Forest Supplement. This is due to increase in April 2017 and is estimated to 
cost schools around £0.150m on top of the 1% included in 2. above. 

4. The potential new ‘top slice’ to maintained school budgets to contribute to 
the ‘general duties’ education support services currently funded through the 
ESG. Assuming a £20 per pupil deduction would cost around £0.282m. 

5. The underlying deficit on the Local Government Pension Scheme is being 
reduced by way of additional lump sum contributions. Payments due from 
schools in the BF Local Government Pension Scheme are forecast to 
increase by £0.1m.  

 
Most of these cost pressures equally apply to centrally managed Schools Block 
budgets, meaning they too require real terms savings of around 2% to be managed, a 
reduction in services provided, or a combination of both. 

 
6.27 In terms of the proposed funding increases to be paid to schools for new pupils, the 

increased budget allocation will exceed the expected cost as per pupil funding 
contributes to more costs than classroom staff, most of which would not change as 
numerous schools admit relatively small numbers of pupils that do not require the 
recruitment of a new teacher. Of the £1.091m included in school budgets for changes 
in pupils, it should be expected that at least 50% of the funding will not result in 
equivalent cost increases. Nevertheless, schools are still facing unfunded cost 
increases. This will increase the likelihood that more pressure will be placed on the 
budget to support schools in financial difficulty and more schools seeking loans to 
manage required cost reductions over a number of years. 
 
Other decisions required from the Schools Forum 
 

6.28 The content of this report complies with requirements of the School and Early Years 
Finance (England) Regulations 2016. In addition to this, in setting the 2017-18 Schools 
Budget, there are also requirements from the Schools Forum (England) Regulations 
2012 that need to be complied with. 

 
6.29 There is a requirement to seek comments from the Forum in respect of administration 

arrangements for the allocation of central government grants. No changes are 
proposed on existing arrangements whereby relevant costs are absorbed by the 
council in normal day to day operations and the Forum is requested to agree this 
approach continues. 

 
6.30 The Schools Forum Regulations also require the council to seek comments on 

arrangements for pupils with special educational needs, pupil referral units and other 
education out of school and early years provisions. In line with the publication of 
associated funding allocations, these matters will be presented to the Forum on 9 
March. 

 
6.31 The Forum also has a decision making role on other budget matters, most notably in 

relation to Schools Block element funds held for central management by the Council 
on behalf of schools. Relevant budgets, including changes proposed in this paper are 
set out in Annex 2 and the Forum is recommended to agree relevant amounts for each 
budget line. 
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Conclusion Next steps 

 
6.32 Due to the cash flat funding settlement in a period of significant cost increases, making 

proposals to balance the 2017-18 budget has again presented significant challenges. 
Moving forward, it seems likely that further financial challenges will need to be 
addressed in the years ahead, although as a consequence of the school funding 
reforms, these are likely to fall on the EFA. 

 
6.33 Further work is on-going relating to the High Needs and Early Years Block items where 

the level of funding to be received next year has yet to be finalised. Budget proposals 
on these areas of the Schools Budget will be presented to the Forum in March. 

 
 
7 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
7.1 The relevant legal implications are addressed within the main body of the report. 

 
Borough Treasurer 

 
7.2 Included within the supporting information. 
 
 Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
7.3 The budget proposals ensure funding is targeted towards vulnerable groups and an 

EIA is not required. 
 
Strategic Risk Management Issues 

 
7.4 The funding reforms and tight financial settlement present a number of strategic risks, 

most significantly: 

1. Insufficient funding to cover anticipated pay and price inflation and changes 
in contributions to the Pension Funds and the new Apprenticeship Levy. 

2. The ability of schools with loans to manage their repayments. Two 
secondary schools have significant loan advances that need to be managed 
during a period of real terms reduction in funding. 

3. Ensuring sufficient resources are allocated into general school budgets to 
meet their SEN responsibilities, up to the £10,000 limit.  

4. Managing the additional revenue costs arising from the new / expanded 
schools programme. 

5. The ability of schools to admit an increasing number of pupils. 
 
7.5 These risks will be managed through support and assistance to schools in the budget 

setting process which is a well established programme. It has ensured that schools 
develop medium term solutions to budget shortfalls and draws on funding retained to 
support schools in financial difficulty or through the allocation of short to medium term 
loans. Subject to the outcomes from the consultation with schools, there remains a de-
delegated budget of £0.234m (after academy deduction) to support schools in financial 
difficulties that meet qualifying criteria. 

 

20



Unrestricted 

7.6 The increase in school academisation is also likely to increase budget and general 
resource pressures on the council. These will need to be managed as they emerge. 

 
 
8 CONSULTATION 
 
 Principal Groups Consulted 
 
8.1 CYPL Departmental Management Team, schools and the Schools Forum. 
 
 Method of Consultation 
 
8.2 Written reports to CYPL Management Team and the Schools Forum, formal 

consultation with schools 
 
 Representations Received 
 
8.3 Included in body of the report. 
 
 
Background Papers 
None: 
 
Contact for further information 
David Watkins, Chief Officer: SR&EH      (01344 354061) 
David.Watkins@bracknell-forest.gov.uk 
 
Paul Clark, Head of Departmental Finance      (01344 354054) 
paul.clark@bracknell-forest.gov.uk 
 
Doc. Ref 
G:\Executive\Schools Forum\(79) 081216\2017-18 Schools Budget Final Proposals.doc 
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Annex 1 
 

Schools Forum Budget strategy 
 

The Schools Forum has previously agreed a funding strategy to guide the setting of the Schools 
Budget, which in priority order is: 

 

1. It has been included in the financial settlement from the DfE and it is consistent with 
local funding priorities; 

2. It relates to a new or amended statutory responsibility / DfE Regulation; 

3. There is sufficient income to fully fund changes in pupil characteristics, i.e: changes in 
pupil deprivation, low prior attainment, number of looked after children, English as an 
additional language and mobility; 

4. The pressure relates to a key local priority; 

5. Any remaining funds should be allocated using per pupil, high deprivation and low prior 
attainment data in the same proportion as the distribution of funds at the start of the 
financial year (around 93.5%/3.3%/3.2% in primary and 89.5%/5.9%/4.6% in 
secondary).  
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Annex 2 

Proposed 2017-18 Schools Block budgets to be  
centrally managed by the Council 

 

Budget item

Budget Proposed Draft Budget

2016-17 Changes 2017-18

£ £ £

Historic commitments

Combined Services Budgets:

Family Intervention Project £100,000 £0 £100,000 

Educational Attainment for Looked After Children £133,590 £0 £133,590 

School Transport for Looked After Children £42,890 £0 £42,890 

Young People in Sport £18,050 £0 £18,050 

Common Assessment Framework Co-ordinator £42,470 £0 £42,470 

Domestic Abuse £6,000 £0 £6,000 

Education Health Partnerships £30,000 £0 £30,000 

SEN Contract Monitoring £32,680 £0 £32,680 

Miscellaneous (up to 0.1% of Schools Budget):

Forestcare out of hours support service £4,850 £0 £4,850 

Borough wide Initiatives £27,270 £0 £27,270 

Support to Schools Recruitment & Retention £7,470 £0 £7,470 

Growth Fund

Significant in-year growth in pupil numbers £182,650 £129,000 £311,650 

Key Stage 1 class sizes £86,390 £0 £86,390 

Start up costs for new schools £106,100 -£50,000 £56,100 

Statutory and regulatory duties

'Retained' elements £0 £260,000 £260,000 

'General' elements £0 £282,130 £282,130 

Other expenditure

School Admissions £175,970 £0 £175,970 

Schools Forum £21,440 £0 £21,440 

Boarding Placements for Vulnerable Children £75,880 £0 £75,880 

Central copyright licensing £70,000 £6,000 £76,000 

Total £1,163,700 £627,130 £1,790,830 

Schools Block Centrally Managed
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Annex 3 
2017-18 DfE Pro Forma 

Pupil Led Factors

Reception uplift No

Description Sub Total Total 
Proportion of total 

pre MFG funding (%)

Primary (Years R-6) £28,751,145 0.00%

Key Stage 3  (Years 7-9) £14,974,623 0.00%

Key Stage 4 (Years 10-11) £8,790,688 0.00%

Description 

Primary 

amount per 

pupil 

Secondary 

amount per pupil 

Eligible 

proportion of 

primary NOR

Eligible 

proportion of 

secondary 

NOR

Sub Total Total 
Proportion of total 

pre MFG funding (%)

Primary 

Notional 

SEN (%)

Secondary 

Notional 

SEN (%)

FSM % Primary £469.90 822.66 £386,572 7.00%

FSM % Secondary £1,450.48 449.73 £652,328 7.00%

IDACI Band  F £406.27 £1,406.21 730.77 350.80 £790,186 0.00% 0.00%

IDACI Band  E £609.40 £2,109.32 252.71 144.73 £459,285 0.00% 0.00%

IDACI Band  D £812.54 £2,812.42 150.89 64.96 £305,303 0.00% 0.00%

IDACI Band  C £1,015.67 £3,515.53 2.00 0.00 £2,031 0.00% 0.00%

IDACI Band  B £1,218.81 £4,218.63 0.00 0.00 £0 0.00% 0.00%

IDACI Band  A £1,421.94 £4,921.74 0.00 0.00 £0 0.00% 0.00%

3) Looked After Children (LAC) LAC X March 16 £13,336 0.02%

EAL 3 Primary £247.25 818.27 £202,315 0.00%

EAL 3 Secondary £247.25 96.76 £23,923 0.00%

5) Mobility
Pupils starting school outside of 

normal entry dates
£314.75 42.40 586.80 £13,345 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%

Description Weighting Amount per pupil
Percentage of 

eligible pupils

Eligible 

proportion of 

primary and 

secondary 

NOR 

respectively

Sub Total Total 
Proportion of total 

pre MFG funding (%)

Primary 

Notional 

SEN (%)

Secondary 

Notional 

SEN (%)

Low Attainment % new EFSP 45.55% 14.78%

Low Attainment % old FSP 78 15.82%

Secondary low attainment (year 7) 48.02% 23.26%

Secondary low attainment (years 8 

to 11)
20.77%

Amount per pupil Pupil Units Notional SEN (%)

£2,831.13

1) Basic Entitlement

Age Weighted Pupil Unit 

(AWPU)

Pupil Units 0.00

10,155.36

£52,516,456

2.00%

£4,060.36 3,688.00 2.00%

£4,060.36 2,165.00 2.00%

2) Deprivation £2,595,706 3.99%

£280.96 47.47

£252,920

0.00%

4) English as an Additional 

Language (EAL)
0.35%

6) Prior attainment

£641.71 1,525.56 £978,969

£2,193,988 3.37%

100.00%

£973.37 1,248.26 £1,215,019 100.00%
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Other Factors

Lump Sum per 

Primary School (£)

Lump Sum per 

Secondary 

School (£)

Lump Sum per 

Middle School 

(£)

Lump Sum per 

All-through 

School (£)

Total (£)
Proportion of total 

pre MFG funding (%)

£160,000.00 £170,000.00 £5,980,000 9.19% 0.00% 0.00%

£0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

£0 0.00%

£0 0.00%

£1,527,765 2.35%

£0 0.00%

13 ) Exceptional circumstances (can only be used with prior agreement of EFA) £0 0.00%

£65,066,834 100.00%

Apply capping and scaling factors? (gains may be capped above a specific ceiling and/or scaled)

Capping Factor (%)

Total deduction if capping and scaling factors are applied

Total (£)
Proportion of Total 

funding(%)

MFG  Net Total Funding (MFG + deduction from capping and scaling) £0 0.00%

High Needs threshold (only fill in if, exceptionally, a high needs threshold different from £6,000 has been approved)

Total Funding For Schools Block Formula

% Distributed through Basic Entitlement

% Pupil Led Funding

Primary: Secondary Ratio 1 : 1.36

Contribution to 'general' statutory and regulatory duties

Total Funding For Schools Block Formula after contribution to 'general' statutory and regulatory duties £64,784,704

-£282,130

Factor Notional SEN (%)

7) Lump Sum

8) Sparsity factor

9) Fringe Payments

10) Split Sites

11) Rates

12) PFI funding

Total Funding for Schools Block Formula (excluding MFG Funding Total) (£) £3,317,040

Falling rolls fund (if applicable) £0.00

14) Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG is set at -1.5%) £79,976

Yes

Scaling Factor (%) 41.74%

-£79,976

£0.00

Additional funding from the high needs budget £0.00

Growth fund (if applicable) £454,140.00

£65,066,834

80.71%

88.46%
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(ITEM ) 
TO: SCHOOLS FORUM 
DATE: 12 JANUARY 2017 
 

 
UPDATE ON SCHOOL AND EDUCATION FUNDING 
Director of Children, Young People and Learning 

 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To update on the potential implications BFC and schools from Stage 2 of the 

consultations issued by the Department for Education (DfE) relating to proposed 
changes to education and school funding. Following the outcomes from the Stage 1 
consultation, a number of key decisions have now been taken by the DfE that allow for 
illustrative financial implications to be issued to LAs and schools. However, some areas 
still require attention, with further questions being posed, meaning most figures need to 
be viewed with caution. Stage 2 consultation ends on 22 March 2017. 

 
 
2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
2.1 The Stage 2 proposals for Schools and High Needs (HN) funding reform have now been 

published, which as expected, set out changes very similar to the original proposals but 
reflect some changes as a result of comments received at Stage 1. This announcement 
follows the conclusion and implementation of changes to Early Years (EY) funding that 
are required by the DfE which were reported to the Schools Forum in December. An EY 
consultation from BFC is now out with local providers for comments. 
 

2.2 Using 2016-17 data, the key financial impacts anticipated for BF are. 
 

1. For schools, the proposed Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF) would 
deliver an extra £1.433m in year 1, potentially rising to an additional £3.24m 
(5.1%) when fully implemented. Not all BF schools are forecast to receive a 
gain. In the first year of the SNFF, 4 schools would receive reduced funding, 
ranging from 0.2% to 1.3%, with 33 experiencing a gain of between 0.2% and 
2.9%. The maximum permitted increase in year 1 is 3%. 

2. For BFC, there is a confirmed £1.237m reduction in income from the withdrawal 
of Education Services Grant (ESG) funding and the potential for a £2.845m 
reduction in education specific funding through the Dedicated Schools Grant 
(DSG), so in total up to £4.082m. The potential loss on the DGS comprises: 

a. The DSG allocation to BF for the HN budget is 15% lower under the HN 
National Funding Formula (HNNFF), which equates to £2.327m. In the 
first instance, no LA is proposed to receive less cash than at present, but 
this may change through the course of the current DfE consultation. 

b. The planned new DSG block for on-going LA services – central school 
services block – will be allocated to LAs through a new formula which will 
result in a £0.112m (17.45%) funding cut. Transitional protection limits 
this to £0.016m in the first year. 

c. Centrally managed historic commitments will also initially be included 
within the central school services DSG block, and cash protected at 
current expenditure levels. It is unclear how these costs, which for BF 
amount to £0.406m will be funded after year 1 of the SNFF. 
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3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 To NOTE the proposals from the latest stage of national funding reform and the 

financial implications anticipated at this time using 2016-17 data, in particular: 
 

1. The potential benefit to schools of an initial funding increase in year 1 of 
the SNFF of £1.422m, an average rise in per pupil funding of 2.2% 

2. A cut in council funding of up to £4.082m comprising: 

a. A confirmed cut in general council funding available to support 
schools of £1.237m 

b. a potential cut in education specific grants of £2.845m 
 
 

4 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1 To provide an update on anticipated changes to school and education funding, including 

an outline of the potential financial and other implications that need to be managed. 
 
 
5 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
5.1 Not applicable. 
 
 
6 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

 
Background 
 

6.1 The Schools Forum has been kept up to date on the planned national reforms of school 
and education funding with regular briefings where the key proposals from Stage 1 of 
the DfE consultation process set out the intention to: 
 

1. Move to new national funding formulae to allocate funds: 

a. directly to schools through a consistent approach across the country, 
including national rates of funding. The Education Funding Agency (EFA) 
will allocate the funds through the SNFF with minimal LA involvement, 

b. to LAs for their ongoing areas of responsibility relating to high needs 
pupils (through the HNNFF) and for early years provisions (through the 
EYNFF).  

2. Remove the existing £600m of grant funding allocated to LAs to meet statutory 
and regulatory education related services whilst maintaining all the existing 
responsibilities. Funding Regulations will be updated to allow schools to in future 
contribute to the costs. 

3. Introduce changes on a phased basis from April 2017, with the expectation that 
the SNFF will be fully implemented from April 2019, via the EFA. 

4. Add to the SNFF an additional £500m through the current spending review 
period to March 2020 to ensure more schools gaining from the changes receive 
the full benefit earlier than would otherwise be the case whilst at the same time 
adding protection to limit loses to those schools that at present receive more 
funds than would be allocated through the SNFF. 
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Updated DfE proposals – Stage 2 
 
Introduction 
 

6.2 On 14 December 2016, the DfE published Stage 2 of its proposals for Schools and High 
Needs funding reform. This builds on Stage 1 of the process and sets out details of the 
intended detailed operation of the new funding formulae, including the amount of funds 
to be allocated through each element. To establish the likely financial impact at both LA 
and individual school level, the DfE has also published illustrative funding allocations 
that would have been received in 2016-17, had the new formula been in place. 
 

6.3 More questions are posed during this second stage of the consultation process with a 
closing date for responses of 22 March 2017. Full implementation is planned for April 
2019, although transitional funding arrangements will initially be in place to protect those 
schools and areas facing the largest funding reductions. 
 

6.4 It is important to note that the illustrative financial impact anticipated from the 
proposed changes on individual schools and LAs that the DfE has published are based 
on 2016-17 data. Whilst this is helpful, when the final changes are agreed, they will be 
introduced for the first time in 2018-19, and will therefore be based on a data set 2 
years in the future which may result in very different outcomes from those calculated 
from the 2016-17 data. 
 
Key proposals 
 
For schools - The SNFF 
 

6.5 In terms of the actual construction of the SNFF, it will comprise the same 12 elements 
as outlined in the Stage 1 consultation1, plus the inclusion of a factor for high mobility. 
The relative weighting of funds through each element are also confirmed and has 
largely been based on the average current distribution of funding made by LAs with the 
main differences to this approach relating to increasing funding on additional needs 
factors and also recognising disadvantage in a broader sense to ensure more resources 
reach schools serving the “just managing group”. The DfE consultation document 
states. in summary, “we are proposing: 

 
Across the whole formula, to:  

 maintain the primary to secondary ratio in line with the current national average 
[BFC comment: i.e. 1:1.29 which means secondary schools receive on average 
29% more per pupil funding than primaries. This compares to the 36% funding 
differential currently in place in BF] 

 maximise the proportion of funding allocated to pupil-led factors compared to the 
current funding system, so that as much funding as possible is spent in relation to 
pupils and their characteristics  

 
With regard to basic per-pupil funding, to:  

 reflect that the majority of funding is used to provide a basic amount for every 
pupil, but that some of this funding is at present specifically supporting pupils from 
disadvantaged backgrounds. To do this, we propose increasing the total spend on 
the additional needs factors in the national funding formula  

                                                
1
 Age weighted pupil unit, deprivation, low prior attainment, English as an Additional Language, lump 

sum, sparsity, rates, Private Finance Initiative, split site, exceptional circumstances, growth and area cost 
adjustment. 
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 continue to increase the basic rate as pupils progress through the key stages  
 

With regard to additional needs funding, to:  

 increase total spend on the additional needs factors (socio-economic deprivation, 
low prior attainment, English as an additional language, and mobility) to recognise 
that some basic per-pupil funding is currently supporting pupils from 
disadvantaged backgrounds, and recognise disadvantage in a broader sense  

 continue to have a substantial deprivation factor, in addition to the pupil premium, 
to ensure schools with pupils from a socio-economically disadvantaged 
background attract significant extra funding, and within this:  

 increase the amount of funding explicitly targeted towards deprivation 

 include a greater weighting towards areas with high concentrations of 
just managing families who do not typically qualify for FSM deprivation 
funding, through the use of a significant area-level deprivation factor (using 
the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index, IDACI). This will help to 
ensure that we are supporting all those whose background may create a 
barrier to their education, not only those with a history of free school meal 
(FSM) eligibility  

 increase substantially the weighting of the low prior attainment factor, because we 
know that attainment data is one of the strongest indicators of how children are 
likely to do later, and we want to target funding to schools to help all pupils catch up  

 continue to have an English as an additional language factor, increased in terms of 
total spend in comparison to the current system because the national funding 
formula will fund all eligible pupils consistently  

 protect local authorities' spend on the current mobility factor, while we develop a 
more sophisticated mobility indicator for use in the national funding formula from 
2019-20 onwards, as discussed in our response to the stage one consultation  

 
With regard to school-led funding, to:  

continue to provide every school with a lump sum, but at a lower level than the current 
national average so that we can direct more funding to the pupil-led factors.. [BFC 
comment: this will be £110,000 with BF currently funding primary schools at £160,000 and 
secondaries at £170,000]. 

 provide small and remote schools with additional funding, over and above the 
lump sum, to recognise that they can face greater challenges in finding efficiencies 
and partnering with other schools  

 proceed with our proposal to fund rates and premises factors (PFI; split sites; 
exceptional circumstances) in 2018-19 on the basis of historic spend, but with an 
adjustment to the Private Finance Initiative (PFI) factor so that it is automatically 
uprated in line with inflation, using the RPIX measure7  

 proceed with our proposal to fund the growth factor on an historic basis for 2018- 
19, and seek views through this consultation on what we think would be a better 
approach for the long term, using lagged growth data  

 
With regard to geographic funding, to:  

 recognise the higher salary costs faced by some schools, especially in London, by 
making an area cost adjustment. We will use the hybrid area cost adjustment 
methodology, which takes into account variation in both the general and teaching 
labour markets  
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To ensure sufficient stability, we also propose:  

 to build in an overall 'funding floor', so that no school will face a reduction of more 
than 3% per-pupil overall as a result of this formula  

 
And during transition:  

 The minimum funding guarantee of minus 1.5% per-pupil in any year will continue, 
providing additional stability for schools  

 schools will receive gains of up to 3% per-pupil in 2018-19, and then up to a 
further 2.5% in 2019-20. The real terms protection on the national core schools 
budget means we can invest resources - over and above flat cash per-pupil - in 
2018-19 and 2019-20 to increase the rate at which we can allocate gains. We are 
able to allocate around £200 million in each year above flat cash per-pupil, 
allowing us to combine significant protections for those facing reductions and more 
rapid increases for those set to gain.” 

 
6.6 LAs will be responsible for allocating individual school budgets in 2018-19, but the total 

area allocation will be based on the aggregate funding schools would have received if 
the SNFF was fully operational. Based on 2016-17 data, BF schools would benefit by 
£1.433m from this change. LAs can continue to use their own local Funding Formula, 
although the DfE “encourages” LAs to adopt the NFF. Whilst the Schools Block amount 
will be ring fenced for schools, the DfE will allow funding transfers to the High Needs 
Block if there is local agreement. 

 
6.7 The key changes in funds to be distributed through the SNFF compared to the current 

BF Funding Formula are that less money will in future be allocated through basic per 
pupil funding and the fixed lump sum allocation with more through deprivation and low 
prior attainment measures. These differences are not completely unexpected as they 
reflect long standing key priorities of the government. With BF being a relatively low 
deprivation area, the local funding formula reflects this with low weightings to the 
relevant factors with a higher weighting for basic per pupil funding. 
 

6.8 A diagrammatic layout of the current 2016-17 national LA spend through the factors of 
their Funding Formula, the BF specific amounts, and what the DfE are proposing for the 
SNFF is set out in Annex 1, with a summary below in Table 1. 
 
Table 1: Comparison of 2016-17 school funding formula factor distribution weightings 

 

Funding Formula 
Factor 

LA  BFC DfE Change Change 

average Weighting SNFF LA to BFC to 

      SNFF SNFF 

Basic per-pupil funding 76.60%  80.04% 72.50% -4.10% -7.54% 

Deprivation 7.60%  3.96% 9.30% 1.70% 5.34% 

Low prior attainment 4.30%  3.35% 7.50% 3.20% 4.15% 

EAL 0.90%  0.35% 1.20% 0.30% 0.85% 

Mobility 0.10%  0.04% 0.10% 0.00% 0.06% 

Lump sum 8.20%  9.37% 7.10% -1.10% -2.27% 

Sparsity 0.05%  0.00% 0.08% 0.03% 0.08% 

Premises 1.80%  2.32% 1.80% 0.00% -0.52% 

Growth 0.50%  0.59% 0.50% 0.00% -0.09% 

31



Unrestricted 

Indicative financial implications for BF schools 
 

6.9 Funding for BF schools through the SNFF would have been 5.1% higher (£3.24m) in 
2016-17 than the actual amount received through the current funding framework. 4 
schools would experience a cash reduction in funding (from 0.2% to 1.6%), 33 schools 
would experience an increase (from 0.2% to 11.6%). The increase in funding mainly 
reflects the relative low per pupil funding currently received in the BFC DSG compared 
to the uniform national amount that will be paid through the SNFF. 
 

6.10 Schools would not move directly to the SNFF as funding protection will be in place. After 
applying transitional funding protection to cap per pupil increases to no more than 3% 
and limit annual losses to no more than 1.5%, there would have been an overall 
increase of 2.2% (£1.433m). As expected, the effect of this is to reduce the amount of 
losses (now from 0.2% to 1.3%) and limit the gains (now from 0.2% to 2.9%). 

 
Annex 2 sets out the illustrative budget allocations for 2016-17, showing actual budget 
with de-delegation amounts included, budget on the full SNFF, and budget on the 
SNFF after transitional funding protection. Note, there are some minor differences 
between the 2016-17 baseline budget presented by the DfE and that calculated by the 
council. This has been queried with the DfE. 
 
Questions now being proposed by the DfE on the SNFF 
 

6.11 There are 14 questions (1-14) being posed by the DfE relating to the structure and 
weightings being proposed for the SNFF, 1 (15) relating to the impact on school 
budgets and 3 (16-18) relating to the new central school services DSG block which is 
further explained below at paragraph 6.21. The questions are set out in Annex 3.  
 
For LAs: 
 
High Needs Block 
 

6.12 The role for LAs moving forward will concentrate on ensuring every child has a school 
place, ensuring the needs of vulnerable pupils are met and acting as champions for 
parents and families. To deliver these duties, LAs will remain responsible for HN and EY 
funding. For EY, there has been a separate DfE consultation which has now concluded, 
with the BFC local consultation with proposed changes now open and distributed to 
providers for comment. In addition, LAs will continue to receive a part of the Schools 
Block DSG (see paragraph 6.21). 
 

6.13 In terms of the HN funding, responses to the stage 1 consultation agreed that the 
principles were correct but there was concern over whether the proposals put forward 
would deliver them. For example, there were queries around what a ‘fair’ system was 
and also the meaning of ‘efficient’. Other concerns were raised around whether a simple 
system was the best approach to take on what is a very complex and varied range of 
needs. 
 

6.14 However, the DfE has confirmed that the composition of the elements will be as outlined 
in the Stage 1 consultation2, although a number of minor changes will be made to the 
detailed operation of some elements, together with a new addition of a funding floor 
factor to ensure no LA sees a cash reduction under the HNNFF compared to current 
funding. The floor factor has been introduced to recognise the fixed cost nature of many 

                                                
2
 Basic amount for pupils and students in SEN institutions, population factor, disability living allowance, 

children in bad health, KS2 low attainment, KS4 low attainment, Free School Meals, Income Deprivation 
Affecting Children Index, historic spend, plus an area cost adjustment. 
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commitments LAs have in terms of fees for students that could be in the same 
institutions for many years to come. 
 

6.15 Proposed relative weighting of funds through each element are now set out in the 
consultation and summarised below in Table 2, together with the indicative BFC 
weightings. Annex 4 provides more detail on the weightings applied to items 3 - 9. 
 
Table 2: Proposed weightings for the HNNFF 
 

Formula Factor 
Amount 

National BFC 

Weighting Weighting 

£m % % 

1. Pupils and students in SEN 
institutions at £4,000 each 

£470  8.48%  6.92%  

2. Historic spend £2,500  45.08%  55.14%  

3. Population £1,250  22.54%  24.13%  

4. Deprivation: FSM £250  4.51%  2.52%  

5. Deprivation: IDACI £250  4.51%  0.77%  

6. Low attainment: KS2 £188  3.39%  2.63%  

7. Low attainment: KS4 £188  3.39%  2.43%  

8. Children in bad health £188  3.39%  2.22%  

9. Disability Living Allowance £188  3.39%  3.08%  

10. Historic Hospital Education spend £73  1.32%  0.15%  

Total £5,545  100.00%  100.00%  

 
 
6.16 In addition to the main factors in Table 2, there will be further adjustments to each LAs 

HN funding: 
 

1. an area cost adjustment will be applied where relevant (7% uplift for BFC) to all 
factors other than historic spend as this will already reflect local cost variations.  

2. an import / export adjustment so those LAs sending out more pupils to other LAs 
lose £6,000 per pupil funding to reflect the requirement of the resident LA to 
finance place funding in the SEN institutions in their area to be added to the 
£4,000 per pupil / student funding to achieve the £10,000 place funding cost. 

3. and the funding floor adjustment to add the cash amount difference where the 
normal operation of the HNNFF results in a lower allocation than current 
spending. This ensures no LA receive less funds than at present. Having the 

floor in place will limit increases in funding to 3% in 2018-19 and 2019-20 to 
those LAs gaining from the new arrangements. 

 
6.17 The DfE will review the effectiveness of the HNNFF in 4 years. 

 
Questions now being proposed by the DfE on the HNNFF 
 

6.18 There are 5 questions (1-5) being posed by the DfE relating to the structure and 
weightings being proposed for the HNNFF, 2 about allowing flexibilities between school 
and HN budgets (6-7) and 2 further general questions (8-9). These are set out in Annex 
5. 
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Schools Block 
 
6.19 Aspects of the SNFF also relate to on-going responsibilities for LAs. Despite earlier 

announcements, there will be a continued role in aspects of School Improvement, with: 
 

1. New grant funding until March 2019, (outside the scope of this consultation) 

2. The option to seek additional funds from maintained schools through the ‘de-
delegation3 route for services outside the statutory and regulatory provisions. 

 
6.20 The consultation also reaffirmed that the DfE will be completely withdrawing £600m of 

ESG currently paid to LAs to deliver ‘general’ education related statutory and regulatory 
duties although all the existing responsibilities will remain. There will be limited 
transitional funding in 2017-18 with BFC expected to receive £0.446m compared to the 
current £1.237m. 
 

6.21 Funding responsibility for the new Central School Services Block that was set out in 
Stage 1 will be added as a 4th Block to the DSG. This will: 
 

1. Contain funds for the ‘retained’ statutory and regulatory duties currently funded 
through the ESG and the Schools Block funding currently held centrally by LAs4. 

2. Be allocated through a new national funding formula and not be based on 
current spending. It will comprise: 

i. A per-pupil factor and an element according to deprivation, based on 
Ever6 Free School Meal eligibility, with both adjusted for area cost 
factors. This is intended to fund ongoing responsibilities previously 
financed through the ESG, as well as school admissions, servicing of 
Schools Forums, fees to independent schools for pupils with SEN, the 
national centralised school copyright licence and LA initiatives. 

ii. An allocation to continue funding combined education and children’s 
services at the current amount, provided there is evidence the actual 
historic commitments remain in place. The expectation of the DfE is that 
these costs will “unwind over time” and long term proposals for future 
funding arrangements for these budgets will follow. 

3. In keeping with current requirements, LAs will need agreement of the local 
Schools Forum on proposed areas of spend in this DSG funding block. 

4.  Will include transitional funding protection that will limit per pupil funding 
increases to 2.4% in 2018-19 and limit per pupil funding loses to no more than 
2.5% in both 2018-19 and 2019-20. 

 

6.22 A new HN strategic planning fund for 2016-17 was also announced by the DfE with the 
intention of providing funding to each LA to fund a strategic review of their high needs 
provision, to maximise effectiveness and value for money. The Forum previously agreed 
that such a review should be undertaken in BF, the outcomes of which are included on 
a separate agenda item. The £0.053m unring-fenced allocation will be used to finance 
this review which was initially intended to be funded from the HN Block.

                                                
3
 If maintained schools agree, then ‘de-delegation’ allows for a per pupil deduction to be made from their 

delegated budget and passed back to LAs to centrally manage a service, outside a formal trading 
agreement. 
4
 School Admissions, servicing of Schools Forums, fees to independent schools for pupils with SEN, 

centralised copyright licence, LA initiatives and costs of providing combined education and children’s 
services, e.g. Family Intervention Team, Looked After Children Education Service. 
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Indicative financial impact for BFC 
 
For BFC 
 

6.23 Withdrawal of the ‘general duties element’ of the ESG without a compensating reduction 
in responsibilities will result in a loss in income to the council of £1.237m; £0.791m in 
2017-18 and a further £0.446m in 2018-19. The Council’s Efficiency Plan, which sets 
out the 4 year medium term budget position, includes the expectation that school 
support services will need to move to an affordable cost base over that period. This 
work will be progressed through the Council’s Transformation Programme which 
includes representation from 3 primary and 1 secondary head teacher. Moving forward, 
the Forum has agreed that maintained schools will make a contribution to these costs, 
with the rate for 2017-18 set at £20 per pupil, compared to the £77 per pupil currently 
received through the ESG. 
 

6.24 The illustrative funding allocations that have been published for the HN Block with 
2016-17 data tables indicate that funding will remain unchanged under the NFF at 
£15.185m, but this is only as a result of a 15% Funding Floor Factor addition in the 
value of £2.327m. 78 other LAs are receiving Funding Floor Factor top ups, although 
the average rate of support is only 3%. This highlights the extreme importance of the 
floor factor to maximising income for HN pupils in BF. 72 LAs are forecast to receive an 
immediate funding increase. For the South East, 14 out of 19 LAs lose money. There is 
a similar picture for inner and outer London LAs. Yorkshire and the Humber, the North 
West and the West Midlands being the areas most likely to gain. 
 
Annex 6 shows a high level breakdown of the HNNFF allocation to BFC using the 
current proposed formula and 2016-17 data. Appendix 7 shows 

 
6.25 Once the transitional funding protection is removed, there will be a £2.327m reduction in 

funding to support HN pupils. No end date has yet been specified for how long the 
finding protection will be in place but a potential future funding cut of 15% could emerge. 
The DfE recognise the importance of funding stability in HN budgets but are likely to 
come under pressure from responses from LAs not receiving their full increase from the 
HNNFF for full implementation at a faster rate. 

 
6.26 In respect of the central school services block, funding for the £0.406m historic 

commitments will remain unchanged for the first year under the SNFF. It is unclear what 
will happen thereafter, and presents a risk to future funding levels and the range of 
support services available to vulnerable children. The illustrative funding figures for 
ongoing responsibilities anticipated from the SNFF compared to current spend also 
shows a future reduction in funding, this time in the value of £0.112m, a 17.4% 
reduction from the £0.643m current spend. Transitional funding protection will limit the 
first year reduction to 2.5%, £0.016m. In a similar theme to the proposals in the HNNFF, 
the DfE is likely to come under pressure from responses from LAs not receiving their full 
increase from the SNFF for full implementation at a faster rate.  

 
6.27 The DfE has indicated that further consultations and decisions will be required in 

respect of 
 

1. HN funding for special free schools 

2. HN funding for post-16 providers 

3. Alternative education provision funding, including making a greater role for 
schools in commissioning 

4. Funding of historic commitments in the Schools Block e.g. combined services 
budgets. 
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5. Role of the Schools Forum  
 
Next Steps 

 
6.28 The DfE expects to publish the outcomes from this second stage of the consultation 

exercise by the summer of 2017. This will confirm final policy decisions and the 
composition of the national funding formulae that will be used to calculate individual 
school and local area DSG allocations. It is also expected to include updated potential 
financial implications for LAs and schools. 
 

6.29 Local consultations will need to follow the announcement of national outcomes, which 
should be expected for autumn 2017. For schools, the key question is likely to relate to 
whether the SNFF is adopted fully in 2018-19 in advance of the 2019-20 deadline, the 
BF Funding Formula continues to be used unchanged, or if there should be a one-year 
phased transition from the BF formula to one that is a closer match to outcomes 
expected from the SNFF. 
 

6.30 With confirmed funding reductions for 2017-18, and the likelihood of significant further 
reductions in future years, the council will need to consider how relevant services are 
structured and funded. For HN funding, where the largest reductions could occur, the 
areas for potential change highlighted in the separate agenda item on HN funding will 
form the initial focus moving forward, taking account of the views of schools and other 
partners. 
 

6.31 The council will further consider the stage 2 consultation documents and a decision will 
be taken later as to what response, if any, will be made. Should a response be made, it 
is expected that this will be reported to the Schools Forum at the next meeting on 9 
March. 

 
 

7 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
7.1 The relevant legal issues are identified within the body of the report. 

 
Borough Treasurer 

 
7.2 The anticipated financial implications are set out in the supporting information. 
 
 Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
7.3 The DfE has completed an EIA on the impact of these proposals. 

 
Strategic Risk Management Issues 

 
7.4 The proposed reforms indicate significant future financial challenges for the council 

which are expected to be managed through a combination of: 
 

 The transformation programme, that will focus on the services that support 
schools that the council would be expected to fund from its general resources, 
and 

 The proposals included in the High Needs Block Review.  
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8 CONSULTATION 
 
8.1 Not appropriate. 
 
 
Background Papers 
 
DfE consultation documents and supporting papers that can be found at: 
 
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/high-needs-funding-reform-2/ 
 
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/schools-national-funding-formula2/ 
 
 
Contact for further information 
David Watkins, Chief Officer: SR&EH     (01344 354061) 
David.Watkins@bracknell-forest.gov.uk 
 
Paul Clark, Head of Departmental Finance     (01344 354054) 
paul.clark@bracknell-forest.gov.uk 
 
Doc. Ref 
G:\Executive\Schools Forum\(80) 120117\Update on school and education funding -  January 2017.doc 
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Annex 1 
Summary LA School Funding Formulae and proposals from the DfE for the SNFF 

 

National Amount National Amount

weighting £m Weighting weighting £m

KS1 KS3 £4,060 KS1 KS3 £3,797 

KS2 KS4 £4,060 KS2 KS4 £4,312 

Current FSM

Ever6 FSM

IDACI A

IDACI B

IDACI C

IDACI D

IDACI E

IDACI F

Low prior attainment 4.30% £1,367 3.35% 7.50% £2,394 

English as an additional language 0.90% £282 0.35% 1.20% £388 

Mobility 0.10% £23 0.04% 0.10% £23 

Lump sum 8.20% £2,610 9.37% 7.10% £2,263 

Sparsity 0.05% £15 0.00% 0.08% £27 

Rates

PFI

Split sites

Exceptional 

circumstances

Growth 0.50% £174 0.59% 0.50% £167 

Total 100.00% £31,831 100.00% 100.00% £32,071 

Units of resource

SecondaryPrimary

Formula factor

£515 £1,385 

£360 £515 £2,665 

£0 

£1,391 

£0 

£540 £785 

£980 £1,225 

£110,000 £170,000 

4.50% £1,432 

£315 £0 

£240 £390 

£200 £290 

£1,050 £1,550 

£420 £600 

£360 £515 

£575 £810 

£579 

£230 £230 

£960 

£1,333 

£1,999 

£1,422 

£1,219 

£1,016 

£813 

£609 

£406 

Estimated actual costs

£375,100 

BFC

2016-17 Actual budget allocations

£24,369 76.60% 

£160,000 

1.58% 

80.04% 

£3,331 

£3,998 

£4,665 

1.80% 2.32% £567 1.80% 

SNFF

Units of resource

Primary Secondary

£452 

£2,831 

5.40% 

72.50% £2,712 

£1,746 

£23,255 

£0-£65,000

Basic per-pupil funding

Deprivation

Premises

More work required

£992 3.10% £1,239 3.90% 2.38% 

£0-£25,000

More work required

More work required

£0-£25,000 £0-£65,000

£110,000 

£569 
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Annex 2 

DfE Illustrative school budget allocations through the proposed NFF using 2016-17 data 

 

The baseline 
funding is the total 
core funding from 
the schools block 
and MFG in 2016-
17 (or 2016/17 if 

an academy). 
Other 

grants/funding 
sources are 
excluded.  

These columns show illustrative 
NFF funding if the proposed 

formula had been implemented 
in full and without any 

transitional protections in 2016-
17. We use pupil numbers and 
characteristics from 2016-17 to 
illustrate the NFF impact, and 

compare to the school's baseline 
funding, including MFG.  

In the first year of transition 
towards the formula, LAs will 
continue to determine funding 
locally. This column illustrates 
the change in the amount the 
department would allocate to 
LAs in respect of each school, 

taking into account the 
maximum change proposed in 
NFF year 1 (gains of up to 3% 

and an MFG of -1.5% per pupil).  

  Baseline funding 

Illustrative NFF funding if 
formula implemented in full in 
2016-17, without transitional 

protections 

Illustrative NFF funding in the 
first year of transition 

School Name 
Funding the school 
received in 2016-

17 or 2016/17 

Illustrative 
total NFF 
funding 

Percentage 
change 

compared to 
baseline 

Illustrative 
NFF year 1 

funding 

Percentage 
change 

compared to 
baseline 

  [a] [b] [c] = [b]/[a] - 1 [d] [e] = [d]/[a] - 1 

Fox Hill Primary School £849,000 £875,000 3.1% £870,000 2.5% 

Holly Spring Junior School £1,135,000 £1,232,000 8.5% £1,166,000 2.7% 

Holly Spring Infant  £1,051,000 £1,173,000 11.6% £1,079,000 2.7% 

Wildmoor Heath School £763,000 £770,000 1.0% £770,000 1.0% 

College Town Infant  £825,000 £850,000 3.1% £846,000 2.5% 

Cranbourne Primary School £765,000 £759,000 -0.9% £759,000 -0.9% 

Uplands Primary School £778,000 £774,000 -0.5% £774,000 -0.5% 

College Town Junior School £912,000 £941,000 3.1% £935,000 2.6% 

Ascot Heath Infant School £761,000 £770,000 1.2% £770,000 1.2% 

Owlsmoor Primary School £1,764,000 £1,892,000 7.3% £1,813,000 2.8% 

New Scotland Hill Primary School £779,000 £792,000 1.7% £792,000 1.7% 

Birch Hill Primary School £1,415,000 £1,511,000 6.8% £1,453,000 2.7% 

Wooden Hill £1,262,000 £1,321,000 4.7% £1,296,000 2.7% 

Crown Wood Primary School £1,704,000 £1,866,000 9.5% £1,751,000 2.8% 

Wildridings Primary School £1,451,000 £1,609,000 10.9% £1,490,000 2.7% 

Meadow Vale Primary School £1,999,000 £2,184,000 9.2% £2,054,000 2.8% 

Harmans Water Primary School £2,145,000 £2,349,000 9.5% £2,205,000 2.8% 

Whitegrove Primary School £1,512,000 £1,578,000 4.3% £1,553,000 2.7% 

Sandy Lane Primary School £2,110,000 £2,329,000 10.4% £2,169,000 2.8% 

Great Hollands Primary School £1,561,000 £1,708,000 9.4% £1,603,000 2.7% 

Crowthorne  £786,000 £794,000 1.1% £794,000 1.1% 

St Michael's l, Sandhurst £713,000 £701,000 -1.6% £704,000 -1.3% 

Warfield £1,048,000 £1,054,000 0.6% £1,054,000 0.6% 

Ascot Heath Junior School £869,000 £867,000 -0.2% £867,000 -0.2% 

Winkfield St Mary's  £779,000 £780,000 0.2% £780,000 0.2% 

Binfield  £1,388,000 £1,451,000 4.5% £1,426,000 2.7% 

St Michael's Easthampstead £895,000 £920,000 2.8% £918,000 2.6% 

St Joseph's Catholic Primary School £795,000 £799,000 0.5% £799,000 0.5% 

St Margaret Clitherow Catholic £780,000 £792,000 1.5% £792,000 1.5% 

The Pines Primary School £955,000 £997,000 4.3% £980,000 2.6% 

Jennett's Park CofE Primary School £1,211,000 £1,222,000 0.9% £1,222,000 0.9% 

The Brakenhale School £4,238,000 £4,522,000 6.7% £4,358,000 2.8% 

Edgbarrow School £4,802,000 £5,064,000 5.5% £4,938,000 2.8% 

Sandhurst School £4,119,000 £4,332,000 5.2% £4,235,000 2.8% 

Garth Hill College £6,871,000 £7,272,000 5.8% £7,063,000 2.8% 

Easthampstead Park £4,032,000 £4,084,000 1.3% £4,084,000 1.3% 

Ranelagh School £3,583,000 £3,725,000 4.0% £3,687,000 2.9% 
 

Note: There are minor differences (up to £5k) between the DfE calculation of 2016-17 school 
budgets and those of the council. This is being queried.  39
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Annex 3 
 

DfE Consultation questions relating to the SNFF 
 

1. In designing our national funding formula, we have taken careful steps to balance the 
principles of fairness and stability. Do you think we have struck the right balance?  

2. Do support our proposal to set the primary to secondary ratio in line with the current 
national average of 1:1.29, which means that pupils in the secondary phase are 
funded overall 29% higher than pupils in the primary phase?  

3. Do you support our proposal to maximise pupil-led funding, so that more funding is allocated 
to factors that relate directly to pupils and their characteristics?  

4. Within the total pupil-led funding, do you support our proposal to increase the proportion 
allocated to the additional needs factors (deprivation, low prior attainment and English as 
an additional language)?  

5. Do you agree with the proposed weightings for each of the additional needs factors?  

6. Do you have any suggestions about potential indicators and data sources we could use 
to allocate mobility funding in 2019-20 and beyond?  

7. Do you agree with the proposed lump sum amount of £110,000 for all schools?  

8. Do you agree with the proposed amounts for sparsity funding of up to £25,000 for primary 
schools and up to £65,000 for secondary, middle and all-through schools?  

9. Do you agree that lagged pupil growth data would provide an effective basis for the growth 
factor in the longer term?  

10. Do you agree with the principle of a funding floor that would protect schools from large 
overall reductions as a result of this formula? This would be in addition to the minimum 
funding guarantee.  

11. Do you support our proposal to set the floor at minus 3%, which will mean that no school will 
lose more than 3% of their current per-pupil funding level as a result of this formula?  

12. Do you agree that for new or growing schools the funding floor should be applied to the per-
pupil funding they would have received if they were at full capacity?  

13. Do you support our proposal to continue the minimum funding guarantee at minus 1.5% 
per pupil? This will mean that schools are protected against reductions of more than 
1.5% per pupil per year.  

14. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed 
schools national funding formula?  

15. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the impact of:  

16. Do you agree that we should allocate 10% of funding through a deprivation factor in 
the central school services block?  

17. Do you support our proposal to limit reductions on local authorities' central school services 
block funding to 2.5% per pupil in 2018-19 and in 2019-20?  

18. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed 
central school services block formula?  
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Annex 4 
 

Proposed Formula Factor Weightings for the HNNFF 
 

Formula Factor  

Proposed weightings 
Data source used for 
illustrative allocations  SEN AP Combined 

(90%) (10%)   

Population 50%  50%  50%  

Office for National 
Statistics (ONS) 2018 
population forecast for 2-
18 year olds 

Deprivation:         

  
Free School Meals (FSM) 
eligibility 

8.3%  25%  10%  
Number of children 
eligible for FSM 

  
Income Deprivation 
Affecting Children Index 

8.3%  25%  10%  
ONS 2014 data of 
children in bands A-F 

Low attainment:         

  Key Stage 2 8.3%  0%  7.5%  
Children not achieving 
level 3 or above in KS2 
tests 2011-15 

  Key Stage 4 8.3%  0%  7.5%  
Children not achieving 5+ 
A* to G GCSEs in 2011-
15 

Health and disability:     
 

  

  Children in bad health 8.3%  0%  7.5%  
Children in bad or very 
bad health in the 2011 
census 

  
Disability living allowance 
(DLA 

8.3%  0%  7.5%  
Children aged 0-15 for 
whom parents receive 
DLA 

 
 

The DfE has calculated the proposed weightings from a separate consideration of those 
factors that are relevant for SEN and disability, which based on the annual Section 251 
financial returns comprise about 90% of total relevant spending, and those that are relevant 
to alternative provision (AP), which comprises about 10%).
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Annex 5 
 

DfE Consultation questions relating to the HNNFF 
 

1. In designing our national funding formula, we have taken careful steps to balance the  
principles of fairness and stability. Do you think we have struck the right balance?  
 
We ask respondents to bear in mind with the following two questions that we are  
redistributing funding. Any money that we put into one factor will have to come from another 
factor. We have indicated what we think is the right proportion or amount for each factor.  
 
2. We are proposing a formula comprising a number of formula factors with different  
values and weightings. Do you agree with the following proposals?  
 

• Historic spend factor - to allocate to each local authority a sum equal to 50% of  
its planned spending baseline  

• Basic entitlement - to allocate to each local authority £4,000 per pupil  
 

3. We propose to use the following weightings for each of the formula factors listed  
below, adding up to 100%. Do you agree?  
 

• Population - 50%  

• Free school meals eligibility - 10%  

• IDACI - 10%  

• Key stage 2 low attainment - 7.5%  

• Key stage 4 low attainment - 7.5%  

• Children in bad health - 7.5%  

• Disability living allowance - 7.5%  

 
4. Do you agree with the principle of protecting local authorities from reductions in  
funding as a result of this formula? This is referred to as a funding floor in this document.  
 
5. Do you support our proposal to set the funding floor such that no local authority will  
see a reduction in funding, compared to their spending baseline?  

 
6. Do you agree with our proposals to allow limited flexibility between schools and high  
needs budgets in 2018-19?  

 
7. Do you have any suggestions about the level of flexibility we should allow between  
schools and high needs budgets in 2019-20 and beyond?  

 
8. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed  
high needs national funding formula?  

 
9. Is there any evidence relating to the eight protected characteristics as identified in the  
Equality Act 2010 that is not included in the Equalities Analysis Impact Assessment  
and that we should take into account?  
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Annex 6 
 

Illustrative funding allocation for BFC through the HNNFF 
(Excluding the Funding Floor Factor) 

 

Formula Factor (NB BFC area cost adjustment = 1.07) Amount 

Basic entitlement factor (pupils and students in SEN 
institutions at £4,000 each) (6%) 

£927,667  

Historic spend factor (47%) £7,394,845  

Population factor (21%) £3,235,842  

FSM factor (2%) £338,531  

IDACI factor (1%) £103,894  

Bad health factor (2%) £297,863  

Disability factor (3%)  £412,893  

KS2 low attainment factor (2%)  £352,070  

KS4 low attainment factor (2%)  £326,533  

Funding floor factor (15%)  £2,327,219  

Hospital education funding (0%) £20,000  

NFF allocation before import/export adjustment (100%)  £15,737,356  

Import/export adjustment (-4%) (£552,000) 

Illustrative high needs NFF final allocation £15,185,356  

 
 

Note, the £15.185m funding allocation is prior to the EFA deduction made to directly fund 
academies and non-maintained special schools for £10,000 per place funding for high needs 
pupils, which typically amounts to around £1m. 
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Annex 7 
 

Illustrative funding allocation to BFC through the HNNFF including  
the national average weighting with the effect of the Floor Factor 

 

Formula Factor 

BFC Weighting  National 

Without With Average 

Floor Floor With 

Factor Factor Floor 

% %   

1. Pupils and students in SEN 
institutions at £4,000 each 

6.92%  5.89%  8% 

2. Historic spend 55.14%  46.99%  45% 

3. Population 24.13%  20.56%  23% 

4. Deprivation: FSM 2.52%  2.15%  4% 

5. Deprivation: IDACI 0.77%  0.66%  4% 

6. Low attainment: KS2 2.63%  2.24%  3% 

7. Low attainment: KS4 2.43%  2.07%  3% 

8. Children in bad health 2.22%  1.89%  3% 

9. Disability Living Allowance 3.08%  2.62%  3% 

10. Historic Hospital Education spend 0.15%  0.13%  1% 

Funding Floor Factor 0.00%  14.79%  3% 

Total 100.00%  100.00%  100% 

 
 
 
 

 

44



Unrestricted 

TO: SCHOOLS FORUM 
DATE: 12 JANUARY 2017 
  

 
HIGH NEEDS BLOCK REVIEW 

Director Children, Young People & Learning 

1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1 To seek endorsement from the Executive to implement the recommendations within 
the attached High Needs Block funding (HNBF) review report  

2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 For the Executive to NOTE the recommendations and rationale on which they 
are based. 

2.2 For the Executive to APPROVE the implementation of the recommendations 
given, subject to sufficient resources.  

3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.1 The recommendations contained in the report have implications for the nature of 
Bracknell Forest’s provision for Special Educational Needs and Alternative 
Education.  

3.2 This will affect all schools in the Local Authority and require negotiation with current 
specialist provision at Kennel Lane School, College Hall, out of area providers and 
additional resource centres regarding funding levels and provision. 

4  ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 

4.1 Continue with the present arrangements. This is not acceptable because: 

a. The changing educational policy landscape and the need for a higher degree 
of school sector driven change 

b. Proposed revisions to the way LAs are funded for High Needs pupils will 
reduce the flexibility the LA currently has to manage this budget alongside the 
schools budget 

c. Overspending within the HNBF cannot be sustained.   

d. Inefficient use of public money must be addressed. 

4.2 Disregard findings from the review and seek other recommendations.  This is not 
appropriate because: 

a. The basis for the review, procurement procedure and subsequent 
engagement with the consultants has been robust. 
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b. The consultants have consulted with all schools and had a high level of 
engagement with school leadership teams fostering confidence in the validity 
of the process.   

5 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

5.1 The attached independent review of the current High Needs Block spending was 
commissioned by Children, Young People & Learning (CYPL) following consultation 
with the Schools Forum which endorsed the terms of reference and agreed the cost 
should be financed from the Dedicated Schools Grant.    

5.2 CYPL Departmental Management Team has considered this report and accepts the 
report and the recommendations within it. 

5.3      The purpose of the review was to produce a report including recommendations for the 
future and a first draft of a new Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) 
Strategy for Bracknell Forest. The outcomes/ recommendations will form a work plan 
and be consulted on to inform future spending decisions. 

5.4      Areas considered by the review team: 

1. To assess if the current SEND funding system in the range of maintained 
education provision meets needs, delivers effective outcomes and value for 
money  

2. Identify existing good practice and make recommendations on improvements in 
SEND processes and funding allocation specifically the SEN panel process which 
considers whether or not pupils should be given a Education, Health and Care 
Plan (EHCP) and the current base funding and bandings used to agree top up 
funding  

3. Analyse the use of High Needs Block funding in  

o a 20% sample of mainstream schools,  
o the local special school and one other comparable special school where 

Bracknell Forest places pupils  
o two post-18 providers  
o the secondary Pupil Referral Unit (PRU)  
o and benchmark against schools and providers that the review team consider 

have good practice; collect and analyse the views of a focus group of key 
stakeholders including parents/carers about the provision  

4. Analyse the evidence base for the model used in some LAs of devolving a higher 
level of funding to schools (sometimes to geographic school clusters) to meet 
SEND needs prior to the formal EHCP processes and comment on the desirability 
of this approach in Bracknell Forest.  

5. Analyse the existing LA wide provision against current and projected needs and 
make recommendations on  

o how mainstream provision could be developed to better meet needs  
o the best use of existing specialist provision  
o the scope for re-directing resources into additional specialist provision locally 

in the medium and long term.  
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5.5 The recommendations contained in the report are:  
 

I. Increasing strategic leadership by the school sector across the SEND 
system in Bracknell Forest 

 Establishing a Bracknell Forest SEND strategic group that is a partnership 
between nominated Headteachers and the Council’s Department for 
Children, Young People and Learning. 

 
II. Strong co-ordinated local authority leadership for planning of places 

and funding and commissioning 

 The review has identified a mismatch between some commissioned 
specialist places and likely demand, whilst at the moment there is no clear 
mechanism to formally amend specialist place numbers 

 Current provision at Kennel Lane School, College Hall, Additional 
Resource Centres and within Non Maintained Special School (NMSS) 
should be reviewed to focus on outcomes, pathways of support and 
maximise value for money/ efficient use of the HNBF.  Any changes to this 
provision will require consultation. 

 
III. Greater coherence to the SEND system designed with the child’s need at 

the centre 

 Support pathways for each major SEND category should be mapped to 
support the LA in commissioning provision to meet needs identified in 
schools 

 
IV. A data-rich SEND system that understands the differences it is making 

through planning and commissioning. 

 Good quality, reliable data is necessary to underpin developments across 
the renewed SEND system.  This is not currently in place. 

 
Full details are on pages 61 – 70 in the attached High Needs Block Funding review 
report.  
 

5.6 It is anticipated that in implementing these recommendations and emerging DfE 
guidance will result in a series of proposed actions for the consideration of the 
Executive in shaping the way the High Needs Block is spent going forward. The 
recommendations for change will also need to take account of the national funding 
reforms, where the current DfE consultation document indicates the potential for a 
£2.327m (15%) reduction in the high needs funding grant to £12.858m over the 
medium to long term. 

6 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 

Borough Solicitor 

6.1 The report sets out a legal review and consultation of the high needs budget. The 
review should be careful that whilst it looks at how the high needs funding block is 
used more efficiently, the review should not stray into adjusting the threshold for the 
gateway to a plan which is set out in the report namely that a child requires a plan 
where they have a special educational need for provision which is in excess of that 
which a school alone should be expected to provide.  
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Borough Treasurer 

6.2 The Borough Treasurer is satisfied that no significant financial implications arise from 
this interim report. Any final recommendations for change will need to be fully costed, 
evaluated and deliverable within the overall funding available to support high needs 
pupils. 

Equalities Impact Assessment 

6.3 Not applicable at this point, but may be appropriate alongside the consultation 
process to address certain recommendations particularly where that results in 
changes to provision. 

Strategic Risk Management Issues  

6.4 Potential financial risks are being mitigated through conducting this review. There is a 
risk of reputational damage by making changes to the way SEN funding is being 
used and this is being mitigated through extensive stakeholder involvement and a 
communication strategy which will highlight improvements in value for money and 
services better matched to local needs. 

7 CONSULTATION 

 Principal Groups Consulted 

7.1 All schools/ academies, parents forum, officer meetings 

 Method of Consultation 

7.2 Online, face to face (individual interviews and group) 

 Representations Received 

7.3 None 

Supporting Papers 
 
High Needs Block review report 
  
Contact for further information 
Ian Dixon, Learning and Achievement - 01344 354194 
Ian.Dixon@bracknell-forest.gov.uk 
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Executive	Summary	
The	High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	provides	a	range	of	recommendaaons	for	the	future	Special	
Educaaonal	Needs	and	Disabiliaes	(SEND)	system	in	Bracknell	Forest	and	was	carried	out	over	a	six-
month	period	from	April	to	October	2016.		
This	Review	was	commissioned	to	support	future	decision-making	about	the	allocaaon	of	the	High	
Needs	Funding	Block	(HNFB)	informed	by	changes	to	the	educaaon	system	and	in	the	light	of	
financial	challenges.	Bracknell	Forest	Council	commissioned	Chrow	Soluaons	Ltd	to	carry	out	the	
external	review.		
The	scope	for	the	Review	is	to	report	on:	

• the	effecaveness	of	the	current	school	SEND	system,	and	externally	commissioned	provision	
and	how	the	HNFB	is	deployed	in	Targeted	Services;	

• emerging	and	future	pupil	demand;		
• exisang	SEND	provision	funded	from	the	HNFB	and	analyse	against	current	and	projected	

levels	of	need;	
• opaons	for	beher	alignment	of	service	provision	to	demand	&	potenaal	for	savings	
• opaons	for	reinvestment	of	savings	in	an	improved	SEND	system.	

The	following	aspects	lie	outside	the	scope	of	the	Review:	
• early	years	funding,	health	provision	and	pupil	premium	funding;	
• vulnerable	children	and	young	people	who	are	not	SEND;	
• the	quality	of	local	authority	provision	supported	by	the	HNFB;	
• the	quality	of	provision	at	College	Hall	and	other	schools	funded	by	the	HNFB.	

The	Review’s	recommendaaons	are	summarised	below.	

Key	for	table:	Funding	implicaaons:	-	=	cost	increase	<	£50K;	0	=	achievable	within	current	funds;	+	=	
potenaal	saving	up	to	£100K;	++	=	potenaal	savings	=	£100K	-	£250K;	+++	=	potenaal	saving	>£250K.�
Priority:	1	=	highest	priority	to	3	=lowest	priority.	Complexity:	1	=	lowest	complexity	to	3	=	most	complex.	
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High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	–	Summary	Recommenda;ons	

Theme	 Recommenda;on	 What	this	involves	 Benefits	

Poten;al	funding	
implica;ons	by	

2020	

Es;mate:	
priority	/	
complexity	

6.	1	Increasing	strategic	
leadership	by	the	
school	sector	across	
the	SEND	system	in	
Bracknell	Forest	

6.1.1	Increased	school	
leader	involvement	in	
establishing	and	
implemen7ng	a	strategic	
vision	for	SEND	

Establishing	Bracknell	Forest	
SEND	Strategic	Group	to	develop	
a	local	vision	in	consulta7on	with	
strategic	partners.	

BeCer	strategic	leadership	that	results	in	more	
efficient,	impacFul	use	of	SEND	funds.	More	children	
are	placed	locally.	

_	 1		/		1	

6.1.2	School	leadership	of	
strategic	accountability	
across	the	SEND	system	

SeLng	out	clear	terms	of	
reference	that	ensure	the	group	
scru7nises	and	drives	change,	
aligned	with	a	new	SEND	
Strategy.	

Facilitates	crea7ve	solu7ons	to	future	demand	
pressures	for	SEND.	Improved	transparency	and	
accountability	for	high	needs	funding	and	
implementa7on	of	the	local	vision	for	SEND.		

0	 1		/		1	

6.2	Strong	Local	
Authority	strategic	
leadership	for	planning	
of	places	and	funding	
and	commissioning	

6.2.1	Remodel	specialist	
provision	to	beCer	meet	
future	needs	

A)		Special	School	-	remodelling	
of	provision.		

Fewer	children	going	out	of	area,	early	assessment	
of	SEND	and	more	effec7ve	early	interven7on.	More	
efficient	use	of	funds.	

+++	 1		/		3	

B)		Pupil	referral	unit	-	review	
current	provision.		

Improved	quality	of	learning	and	aCainment,	and	
secure	leadership	and	management.	More	efficient	
use	of	funding	leading	to	improved	alterna7ve	
provision,	including	within	mainstream	schools.	

0	 1		/		3	

C)	Resource	centres	-	refocus	
planned	places	and	introduce	
outcomes-based	service	level	
agreements.	

Provide	a	beCer	con7nuum	of	local	provision	for	
children	and	young	people	with	ASD.	More	efficient	
use	of	funds.		

+++	 2		/		2	

D)	Independent	and	non-
maintained	special	schools	-	
partnership	and	improved	place	
commissioning.			

More	children	are	placed	locally,	over	7me;	reducing	
transport	costs	and	improving	their	access	to	
community	networks.	More	efficient	use	of	funds.		

+++	 2		/		1	

6.2.2	Chief	Officer	
approval	required	for	high	
cost	out	of	area	
placements		

Robust	process	to	approve	and	
commission	all	high	cost	
placements	in	excess	of	£20,000	
per	annum	

More	efficient	use	of	funds.	Helps	to	ensure	more	
effec7ve	partnership	working	with	health,	social	care	
and	educa7on	to	manage	those	with	the	most	
complex	needs.		

+	 2		/		1	
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High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	–	Summary	Recommenda;ons	

Theme	 Recommenda;on	 What	this	involves	 Benefits	

Poten;al	funding	
implica;ons	to	

2020	

Priority	vs	
complexity	
(scale	1	to	3)	

6.2	Strong	Local	
Authority	strategic	
leadership	for	
planning	of	places	and	
funding	and	
commissioning	

6.2.3	Robust	joint	
commissioning	arrangements	
for	SEND,	star7ng	with	joint	
planning	for	14-25	year	olds.	

Establish	robust	joint	
commissioning	arrangements	
ensuring	all	assessments	for	EHCP,	
Care	Act	and	health	are	
coordinated.	Involvement	of	
parents	/	carers	and	young	people	
throughout.		

More	efficient	use	of	Council	and	health	funds.	
BeCer	transi7ons	to	adulthood	for	young	
people.	

_	 2		/		3	

6.3	Greater	
coherences	to	the	
SEND	system	designed	
with	the	child’s	need	
at	the	centre	

6.3.1	A	senior	Council	officer	
should	review	specific	long	
standing	SEND	support	
contracts.	

Modernising	the	commissioning	
approaches	for	speech	and	
language	therapy,	sensory	
impairment	and	other	SEND	
support	services	

Provides	improved	commissioned	support	for	
children	and	young	people	with	SEND.	More	
efficient	use	of	funds.		

++	 2		/		3	

6.3.2	Implement	a	
con7nuum	of	support	for	all	
pupils	with	SEND,	through	
building	on	local	strengths	
and	processes.	

As	part	of	upda7ng	the	Local	
Offer,	map	pathways	for	all	
categories	of	SEND	need.		

BeCer	informa7on	and	advice	and	guidance	for	
children	and	young	people	and	their	parents.	
BeCer	mul7-agency	coordina7on		

0	 3		/		3	

6.4	A	data-rich	SEND	
system	that	
understands	the	
differences	it	is	making	
through	planning	and	
commissioning	

6.4.1	Consistent,	reliable	and	
robust	SEND	data	across	the	
local	system.		

Establish	a	core	SEND	data	set	
which	is	available	to	professionals	
across	the	system	and	reported	to	
strategic	leaders.	

Understanding	the	impact	of	changes.		
Achieving	improved	outcomes	for	pupils	
iden7fied	at	SEN	support	and	with	an	EHCP	or	
statement.		

_	 1		/		1	

6.4.2	Development	of	
forecas7ng	and	cost	
projec7ons	to	inform	future	
SEND	decision-making.	
	

Model	future	demand	for	school	
places	for	SEND	for	up	to	ten	
years.	

BeCer	planning	of	provision	and	more	efficient	
use	of	funds.		

0	 1		/		2	
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1.	Introduction	

1.1		Scope	

Bracknell	Forest	Council’s	Children’s	Services,	in	consulta7on	with	the	local	Schools	Forum,	
commissioned	a	review	to	assess	the	current	use	of	the	High	Needs	Funding	Block	(HNFB)	across	
their	local	special	educa7onal	needs	and	disabili7es	(SEND)	system	and	to	make	recommenda7ons	
for	the	future.	This	is	in	response	to	projected	financial	pressures	it	is	an7cipated	the	HNFB	budget	
faces	in	the	future,	as	well	as	reviewing	the	financial	robustness	of	the	local	system	as	it	adapts	to	
the	new	statutory	arrangements	under	the	Children	and	Families	Act	2014	and	the	statutory	SEND	
Code	of	Prac7ce	(DfE	2015a).		
The	HNFB	Review	was	carried	out	between	April	and	October	2016,	7med	to	inform	strategic	
decision-making	for	2017-18	onwards.	Specifically,	the	scope	for	the	Review	is	to	report	on:	

• the	effec7veness	of	the	current	school	SEND	system,	and	externally	commissioned	provision	
and	how	the	HNFB	is	deployed	in	Targeted	Services;	

• emerging	and	future	pupil	and	student	demand;		
• exis7ng	SEND	provision	funded	from	the	HNFB	and	analyse	against	current	and	projected	

levels	of	need;	
• op7ons	for	beZer	alignment	of	service	provision	to	demand	&	poten7al	for	savings	
• op7ons	for	reinvestment	of	savings	in	an	improved	SEND	system.	

The	following	aspects	of	the	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	Forest	fall	outside	the	scope	of	this	Review:	
• early	years	funding,	health	provision	and	pupil	premium	funding;	
• vulnerable	children	and	young	people	who	are	not	SEND;	
• the	quality	of	local	authority	(LA)	provision	supported	by	the	HNFB;	
• the	quality	of	provision	at	College	Hall	and	other	schools	funded	by	the	HNFB;	
• outcomes	for	children	and	young	people	with	SEND;	
• analysis	of	the	outcomes	of	pupils	with	SEND	across	LA	provision,	including	the	work	of	the	

Early	Interven7ons	Hub.	

1.2		Definitions	and	terms	used	in	the	report	

Special	Educa7onal	Needs	and	Disabili7es	(SEND)	is	defined	as	a	child	or	young	person	who	has	a	
learning	difficulty	or	disability	which	calls	for	special	educa7onal	provision	to	be	made	for	him	or	
her	(DfE	2015a).		
A	child	of	compulsory	school	age	or	a	young	person	has	a	learning	difficulty	or	disability	if	he	or	she:		

• has	a	significantly	greater	difficulty	in	learning	than	the	majority	of	others	of	the	same	age,	
or		

• has	a	disability	which	prevents	or	hinders	him	or	her	from	making	use	of	facili7es	of	a	kind	
generally	provided	for	others	of	the	same	age	in	mainstream	schools	or	mainstream	post-16	
ins7tu7ons.	(DfE	2015a)	

The	Department	for	Educa7on	(DfE)	oversees	the	na7onal	legisla7ve	and	policy	framework	for	all	
schools	in	England	and	defines	specific,	iden7fiable	condi7ons	that	fall	within	the	SEND	
responsibili7es	of	schools	and	local	authori7es.	These	are	listed	in	the	Glossary.	
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The	DfE,	with	the	Educa7on	Funding	Agency	(EFA),	also	allocates	the	high	needs	funding	block	
(HNFB):	an	element	of	the	Direct	Schools	Grant	(DSG)	transferred	to	local	authori7es	(LAs).	The	
purpose	of	the	HNFB	is	to	fund	the	system	to	meet	the	educa7onal	needs	of	all	children	and	young	
people	resident	in	the	LA	with	SEND	high	needs	(see:	sec7on	3.1.2	for	more	details).		
The	HNFB	alloca7on	for	Bracknell	Forest	is	the	central	focus	of	this	report.	

1.2.1		LOCAL	SEND	SYSTEMS	
A	local	SEND	system	is	defined	as	that	which	supports	and	delivers	the	en7tlement	to	educa7on	for	
all	children	and	young	people	under	25	iden7fied	as	having	SEND		
Under	the	Children	and	Family	Act	2014,	LAs	have	a	statutory	duty	to	iden7fy	all	children	and	young	
people	resident	in	their	area	who	have	SEND	and	ensure	that	the	necessary	statutory	provision	is	
made	for	them.			
Key	features	of	a	local	SEND	system,	as	an	element	of	the	local	school	system,	include:		

• LA’s	have	a	lead	for	SEND,	who	oversees	implementa7on	of	the	strategy	for	SEND	and	would	
usually	manage	a	team	who	monitor	and	implement	the	funding	arrangements	for	all	
children	and	young	people	with	high	needs	and	the	statutory	processes	to	assess	and	
iden7fy	them,	via	the	educa7on	and	health	care	plan	(EHCP)	process;	

• A	school’s	special	educa7onal	needs	coordinator	(SENCO):	a	qualified	teacher	in	a	school	or	
maintained	nursery	school	who	has	responsibility	for	co-ordina7ng	special	educa7onal	
needs	(SEN)	provision.		

• The	Local	Offer:	each	LA	must	develop	and	publish	informa7on	about	provision	they	expect	
to	be	available	across	educa7on,	health	and	social	care	for	children	and	young	people	who	
have	SEND.	This	provides	parents	/	carers	of	children	with	SEND	with	an	important	source	of	
local	informa7on	and	schools	are	encouraged	to	summarise	their	own	offer	for	SEND	on	the	
school’s	website	as	well.		

Educa7on	and	health	care	plans	(EHCPs)	were	introduced	in	the	DfE’s	2015	Code	of	Prac7ce	for	
SEND	(DfE	2015a)	and	are	the	culmina7on	of	a	new	process	to	iden7fy	and	assess	children	and	
young	people	with	high	needs	and	the	EHCP	supersedes	the	previous	‘statements	of	SEN’.	EHCPs	act	
as	a	single	plan	and	define	the	support	to	be	provided	across	educa7on,	health	and	social	care,	
including	sehng	out	any	addi7onal	funding	from	the	HNFB	for	this	support.	Parent	and	child	views	
should	be	set	out	in	this	plan	and	an	annual	review	be	undertaken	by	the	child’s	school	to	assess	
progress	and,	if	necessary,	update	the	EHCP.	The	assessment	of	need	and	the	upda7ng	of	EHCPs	is	
overseen	in	Bracknell	Forest	by	its	SEND	Panel,	chaired	by	the	LA	lead	for	SEND.		
‘SEN	support’	was	introduced	by	the	Code	of	Prac7ce	as	a	category	covering	children	and	young	
people	iden7fied	with	SEND,	but	not	assessed	as	having	high	levels	of	need.	These	pupils’	needs	will	
have	been	assessed	by	the	SENCO	in	their	school	and,	through	a	graduated	approach,	access	given	
to	addi7onal,	personalised	interven7ons	to	enable	them	to	beZer	access	the	curriculum	and	
progress	in	their	learning.	The	number	and	primary	need	of	these	pupils	must	be	recorded	by	
schools	and	reported	in	their	annual	census.	
Some	children	with	SEND	have	such	complex	high	needs	that	these	cannot	be	sufficiently	supported	
by	local,	maintained	specialist	provision,	whether	in	school	or	FE	college.	Following	assessment,	the	
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SEND	Panel	can	decide	that	a	place	ought	to	be	commissioned	in	a	non-maintained	special	school	
(NMSS)	or	an	independent	specialist	provider.	NMSSs	are	specialist,	independent	educa7on	
providers	approved	to	run	special	schools	and	charge	fees	on	a	non-profit-making	basis.		
Social	care	and	health	are	key	components	of	the	local	SEND	system.	The	LA	has	the	flexibility	to	
commission	some	services	on	behalf	of	schools	and	pupils	with	SEND.	Ojen	these	are	health	
services	such	as	speech	and	language	therapy	(SALT)	and	occupa7onal	therapy	(OT).	There	is	also	a	
significant	need	for	support	for	some	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	from	local	child	and	
adolescent	mental	health	services	(CAMHS),	services	that	are	provided	by	Berkshire	Healthcare	NHS	
Trust	(BHFT)	in	Bracknell	Forest.			
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2.	The	Review	Process	

Bracknell	Forest	Council	consults	with	its	Schools	Forum,	a	representa7ve	group	of	headteachers	
and	governors,	about	local	funding	arrangements	and	budgets	for	educa7on.	In	its	budget	
consulta7on	for	2016-17	BFC	officers	set	out	changes	to	“the	alloca7on	of	High	Needs	Block	income	
that	is	the	most	complex	part	of	the	DSG	High	Needs	Funding”	(p26	BFC	2016a).	This	paper	
iden7fied	the	following	challenges:	

• The	Educa7on	Funding	Agency	uses	the	2012-13	levels	of	SEND	as	its	baseline	for	financial	
alloca7ons	to	LAs,		

• There	is	a	shornall	in	the	adjustment	for	payments	for	post-16	places	such	as	for	the	new	
responsibili7es	for	educa7on	for	19	–	24	year	olds	with	an	EHCP,	and		

• Some	recent	changes	to	the	funding	of	NMSS	places,	which	has	had	nega7ve	consequences	
for	the	finance	model	for	the	new	ASD	resource	centre	in	Bracknell	Forest.	

In	the	light	of	the	challenges,	LA	officers	proposed	to	commission	an	external	review	of	the	HNFB	to	
help	with	future	decision-making	and	this	was	approved	by	the	Schools	Forum	(BFC	2016a).	This	
review	commenced	in	April	2016	and	completed	October	2016.		

2.1		Governance	and	the	Review	team	

The	Chrow	Solu7ons	Team	consists	of	two	experienced	consultants,	with	extensive	LA	and	
educa7on	experience,	and	the	head	of	a	leading	alterna7ve	provision	academy	and	a	former	
headteacher.	More	informa7on	about	the	Review	team	is	in	appendix	4.	
The	lead	client	rela7onship	for	the	Review	is	with	the	Head	of	Targeted	Services	and	this	has	been	
managed	through	fortnightly	‘keep-in	touch’	(KIT)	mee7ngs,	as	well	as	regular	telephone	and	email	
liaison.	The	Head	of	Targeted	Services	also	chairs	the	Review’s	Project	Board	made	up	of	senior	
stakeholders	in	BFC’s	Department	of	Children,	Young	People	and	Learning.	The	core	membership	of	
this	group	is	the	Principal	Educa7onal	Psychologist	(and	Head	of	SEND)	and	the	Head	of	Educa7on	
Finance.	The	Project	Board	has	met	three	7mes	during	the	period	of	the	Review	and	its	terms	of	
reference	can	be	found	in	appendix	4.		
The	other	key	governance	group	for	the	Review	is	a	Headteachers	Reference	Group	of	school	
leaders.	Volunteers	were	recruited	to	the	Reference	Group	in	response	to	an	invita7on	circulated	by	
the	Director	of	Children,	Young	People	and	Learning.	The	experience	and	views	of	Bracknell	Forest	
schools	are	a	key	considera7on	of	the	Review	and	the	opportunity	to	discuss	issues	and	emerging	
themes	with	these	school	leaders	has	been	essen7al.	This	has	ensured	that	recommenda7ons	are	
firmly	based	on	schools’	day-to-day	experiences	and	that	there	is	confidence	in	the	future	direc7on	
of	SEND	system	change.	The	terms	of	reference	and	membership	of	this	group	is	in	appendix	4.	

2.2		Timeline	and	evidence	gathering	

The	key	elements	of	ini7a7ng	and	then	gathering	evidence	for	the	Review	are	set	out	below.	During	
the	scoping	phase,	the	Review	team	assessed	in	detail	the	challenges	for	data	gathering	and	
analysis,	allowing	for	the	fact	that	schools	would	only	be	able	to	par7cipate	during	the	summer	
term.	Informed	by	these	constraints	and	the	requirements	in	the	invita7on	to	tender,	the	final	scope	
was	agreed,	as	set	out	in	1.1,	and	signed	off	in	the	first	week	of	May	2016.	

57



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	10	
	

The	period	up	un7l	early	July	was	set	aside	for	evidence	and	intelligence	gathering,	culmina7ng	in	
the	presenta7on	of	a	Summary	of	Emerging	Themes	to	the	Project	Board	towards	the	end	of	that	
month.	Further	analysis	and	synthesis	led	to	the	development	and	agreement	of	the	
recommenda7ons	of	the	Review	during	September,	with	the	final	report	and	a	draj	SEND	strategy	
for	Bracknell	Forest	delivered	on	14th	October	(see	appendix	4).	

2.2.1	SCHOOLS	ENGAGEMENT	
A	core	feature	of	the	Review	was	to	gather	evidence	from	schools	about	their	own	planned	
provision	for	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	and	their	views	about	what	works	well	across	
the	current	system	and	areas	for	improvement.	A	secondary	objec7ve	was	the	engagement	of	the	
wider	body	of	schools	across	Bracknell	Forest,	so	they	both	feel	they	have	had	an	opportunity	to	
express	views	or	submit	evidence	and	are	more	likely	to	be	engaged	in	future	change	and	
development.	In	addi7on	to	the	Headteachers	Reference	Group	(see:	2.1),	school-level	evidence	
was	sourced	from:		

• visits	to	certain	core	providers:	Kennel	Lane	School	(the	maintained	special	school	in	
Bracknell	Forest),	College	Hall	(the	PRU),	Chilworth	House	School	(a	key	NMSS	provider	for	
Bracknell	Forest	Council)	and	Bracknell	&	Wokingham	College.	

• interviews	with	a	senior	leader	and	SENCO	from	a	range	of	mainstream	schools	in	Bracknell	
Forest;	

• addi7onal	data	provided	by	the	schools,	including	informa7on	for	parents	and	provision	
mapping	for	pupils	with	SEND;	

• an	online	survey	of	all	schools	in	Bracknell	Forest.	
In	prepara7on	for	the	visits	to	the	special	school	or	PRU,	a	list	of	enquiry	ques7ons	and	data	were	
circulated	in	advance	together	with	a	schedule	for	the	visit	(see:	appendix	2c).	
The	mainstream	schools	that	par7cipated	in	the	interviews	were	requested	to	supply	a	similar	range	
of	data	and	examples	of	their	SEND	provision	mapping	as	well	as	respond	to	interview	ques7ons.	
The	schedule	of	mainstream	schools	for	the	interviews	was	prepared	by	Bracknell	Forest	Council	
(BFC)	following	an	invita7on	that	was	circulated	to	all	state	schools	in	the	LA.			

2.2.2		SURVEYS	AND	COMMUNICATION	
A	one-page	summary	about	the	HNFB	Review	was	prepared	with	officers	from	BFC	and	circulated	in	
a	briefing	for	headteachers	and	also	accompanied	the	invita7on	to	par7cipate	in	the	short	online	
survey	about	the	SEND	system	across	Bracknell	Forest.	Versions	of	the	same	summary	were	used	to	
inform	stakeholders	such	as	LA	officers,	school	staff	and	parents	of	children	with	SEND.		
The	short	online	survey	was	developed	to	canvas	the	views	of	leaders	from	as	many	of	Bracknell	
Forest’s	schools	as	possible	(see:	appendix	1).	The	survey	ques7ons	were	largely	adapted	from	an	
earlier	survey	conducted	as	part	of	a	DfE	commissioned,	na7onal	research	project	into	the	funding	
system	for	SEND,	which	reported	in	July	2015	(DfE	2015c).	The	adapta7on	of	their	ques7ons	has	
enabled	some	na7onal	comparison	to	be	included	in	the	analysis	(see:	sec7on	4.6.1).	
A	short	online	survey	for	parents	/	carers	of	children	with	SEND	was	also	developed	and	carried	out,	
following	the	consulta7on	session	with	Bracknell	Dialogue	Parents	Forum.	The	purpose	of	this	
survey	was	to	both	seek	the	views	of	parents	/	carers	across	Bracknell	Forest	and	to	offer	some	
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comparison	of	their	views	about	aspects	of	the	SEND	system	with	those	of	school	leaders	(see:	
appendix	2).	Following	consulta7on	sessions,	the	link	to	the	survey	was	circulated	via	their	database	
of	members	and	by	the	disabili7es	team	in	BFC’s	children’s	social	care.	This	resulted	in	40	responses	
being	submiZed	from	the	parents	/	carers	of	45	children	with	SEND	(see:	3.7.2).	

2.2.3		LOCAL	AUTHORITY	DATA	AND	INTERVIEWS	WITH	OFFICERS	
An	ini7al	list	of	data	about	SEND	and	the	deployment	of	the	HNFB	to	schools	was	drawn	up.	The	
Head	of	Educa7on	Finance	and	the	SEND	Lead	ensured	that	7me	from	key	members	of	their	staff	
was	available	to	provide	data	from	exis7ng	sources	and	addi7onal	7me	meet	the	Review	team	to	
build	their	understanding	of	the	data.	
Data	requested	included	(for	a	three	year	period	wherever	possible):	

• Breakdown	by	primary	need	and	age	of	all	pupils	with	statements	or	EHCPs.	
• Breakdown	by	school	and	primary	need	and	year	group	and	top-up	payment	of	all	pupils	

with	EHCPs	or	statements.	
• More	detailed	budget	breakdowns	for	Kennel	Lane	and	College	Hall.	
• Detailed	breakdown	of	the	HNFB	budget,	including	specific	teams	and	services	

commissioned	from	the	LA	and	elsewhere.	
• Breakdown	by	school,	year	group	and	by	primary	need	of	all	pupils	recorded	receiving	SEN	

support.	
• Informa7on	about	the	banding	scales	used	to	assess	the	element	3	payments.	

A	series	of	interviews	with	key	LA	officers	was	scheduled	during	the	evidence	gathering	phase,	
including	with	members	of	the	SEN	Team	as	well	as	their	manager,	the	manager	of	the	Support	for	
Learning	service	and	with	educa7on	finance	staff	as	well	as	the	Head	of	Educa7on	Finance.	

2.3	Analysis	and	the	emerging	themes	

The	Review	team’s	focus	then	moved	to	the	analysis	of	data	and	the	interview	and	wriZen	evidence.	
This	culminated	in	the	delivery	of	a	summary	of	the	Review’s	Emerging	Themes	to	the	Project	
Board,	which	was	signed	off	in	July.	The	final	phase	of	the	Review	further	tested	the	evidence	and	
themes,	leading	to	the	final	recommenda7ons.	

2.3.1	ANALYSIS	AND	SHAPING	OF	EMERGING	THEMES	
Following	analysis,	the	Review	evidence	was	found	to	fall	into	four	overarching	themes:	

1. Increasing	strategic	leadership	by	the	school	sector	across	the	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	
Forest	

2. Strong	local	authority	strategic	leadership	for	planning	of	places	and	funding	and	
commissioning	

3. Amore	coherent	SEND	system	designed	with	the	child’s	need	at	the	centre	
4. A	data-rich	SEND	system	that	understands	the	differences	it	is	making.	

2.3.2	TESTING	OF	THEMES	AND	DEVELOPMENT	OF	RECOMMENDATIONS	
The	final	phase	of	the	Review	has	involved	further	tes7ng	of	the	themes,	including	with	the	
Headteachers’	Reference	Group,	and	shaping	these	into	recommenda7ons	that	the	Project	Board	
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view	as	achievable	for	Bracknell	Forest.	In	support	of	implementa7on	three	case	studies	have	been	
produced	offering	examples	of	prac7ce	from	elsewhere	in	England	about:	

1. Approaches	to	traded	SEND	services	to	schools		
2. Funding	and	commissioning	arrangements	with	specialist	school	provision	
3. Examples	of	approaches	for	schools	to	access	funding	to	support	pupils	with	high	needs	

outside	the	statutory	assessment	processes.	
Finally,	the	Review’s	recommenda7ons	are	reflected	in	the	first	draj	of	a	new	strategy	for	SEND	for	
the	school	system	across	Bracknell	Forest.	This	document	will	form	an	early	element	of	a	renewed	
strategic	partnership	across	the	LA,	schools,	voluntary	sector	and	other	partners	to	achieve	value	for	
money	and	beZer	outcomes	for	all	children	and	young	people	with	SEND.	
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3.	Overview	of	Bracknell	Forest ’s	SEND	System	

The	SEND	system	is	led	by	na7onal	government	and,	for	England,	the	legisla7ve,	policy	and	funding	
arrangements	are	overseen	by	the	Department	for	Educa7on	(DfE).	The	DfE’s	vision	for	the	SEND	
system	in	England	is	“of	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	achieving	well	in	their	early	years,	at	
school	and	in	college;	finding	employment;	leading	happy	and	fulfilled	lives;	and	having	choice	and	

control	over	their	support.”	(p4	“Special	educa7onal	needs	and	disability:	suppor7ng	local	and	na7onal	
accountability”,	DfE	2015b).	A	more	detailed	summary	of	the	na7onal	law	and	policy	for	SEND	is	set	
out	in	appendix	1,	together	with	a	na7onal	profile	of	levels	of	SEND	need.		
This	sec7on	provides	an	overview	of	the	SEND	system	as	it	currently	operates	across	Bracknell	
Forest,	in	the	context	of	na7onal	arrangements.	This	overview	has	a	par7cular	emphasis	on	the	high	
needs	funding	block	(HNFB)	budget	and	on	the	parts	of	the	system	supported	by	it.	In	addi7on,	this	
sec7on	includes	addi7onal	detail	about	SEND	provision	in	Bracknell	Forest	schools,	including	
mainstream,	specialist	and	FE	colleges.	More	detail	is	also	provided	about	the	funded,	out	of	area	
SEND	provision	and,	finally,	there	is	a	summary	of	the	findings	from	the	two	surveys	conducted	by	
the	Review.	

	

Fig 1: Total SEND Pupils with EHCP/statement (June 2016)
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3.1		Summary		

As	of	June	2016,	there	are	683	children	or	young	people	from	Bracknell	Forest	with	a	statement	or	
EHCP	(source:	BFC’s	SEN	Team):		

• 240	children	aZend	primary	phase	school		
• 301	young	people	of	secondary	age	(years	7	–	11)		
• 142	young	people	are	16	or	older	and	educated	at	school	or	FE	college	

Figure	1	shows	the	primary	SEND	need	of	the	children	and	young	people	as	recorded	on	their	EHCP	
or	statement	who	are	Bracknell	Forest	residents.	This	shows	that	the	largest	group	are	those	with	
ASD,	who	make	up	34%	of	these	pupils.	Na7onally,	those	with	au7s7c	spectrum	disorder	(ASD)	as	a	
primary	need	form	the	largest	single	group	of	pupils	with	SEND	(see:	appendix	1),	but	the	
propor7on	in	Bracknell	Forest	is	nearly	10%	higher	than	the	average	for	England.	The	graph	also	
shows	whether	pupils,	by	need,	are	placed	in	or	out	of	Bracknell	Forest.	Children	and	young	people	
with	social,	emo7onal	and	mental	health	needs	(SEMH)	are	the	largest	group	of	pupils	educated	
outside	of	Bracknell	Forest	(and	in	independent	provision),	followed	by	those	with	ASD.	
Figure	2	gives	a	more	detailed	breakdown	of	where	these	Bracknell	Forest	pupils	are	educated.	The	
vast	majority	aZend	either	mainstream	schools	or	resource	centres	(280)	or	Kennel	Lane	(157)	in	
Bracknell	Forest	(BF),	whilst	another	82	aZend	either	mainstream	or	state	special	schools	in	other	
LAs	(OLA).	These	figures	provide	a	snapshot	from	June	this	year;	there	were	11	cases	s7ll	in	the	
process	of	assessment,	whilst	there	are	lower	FE	and	other	post-16	numbers,	due	to	young	people	
leaving	educa7on	following	exams	and	not	yet	having	confirmed	their	place	for	September.	

	

Fig 2:  School sector where pupils with EHCP / statement are placed
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Increasing	resident	popula7on	is	another	challenge	in	Bracknell	Forest.		
• The	School	Places	Plan	(BFC	2015)	es7mates	an	increase	of	21.4%	in	the	total	school	

popula7on	between	2015	and	2020.	There	were	no	specific	analyses	of	future	numbers	of	
pupils	with	SEND	carried	out	by	BFC.	However,	if	the	number	of	pupils	requiring	an	EHCP	
reflects	this	an	addi7onal	145	places	will	be	required	for	pupils	with	EHCPs	by	2020:	from	
the	683	presently	to	824	by	2020.	

• Other	pressures	include	a	popula7on	‘bulge’	that	has	been	affec7ng	the	primary	phase	and	
is	star7ng,	from	September	2016,	to	result	in	an	increase	in	numbers	needing	places	from	
year	7	in	secondary	schools.	Since	the	propor7on	of	pupils	iden7fied	with	SEND	increases	
with	age,	this	would	suggest	that	the	824	figure,	above,	could	be	a	conserva7ve	es7mate.	

Only	basic	analysis	of	SEN	support	data	was	possible	(fig	3).	An	uncleaned,	one-off	extract	of	SEN	
support	data	from	the	summer	term	2016	for	30	Bracknell	Forest	schools	(including	27	primary	
schools)	was	provided.	The	largest	two	categories	iden7fied	as	primary	need	are	‘moderate	learning	
difficul7es	(MLD)’	and	‘specific	learning	difficul7es	(SPLD)’,	23%	and	22%	respec7vely	(fig	3).	When	
comparison	is	made	with	na7onal	data	(appendix	1),	it	is	notable	that	the	propor7on	iden7fied	in	
Bracknell	Forest	schools	as	having	a	‘specific	learning	difficulty’	is	7%	higher	than	na7onally	
reported	and	ASD	is	about	2%	higher.	A	total	of	45	pupils,	out	of	the	sample	of	1.370,	are	iden7fied	
as	having	a	sensory	need,	whether	‘hearing	impairment	(HI)’,	‘visual	impairment	(VI)’	or	‘mul7-
sensory	impairment	(MSI)’.	

	

Fig 3: Pupils on SEN support by primary need (data from 30 BF schools)
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Table	1	compares	the	propor7ons	of	pupils	with	SEND	for	Bracknell	Forest	with	its	sta7s7cal	
neighbours	and	with	England	as	a	whole.	These	data	indicate	that	the	propor7on	of	pupils	with	
statements	or	EHCPs	has	reduced	in	Bracknell	Forest	since	2013	and,	at	2.6%	of	the	school	
popula7on,	is	at	a	similar	level	to	sta7s7cal	neighbours.	The	reduc7ons	in	Bracknell	Forest	contrast	
with	the	trend	across	sta7s7cal	neighbours	and	England	as	a	whole,	where	the	propor7on	has	
plateaued.	Similarly,	the	propor7on	of	pupils	on	SEND	support	is	reducing	too,	though	faster	in	
secondary	schools	than	in	primary.	The	data	for	2016	do	show	an	upturn	across	all	categories,	a	
situa7on	that	should	be	monitored	by	BFC	to	assess	whether	or	not	this	is	a	trend.	

	
A	note	of	cau7on	must	be	sounded	about	‘SEN	support’	data:	schools	alone	assess	needs	and	
decide	whether	a	pupil	meets	thresholds	for	SEN	support.	There	is	evidence	that	there	is	varied	
prac7ce	between	schools,	that	the	defini7on	of	SEN	is	open	to	interpreta7on	and	the	school	context	
can	make	a	marked	difference	(NHS	E	Mids	2016),	and	this	situa7on	is	reflected	in	Bracknell	Forest	
too	(see:	4.3).		

3.2		The	High	Needs	Funding	Block	budget	in	Bracknell	Forest		

The	HNFB	is	paid	to	LAs	to	support	the	educa7onal	needs	of	children	and	young	people	aged	0	–	25	
with	a	high	level	of	SEND;	broadly	whose	educa7on	provision	costs	more	than	about	£10,000	per	
annum.	Further	informa7on	about	the	direct	schools	grant	and	the	per	pupil	payments	in	Bracknell	
Forest	can	be	found	in:	appendix	1.	
The	total	alloca7on	to	BFC	from	the	DfE	was	ini7ally	es7mated	at	the	start	of	the	financial	year	
2016-17	as	£11.719	million	(ajer	EFA	deduc7ons).	The	LA	iden7fied	that	this	was	insufficient	for	all	

% EHCP/statements 
all schools

Statistical 
neighbours 

average

Table 1:  Comparison of school-age population - proportions with SEND
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exis7ng	commitments	and	projected	needs.	Following	discussions	with	the	Schools	Forum,	a	
transfer,	from	the	Schools	Block	of	the	Direct	Schools	Grant	(see:	appendix	1,	fig	20),	of	a	further	
£2.093	million	was	agreed,	giving	a	total	2016-17	ini7al	budget	of	£13.812	million	(table	2).		
The	Bracknell	Forest	high	needs	funding	block	(HNFB)	budget	for	2016-17	includes	amounts	
retained	by	the	Council	to	fund	specific	support	services	and	to	administer	the	HNFB.	Table	2	gives	
the	budget	breakdown	for	2016-17	(BFC	2016a	plus	further	BFC	finance	data):			

	

Description

Out of area, 
FE and 

independent 
schools

Table 2: Bracknell Forest HNFB budget breakdown 2016-17

Bracknell 
Forest

schools

* Plus £500K for EFA grant for 6th form places and £263K top-ups from other LAs
** Plus £180K available from reserves for start up costs for The Rise.
*** Ranelagh School: as an academy its £132,000 pa allocation, deducted at source by EFA before BFC
receives its HNFB allocation.

Bracknell 
Forest  retained

Amount in 000’s

Kennel Lane School

College Hall 

Primary mainstream top-ups

Secondary mainstream top-ups

Resource: Great Hollands School

Resource: Meadow Vale School

Resource: The Rise, Garth Hill College

Resource: Ranelagh School

Sub-Total

Pre-16 other LA schools 
(mainstream, resource & special)

Pre-16, non-maintained specials (NMSS) 

Post 16 - FE

Post 16 other LA schools

Post-16 NMSS 

Sub-Total

Total

£3,271*

£1,031

£365

£328

£99

£213

£354**

£0***

£679

£3,060

£1,294

£188

£1,508

£5,661

£6,729

£1,422

£13,812
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Table	3	details	the	breakdown	of	the	£1.4	million	from	the	2016-17	HNFB	that	has	been	retained	
and	managed	by	BFC.	Support	services	to	schools	are	organised	via	a	mixture	of	Bracknell	Forest	
SLAs,	as	part	of	a	package	covering	the	period	2016	-	19,	or	contracts	with	external	providers	(for	
example	a	contract	with	BHFT	for	speech	and	language	therapy	(SALT)	and	occupa7onal	therapy	
(OT))	that	are	brokered	and	managed	by	BFC.	The	approach	to	SLAs	for	support	services	for	schools	
is	at	an	early	stage	of	development	in	BFC.	The	lead	responsibility	for	monitoring	the	SALT,	OT	and	
sensory	impairment	contracts	lies	with	the	Head	of	Targeted	Services.	

	
3.3		Bracknell	Forest	mainstream	provision	(including	FE)	

Bracknell	Forest	is	a	rela7vely	small	unitary	authority	in	Berkshire	and	currently	has	39	state	schools	
within	its	area,	including	six	secondary	schools	(all	with	sixth	forms),	31	primary	phase	schools	plus	
one	special	school	(Kennel	Lane	School),	a	pupil	referral	unit	(PRU)	–	College	Hall;	there	is	also	one	
large	ter7ary	or	further	educa7on	(FE)	college:	Bracknell	&	Wokingham	College.	There	is	a	rela7vely	

Service area Amount in ‘000
(2016-17)

Table 3: Breakdown of the Council retained elements of the HNFB budget 2016-17

SEN contingency (to schools)

SALT contract

Sensory Impairment contract

OT contract

Medical support

Support for Learning

Traveller Ed Service

Autism and Social Communication Service (ASSC)

Various services (< £35K each, e.g. EOTAS, 
Head of Targeted Services)

Misc. recharges etc.

Early years/ Child Development Centre

Total

£100

£213

£251

£37

£37

£149

£75

£84 

£155 

£213

£108

£1,422
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low	level	of	academisa7on	in	Bracknell	Forest:	two	secondary	schools	are	academies.	Work	has	
begun	on	the	Binfield	Learning	Village:	a	new,	all-through	free	school	that	is	planned	to	open,	for	
year	R	and	year	7	entrants,	in	September	2018.	This	is	one	of	the	LA’s	responses	to	the	increasing	
school	age	popula7on.		

3.3.1	MAINSTREAM	SCHOOLS	
The	six	state	secondary	schools	in	Bracknell	Forest	all	provide	educa7on	for	11	to	18	year	olds.	It	is	
worth	no7ng	that	the	number	of	students	with	a	statement	or	EHCP	falls	to	nine	across	all	the	
school	sixth	forms.	Fig	4	shows	the	amount	of	planned,	top-up	funding	across	the	six	schools	in	
2016-17	financial	year,	together	with	the	number	of	students	each	school	has	with	an	EHCP	or	
statement.		

	
There	are	31	primary	phase	schools	across	Bracknell	Forest,	this	includes	three	infants	and	three	
junior	schools.	Fig	5	shows	the	planned	top-up	payments	across	primary	schools	for	support	for	
pupils	with	statements	or	EHCPs.	This	reflects	the	range	of	numbers	of	children	with	an	EHCP	or	
statement:	with	three	schools	suppor7ng	between	eight	and	ten	children,	whilst	three	schools	have	
no	children	with	high	needs.	The	range	of	total	top-up	payments	received	by	primary	schools	for	
pupils	with	EHCPs	or	statements	ranges	from	around	£1,500	up	to	£39,000.	

Fig 4: SEND top-ups per BF secondary school (2016)  plus total EHCP
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In	addi7on	to	the	pupils	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	aZending	mainstream	schools	who	are	
supported	by	the	HNFB,	there	are	several	specialist	resource	centres	at	mainstream	schools.	These	
receive	place	payments	as	well	as	top-up	funding	to	provide	specialist	support	for	a	set	number	of	
pupils.	There	are	no	service	level	agreements	(SLAs)	in	place	for	the	provision	commissioned	by	BFC	
at	these	resource	centres.	The	resources	centres	are:	

• The	Rainbow	Unit	at	Great	Hollands	Primary	School	–	6	je	early	years	places	for	pupils	with	
speech	and	communica7on	difficul7es;	average	number	on	roll	(NOR)	for	2015-16	=	4.	

• The	Speech	and	Language	Resource	at	Meadow	Vale	Primary	School	–	20	places	for	primary	
age	with	‘speech,	language	and	communica7on	needs	(SLCN)’;	average	NOR	for	2015-16	=	
17.	

• The	Rise,	Garth	Hill	College	–	opened	in	Sept	2015,	a	centre	for	pupils	with	au7sm	(ASD)	and	
is	planned	to	grow	to	educate	years	7	to	13,	with	7	students	per	year.	Current	year	7	has	
NOR	of	7.	

• Ranelagh	School	–	resource	centre	for	students	with	‘specific	learning	difficul7es	(SPLD)’	
currently	funded	for	16	places;	average	NOR	for	2015-16	=	4.	

Kennel	Lane	School	also	runs	a	primary	outreach	class	hosted	at	Birch	Hill	Primary	School	for	8	
pupils	with	a	primary	need	of	ASD.	

3.3.2	FE	COLLEGES	
In	2015-16	the	large	majority	of	post-16	Bracknell	Forest	students	with	statements	/	EHCPs	aZended	
courses	at	FE	colleges	(109).	The	largest	number	(63)	aZended	Bracknell	&	Wokingham	College,	

Fig 5: SEND top-ups per BF primary school (2016-17)
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followed	by	25	who	aZended	Oxford	&	Cherwell	Valley	College	Group,	which	includes	Reading	
College	(fig	6).	Nine	students	with	EHCPs/statements	aZended	sixth	form	in	a	Bracknell	Forest	
school.	

	
Bracknell	&	Wokingham	College	is	the	main	local	provider	of	educa7on	for	young	people	with	SEND.	
It	is	a	large	college,	around	6,500	enrolled	learners,	although	over	half	of	these	are	on	part-7me	
courses.	The	provision	base	for	year	12	to	16	learners	with	SEND	is	being	moved	onto	the	main	
college	site	in	central	Bracknell,	with	the	aim	of	being	able	to	support	students	nearer	to	the	
teaching	programmes	that	they	are	aZending.	They	an7cipate	having	about	70	learners	with	an	
EHCP	enrolled	at	the	college	from	September	2016,	together	with	a	further	200	or	so	who	access	
SEN	support	from	the	college’s	specialist	team	of	assistants.	
Fig	7	shows	the	breakdown	of	payments	to	the	five	ter7ary	colleges	for	the	last	completed	financial	
year	(2015-16).	It	was	not	possible	to	update	this	for	2016-17	because	FE	colleges	cannot	confirm	
final	numbers	un7l	students	have	enrolled	in	September.	The	average,	per	student,	payments	range	
from	£3,658	pa	at	East	Berkshire	College	to	£14,165	at	Newbury	College.	Bracknell	&	Wokingham	
College	cost	an	average	of	£6,765	pa	per	student.	It	is	necessary	to	factor	into	these	costs	that	the	
‘nominal	SEN’	budget	for	ter7ary	colleges	of	£6,000	per	student	is	deducted	by	the	EFA	in	advance	
of	the	HNFB	being	received	by	an	LA	(EFA	2016).	
	

Fig 6: Number of BF students with an EHCP attending FE colleges (2015-16 financial year) 
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3.4		Bracknell	Forest	special	and	alternative	provision	

Bracknell	Forest	is	a	rela7vely	small	unitary	authority	and	has	one	maintained	special	school,	Kennel	
Lane	School,	and	a	pupil	referral	unit,	College	Hall.	As	major	components	of	the	local	SEND	system,	
this	sec7on	focuses	solely	on	these	schools.	

3.4.1	KENNEL	LANE	
Kennel	Lane	provides	educa7on	for	pupils	with	SEND	who	have	a	statement	/	EHCP	aged	between	3	
and	19.	It	has	a	broad	and	deep	offer	for	a	range	of	pupils	with	complex	and	severe	learning	
difficul7es	and	pupils	are	taught	in	mixed-age	groups	within	each	key	stage.		The	outcome	data	
suggests	that	pupils	make	good	progress	and,	in	its	2015	inspec7on,	Ofsted	rated	the	school	as	
good.	The	offer	is	comprehensive:	examples	include	the	GEM	group	(individual	short	interven7on	
programmes),	music	therapy,	forest	school,	SPLD	support	with	high	teacher	input.	Kennel	Lane	
provides	a	personalised	programme	including	access	to	specialist	teachers,	for	example	for	art	and	
science	GCSEs.	They	commission	a	range	of	services	including:	counselling	(Youth	line),	drug	advice	
service,	and	it	is	a	well-funded	school	offer.		
The	school	is	funded	for185	places	at	£10,000	per	place:	no7onally	153	Bracknell	Forest,	32	from	
neighbouring	LAs.	This	place	funding	totals	£1.85	million,	whilst	‘element	3’	and	post-16	top-ups	
contribute	another	£2.18	million	funding	from	Bracknell	Forest’s	HNFB.	The	school’s	total	budget	is	
£4.03	million,	including	£0.3	million	in	payments	received	from	other	LAs	placing	students	at	the	
school.	

Fig 7: Total payment for SEND places to FE Colleges (2015-16), plus student numbers
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Fig	8	gives	a	high-level	breakdown	of	the	level	of	assessed	need	for	support	of	the	pupils	over	the	
past	three	years.	Whilst	the	total	number	on	roll	(NOR)	is	on	a	downward	trend	the	numbers	of	
students	at	the	lowest	level	of	need	(in	receipt	of	no	top-up)	has	reduced	from	51	to	36	whilst	the	
number	of	students	assessed	as	being	band	5	has	increased	from	25	to	31.	There	is	a	reducing	
propor7on	of	Kennel	Lane	students	from	neighbouring	LAs,	for	whom	top-ups	are	reclaimed	from	
the	sending	LA.		

	
3.4.2	COLLEGE	HALL	
College	Hall	is	the	PRU	for	Bracknell	Forest	and	provides	educa7on	for	pupils	from	key	stage	3	and	
key	stage	4	who	have	been	permanently	excluded	or	are	experiencing	difficulty	in	maintaining	a	
place	in	mainstream	educa7on,	through	a	shared	7metable.	It	operates	the	local	home	tui7on	
service	for	pupils	who	have	medical	reasons	for	not	aZending	mainstream	school,	this	takes	place	
both	in	the	home	and	from	The	CoZage,	which	is	on	the	College	Hall	site.	It	also	provides	an	
outreach	and	family	support	service	for	young	people	whose	behaviour	is	challenging	in	school,	
which	aims,	through	structured	programmes,	to	assist	young	people	to	con7nue	to	aZend	and	learn	
in	their	mainstream	school.	These	different	service	areas	are	reflected	in	the	budget	streams,	with	
separate	SLAs	in	place	for	the	home	tui7on	and	family	outreach	(table	4).		
College	Hall	is	located	to	the	west	of	Bracknell	in	two	dedicated,	but	limited,	buildings.	There	is	an	
increasing	number	of	students	referred	for	home	tui7on,	whilst	the	budget	has	remained	
unchanged	over	past	two	years.	
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Fig 8: Kennel Lane – total pupils placed, by level of need (band)

Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Band 5 Total

N
O

R:
 1

80

N
O

R:
 1

74
.5

N
O

R:
 1

68
.8

71



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	24	
	

Accurately	summarising	the	place	profile	through	the	academic	year	at	a	PRU	like	College	Hall	is	
challenging,	because	the	numbers	will	fluctuate	as	pupils	are	reintegrated	or	excluded	from	
mainstream	schools.	College	Hall	is	funded	for	46	places,	and	expected	to	achieve	a	70%	average	
occupancy,	reflec7ng	the	movement	of	students	and	the	fact	that	some	are	on	a	dual	programme	as	
part	of	reintegra7on	back	to	a	mainstream	school.	The	January	2016	school	census	reported	26	
pupils	on	roll.	
The	aZendance	breakdown	provided	by	College	Hall	for	2015-16	was	as	follows:	

• Alterna7ve	provision	 	4	
• PRU	 	 	 35	
• Home	tui7on	 	 25	
• The	CoZage	 	 10	

	

	
There	appears	to	be	no	addi7onal	therapies	commissioned	by	College	Hall	for	its	students.	Instead	
there	is	a	reliance	upon	goodwill	support:	for	example	pupils	can	access	the	substance	misuse	
service,	but	there	is	patchy	access	to	a	school	nurse	or	from	the	Au7sm	and	Social	Communica7on	
(ASSC)	service	and	no	contract	for	counselling	support.	

3.5		SEND	decision	making	and	out	of	area	special	school	provision	

BFC’s	SEND	Team	manages	the	processes	for	children	and	young	people	with	high	levels	of	SEND.	
Amongst	their	work	is	coordina7ng	the	compila7on	of	evidence	for	EHCP	assessments	before	being	
presented	to	the	SEND	Panel,	managing	the	conversion	process	from	SEN	statements	to	EHCPs,	

College Hall funding 
stream (2016-17)

Places

Table 4: College Hall summary budget:

46
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22

Amount/
place

Amount

Place payment

Key stage 3 top-up

Key stage 4 top-up

Income from moves / exclusions

PRU Sub-total

Home tuition contract

Outreach

Total

@£10,000

@£8,721

@£9,718

£460,000

£88,000

£214,000

-£60,000

£702,000

£235,470

£94,130

£1,031,600
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upda7ng	records	following	annual	reviews	and	managing	placements	and	contacts	with	NMSS	or	
independent	schools	or	school	moves	for	pupils	with	SEND.	
The	finances	for	top-up	payments	to	mainstream	schools	and	to	the	special	school	are	set	by	locally	
devised	frameworks.	For	mainstream	schools	BFC	has	chosen	to	align	top-up	funding	with	the	
costed	provision	mapping	that	a	school	submits	as	part	of	the	applica7on	for	an	EHCP,	rather	than	
just	providing	funding	categories	by	the	assessed	SEN	need	of	a	pupil.	This	enables	the	LA	to	closely	
monitor	top-up	expenditure	by	schools	and	lends	itself	to	being	able	to	adapt	the	top-up	paid	as	
changes	to	needs	are	iden7fied	in	annual	reviews.	For	the	special	school	a	less	detailed	framework	
of	bands	based	on	need	is	applied,	which	has	not	been	reviewed	since	the	new	Code	of	Prac7ce.	
The	breadth	of	the	categories	do	not	lend	themselves	to	transparency	or	close	monitoring	of	
provision	(see:	appendix	5).			
The	analysis	in	this	sec7on	draws	mainly	on	the	complete	and	audited	financial	data	for	the	financial	
year	2015-16	(not	academic	year).	The	decision	to	place	a	pupil	can	be	made	by	the	SEND	Panel	at	
any	7me	during	the	year,	so	2015-16	figures	enabled	the	Review	team	to	report	on	actual	spend	in	a	
complete	year,	whereas	2016-17	figures	have	to	include	a	level	of	projec7on	and	es7mate.	

3.5.1	PRE-16	PROVISION	
A	total	of	103	pupils	with	SEND	were	placed	with	non-maintained	special	schools	(NMSS)	and	
independent	special	schools	outside	Bracknell	Forest	during	the	financial	year	2015-16.	Fig	9	shows	
the	breakdown	of	primary	SEND	need	among	these	children	and	young	people	with	SEMH	and	ASD	
being	by	far	the	biggest	category	of	need	accoun7ng	for	over	80%	of	these	pupils.	Placement	
recommenda7ons	for	these	children	and	young	people	are	made	by	the	SEND	Panel	and	the	SEN	
Team	are	responsible	for	agreeing	the	most	appropriate	available	school	place	for	the	pupil,	in	
consulta7on	with	parents	/	carers.	Price	and	contrac7ng	decisions	are	made	by	the	SEN	Team	and	
they	also	monitor	the	EHCP	for	each	of	these	pupils	and,	where	possible,	par7cipate	in	annual	
reviews.	
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All	school	places	purchased	by	BFC	are	with	schools	licensed	to	provide	suitable	educa7on	and	care	
for	par7cular	groups	of	children	and	young	people	with	SEND.	In	consulta7on	with	parents	/	carers,	
the	SEN	Team	report	selec7ng	places	in	NMSS	that	can	meet	the	child’s	needs	and	which	are	not-
for-profit	where	possible.	The	SEN	Team	have	good	working	rela7onships	with	the	two	schools	that	
are	the	largest	placement	providers	for	Bracknell	Forest.	Many	out	of	area	placements	are	
residen7al,	which	is	reflected	in	the	costs	and	are	higher	than	places	in	maintained	special	schools	
either	in	Bracknell	Forest	or	neighbouring	LAs.	
A	total	of	£3,314,895	was	spent	in	2015-16	on	pre-16	places	for	these	pupils,	whilst	£2,896,500	is	
budgeted	for	2016-17	(see	table	2).	No	evidence	has	been	available	to	the	Review	team	about	how	
the	2016-17	reduc7on	in	costs	is	planned	to	be	achieved.		

3.5.2	POST	16	
A	total	of	135	students	with	statements/EHCPs	are	recorded	to	have	con7nued	to	be	funded	for	
their	educa7on	in	2015-16	at	a	total	cost	to	the	HNFB	budget	of	£1,937,401.	Most	students	with	a	
statement	/	EHCP	con7nued	their	educa7on	in	a	local	ter7ary	college	(see	4.3.3),	but	28	students	
con7nued	their	post-16	educa7on	in	NMSS	or	independent	provision,	placed	with	25	different	
schools.	The	total	cost	of	these	placements	for	2015-16	was	£1,281,963,	about	£45,800	per	student.	
Although	most	of	these	young	people	have	complex	needs,	fig	10	shows	that	the	most	frequently	
recorded	primary	need	is	au7sm	(11).	Whilst	fig	18	shows	there	has	been	some	success	with	the	
majority	of	young	people	with	EHCPs	currently	being	educated	in	the	FE	sector	rather	than	the	
costlier	independent	sector	The	chart	in	fig	10	shows	decreasing	numbers	of	students	the	nearer	
they	are	to	age	25,	possibly	due	to	transi7on	to	greater	independence	and	adult	social	care	support,	
although	this	was	not	a	focus	of	the	Review.		

Fig 9: Pupils placed out of area, by primary SEND need (2015-16)
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There	are	concerns	about	future	cost	pressures	as	a	result	of	the	en7tlement	to	educa7on	for	all	
young	people	with	an	EHCP	up	to	age	25.	Although	recognised	by	both	educa7on	providers,	such	as	
Bracknell	and	Wokingham	College,	and	by	the	SEND	team,	there	was	no	evidence	of	partnership	
ac7on	to	both	beZer	understand	this	future	pressure	and	to	propose	local	solu7ons.	
	

	
3.6	Services	funded	from	retained	HNFB	budget	

Certain	support	services	for	vulnerable	children	and	young	people	have	been	funded	from	the	HNFB	
in	Bracknell	Forest	for	some	years,	including	LA	and	health	provision,	together	with	sums	retained	
to	support	overhead	costs	such	as	financial	administra7on	and	service	management.	As	set	out	in	
table	3,	this	is	a	total	for	2016-17	of	£1.422	million.	
Three	support	areas	are	externally	commissioned	by	the	LA:	speech	and	language	therapy	(SALT),	
occupa7onal	therapy	(OT)	and	support	for	sensory	impairment.	The	first	two	areas	are	
commissioned	from	the	NHS	provider	Berkshire	Healthcare	Trust	(BHFT)	and	the	laZer	from	a	pan-
Berkshire	consor7um.	All	have	been	subject	to	three	year	contracts	and	no7onally	overseen	by	the	
Head	of	Targeted	Services.	All	three	contracts	were	rolled	forward	when	they	expired	in	2016	with	
minimal	internal	discussion	and	no	consulta7on	with	schools	or	analysis	of	the	level	of	need	(for	
example	considering	the	propor7on	of	SEND	pupils	with	VI	and	HI	and	exis7ng	capacity	such	as	
specialist	teachers	at	Kennel	Lane	School).	

Fig 10: Over 16 students in NMSS by primary SEND need (2015-16 academic year) 
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LA	services	funded	by	the	HNFB	include:		
1. Au7sm	and	Social	Communica7on	Service	(ASSC)	–	providing	assessment	and	advice	on	

teaching	strategies	in	support	of	pupils	with	ASD	(not	subject	to	an	SLA).	
2. Support	for	Learning	-	specialist	teachers	who	are	available	to	assess	and	directly	teach	

children	with	SEND,	in	par7cular	those	with	SPLD	(subject	to	SLA	and	buy-back).	
3. Educa7on	other	than	at	school	service	(EOTAS)	–	support	for	home	educated	children	and	

young	people	with	SEND.	
4. Traveller	educa7on	service	–	support	for	traveller	families	such	as	to	increase	school	

aZendance	and	effec7ve	learning	by	pupils	who	are	travellers.	
5. The	Child	Development	Centre	early	years	support.	

Other	services	that	might	be	an7cipated	to	be	supported	by	the	HNFB,	such	as	educa7onal	
psychology	or	the	SEN	Team,	are	funded	from	other	BFC	budgets.	Time	has	been	taken	up	to	
connect	budget	codes	to	the	services	and	some	service	managers	were	unclear	that	part	of	their	
service	was	supported	by	the	HNFB.	

3.7		Surveys	with	school	leaders	and	parents	/	carers	

The	Review	team	conducted	online	surveys	with	two	key	groups	of	stakeholders	in	the	local	SEND	
system:	headteachers	and	parents	and	carers	of	children	with	SEND.	The	purpose	of	the	survey	for	
headteachers	was	to	gauge	the	views	of	the	majority	of	headteachers	in	Bracknell	Forest	about	the	
SEND	system,	iden7fying	areas	that	are	working	well	and	areas	for	improvement,	and	also	to	
communicate	that	the	HNFB	Review	is	taking	place,	so	they	can	be	alert	to	the	recommenda7ons.	
The	survey	with	parents	and	carers	took	place	later,	which	enabled	some	cross-referencing	to	the	
views	of	schools	and	some	reflec7on	of	their	experience	of	the	SEND	system	on	behalf	of	their	child.	
A	summary	of	findings	is	set	out	below.	

3.7.1	SURVEY	OF	SCHOOL	LEADERS	
A	short	online	survey	of	school	leaders	was	carried	out,	drawing	on	ques7ons	from	research	into	
high	needs	funding	that	was	commissioned	by	the	DfE	(DfE	2015c).	
A	total	of	28	(72%)	of	schools	in	Bracknell	Forest	responded	to	the	survey,	including	all	six	secondary	
schools.	The	na7onal	comparison	sample	was	of	76	schools	from	13	LAs	across	England,	meaning	
this	sample	is	not	fully	representa7ve.	
Figs	11	and	12	suggest	there	is	a	desire	for	changes	to	be	made	to	the	SEND	funding	arrangements	
across	Bracknell	Forest	and	in	the	process	for	funding	alloca7on	to	schools.	In	a	7me	of	scarce	
resources	this	is	to	be	expected,	but	the	responses	to	both	of	these	ques7ons	were	markedly	less	
posi7ve	in	Bracknell	Forest	than	the	na7onal	comparison	group	of	schools.	
School	leaders	also	offered	the	following	responses	when	asked	to	describe	certain	aspects	of	the	
system	currently.	
What	is	working	well:	

• Schools	iden7fied	that	aspects	of	the	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	Forest,	especially	those	
under	their	direct	control,	work	reasonably	well.		
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• 26	out	of	28	schools	(92%)	rated	themselves	as	effec7ve	or	very	effec7ve	at	iden7fying	SEND	
need	among	pupils.	

• 88%	of	schools	in	Bracknell	Forest	rated	themselves	as	effec7ve	or	very	effec7ve,	at	using	
their	SEND	funding	to	meet	needs,	compared	to	92%	in	the	na7onal	sample.	

• Schools	also	highlighted	certain	Bracknell	Forest	support	services	as	being	strong	parts	of	
the	system,	in	par7cular	the	SEND	team.	

	

	

Fig 11: How effectively do local funding arrangements contribute to 

 improved outcomes for SEND pupils?

Quite poorly

Very effectively
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Effectively

0%            25% 50% 75%               100%
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Fig 12: How effectively do you think SEND funding is allocated to your school?
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Areas	to	improve:	
• Specific	men7on	was	made	about	improving	the	statutory	SEND	processes,	eight	

commen7ng	specifically	on	making	the	processes	more	straighnorward	and	less	7me-
consuming	in	terms	of	paperwork.	

• Another	eight	respondents	specifically	raised	increasing	support	for	impacnul	early	
interven7on,	whilst	others	iden7fied	certain	services	(e.g.	CAMHS	and	SALT)	as	in	need	of	
improvement.	

3.7.2	SURVEY	OF	PARENT	/	CARERS	
An	online	survey	of	parents	and	carers	of	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	was	also	carried	out	
as	part	of	this	Review.	The	design	of	the	ques7onnaire	was	informed	by	the	ques7ons	that	school	
leaders	responded	to	and	through	two	consulta7on	sessions	with	those	aZending	Bracknell	
Dialogue	Parents	Forum.		
Responses	were	received	from	40	parents	/	carers	and	predominantly	from	mothers	(92.5%).	Their	
families	consisted	of	between	one	and	four	children;	a	total	of	90	children	and	young	people	of	
whom	half	(45)	have	SEND.	85%	of	the	families	have	one	child	with	SEND	and	the	remainder	have	
two	children	with	SEND.	Two	thirds	of	parents	/	carers	have	children	of	primary	school	age,	whilst	
about	70%	of	the	children	have	been	assessed	as	requiring	an	EHCP	or	statement	(fig	13).	

	

Fig 13: About your child with SEND

A  o  child with SEND Do  your child ?

Secondary (11)

Primary (29)

Post 16 (5)

Have a statement (13)

Have an EHCP (18)

Receive SEN support (14)
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Parents	were	asked	about	the	effec7veness	of	the	iden7fica7on	of	their	child’s	need,	about	their	
rela7onship	with	the	school	and	whether	their	child	enjoys	school.	There	was	a	consistent	two-
thirds	split	in	the	answers:	one-third	split	between	those	describing	iden7fica7on	of	SEND	or	the	
partnership	with	the	school	as	being	largely	posi7ve	(two-thirds)	or	largely	nega7ve	(one-third).	Of	
the	eight	responses	that	were	consistently	more	nega7ve	to	these	statements,	six	of	their	children	
are	in	receipt	of	SEN	support	(two	others	have	EHCP)	and	these	were	submiZed	by	seven	different	
parents	/	carers.	
Feedback	about	parents’	access	to	SEND	informa7on	was	more	mixed:	59%	reported	that	they	felt	
they	did	not	have	enough	informa7on	about	the	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	Forest.	In	terms	of	what	
the	most	useful	sources	of	informa7on	listed	include	the	staff	in	school,	in	par7cular	the	SENCO,	
was	listed	by	nearly	7	out	of	10	of	the	parents.	Other	sources	such	as	social	networks	and	the	Local	
Offer	pages	were	also	iden7fied	by	many	parents	(see:	Fig	14).	

	
Finally,	those	that	had	experienced	the	EHCP	process	(a	total	of	18)	reported	that	most	(60%)	were	
broadly	posi7ve	about	their	experience;	nearly	80%	confirmed	they	felt	their	views	were	taken	into	
account	and	over	two-thirds	felt	they	had	been	kept	informed	during	the	process.	One	comment	
offered	was:	“The	change	from	a	statement	to	an	EHCP	was	great;	geLng	an	EHCP	for	our	other	

child	has	been	a	living	hell.”		
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Fig 14: Most important sources of information about SEND
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4.	Summary	of	the	Key	Evidence	

The	Review	team	analysed	documenta7on	provided	by	officers	in	Bracknell	Forest	Council	(BFC)	
(see:	appendix	3),	together	with	the	evidence	gathered	from	school	visits	and	interviews,	data	
provided	by	these	schools	and	the	data	from	local	surveys	and	na7onal	sources.	The	key	evidence	
about	Bracknell	Forest’s	SEND	system	is	summarised	below	under	four	themes:	

1. Increasing	strategic	leadership	by	the	school	sector	across	the	SEND	system.	
2. Strong,	coordinated	local	authority	leadership	for	planning	of	SEND	places,	funding	and	

commissioning.	
3. The	coherence	of	the	SEND	system,	designed	with	the	needs	of	children	and	young	people	

at	its	centre.	
4. A	data-rich	SEND	system	that	understands	the	difference	it	is	making.	

Three	case	studies	of	prac7ce	from	elsewhere	in	England	are	included	as	illustra7on	of	good	
prac7ce.	

4.1		Increasing	the	strategic	leadership	by	the	school	sector	across	the	SEND	system	

4.1.1	INCREASED	SCHOOL	LEADER	INVOLVEMENT	IN	ESTABLISHING	AND	IMPLEMENTING	A	
LOCAL	STRATEGIC	VISION	FOR	SEND	
“It	will	be	the	performance	of	local	partners	and	seLngs	[especially	schools]	which	will	underpin	the	

successful	delivery	of	the	reforms.”	(p.	8	‘Special	Educa7onal	Needs	and	Disability	Code	Of	Prac7ce:	
0	to	25	years’;	DfE	2015b)	

	 	
	
	
	
	

	
The	Review	team	found	that	procedural	changes	set	out	in	the	SEND	Code	of	Prac7ce	have	been	
implemented	by	BFC.	We	found	less	evidence,	however,	of	clarity	being	established	between	the	
Council	and	schools	about	the	new	SEND	accountabili7es	and	strategic	priori7es	for	the	SEND	
system.	The	main	focus	for	monitoring	of	the	SEND	system	by	BFC	has	been	the	implementa7on	of	
the	statutory	processes	required	by	the	Children	and	Families	Act	2014	including	progress	with	the	
conversion	of	statements	of	SEN	and	learning	difficulty	assessments	(LDAs)	to	educa7on	and	health	
care	plans	(EHCPs)	and	the	aim	to	complete	the	assessment	of	all	EHCPs	within	20	weeks	of	the	
process	commencing.	These	new	procedures	have	been	a	challenge	for	BFC,	as	it	has	for	most	LAs,	
however,	following	the	commitment	of	addi7onal	resources	to	the	SEN	Team,	the	performance	is	
reasonably	strong:	92%	of	new	EHCPs	were	completed	in	7me	during	the	first	half	of	2016	-	17.	In	
the	first	half	of	2016	-	17,	125	statements	or	LDAs	were	converted	to	EHCPs	and	the	propor7on	
completed	in	7me	has	increased	from	about	39%	in	2015-16	to	nearly	62%.	This	compares	
favourably	with	their	sta7s7cal	neighbours	(LAIT	2016).	

“We	want	a	greater	role	for	heads	

in	seLng	the	strategic	direcTon	

for	SEND	across	the	area”	
Headteacher	interview	

“Involve	us,	as	headteachers,	in	

developing	a	strategic	approach	

to	SEND	across	the	area.”		

Headteacher	interview	
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The	school	survey,	carried	out	by	the	Review	team	(see:	3.7.1)	reported	that	schools	see	themselves	
as	both	being	effec7ve	in	their	iden7fica7on	of	SEND	need	(92%)	and	in	their	deployment	of	
funding	to	support	learning	(88%).	This	is	significantly	higher	than	schools’	assessment	of	the	
opera7on	of	the	local	SEND	system.	This	suggests	that	there	is	some	disconnect	across	the	system	in	
Bracknell	Forest,	or	that	there	is	exper7se	in	local	schools	that	is	not	being	harnessed	as	effec7vely	
as	possible	across	the	area.	Greater	school	sector	involvement	in	the	vision	and	strategy	for	SEND	
would	help	to	address	the	gaps	reported	in	the	survey	and	is	a	theme	central	to	the	Review.		
Insights	from	other	parts	of	England	inform	us	of	the	importance	of	concerted	strategic	leadership	
by	schools,	including	some	evidence	that	school-to-school	challenge	to	achieve	more	consistent	
inclusive	prac7ce	for	SEND	is	more	effec7ve	than	that	solely	led	by	a	local	authority.	In	Nohngham	
City	for	example	years	of	delega7ng	significant	responsibili7es	for	SEND	to	families-of-schools	along	
with	a	budget	for	them	to	make	decisions	about	addi7onal	support	has	resulted	in	lower	levels	of	
EHCPs,	swijer	early	interven7on	and	flexible	support	services	being	secured	(NHS	E	Mids	2016	
p12).		

4.1.2	SCHOOL	LEADERSHIP	OF	STRATEGIC	ACCOUNTABILITY	ACROSS	THE	LOCAL	SEND	SYSTEM	
	

	 	
	
Na7onal	policy	discussions	about	likely	changes	to	school	funding	formulae,	together	with	other	
changes,	such	as	to	responsibili7es	for	alterna7ve	provision	and	excluded	pupils,	are	important	
considera7ons	for	local	headteachers.	The	current	na7onal	uncertain7es	make	forward	planning	
more	difficult	for	senior	leaders.	The	Review’s	Headteachers’	Reference	Group	reminded	the	team	
about	the	short	term	arrangement,	approved	by	the	local	Schools	Forum,	for	£2.093	million	of	DSG	
funding	to	be	transferred	to	the	high	needs	funding	block	(HNFB)	for	2016-17	(see:	3.2).	These	
views	also	highlight	the	importance	of	headteachers	being	invited	to	scru7nise	and	make	
recommenda7ons	for	the	HNFB	budget	and	SEND	expenditure	in	the	future	as	part	of	the	strategic	
oversight	of	a	renewed,	local	SEND	system.	Clear	delinea7on	of	responsibili7es	between	the	Schools	
Forum	and	any	strategic	SEND	group	will	be	essen7al.	Headteachers	were	also	indica7ng	that	cost-
savings	achieved	to	HNFB	expenditure	should,	at	least	par7ally,	be	seen	to	be	returned	to	schools	in	
an	uplij	to	the	local	per	pupil	funding	(see	table	2).	
In	addi7on,	the	survey	of	school	leaders	across	Bracknell	Forest	(see:	3.7.1)	offers	evidence	for	the	
need	to	develop	increased	confidence	in	the	local	SEND	funding	system	across	the	school	sector.	
Only	20%	of	Bracknell	Forest	school	leaders	reported	that	the	funding	arrangements	contribute	to	
improved	outcomes	for	children	and	young	people	with	SEND,	as	compared	to	nearly	50%	of	the	
na7onal	sample	(see:	fig	16).	Similarly,	88%	of	the	na7onal	sample	felt	SEND	funding	is	allocated	

“A	more	consistent	system	of	funding	

across	the	borough	that	is	understood	by	

all.”	
Headteachers’	survey	

“There	is	a	need	for	greater	

transparency	from	the	local	authority	

around	SEND”		

Headteacher	interview	
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effec7vely	to	their	school,	as	compared	to	28%	of	the	Bracknell	Forest	sample.	Developing	specific	
SEND	accountability	arrangements,	especially	around	the	HNFB,	with	headteachers	should	help	to	
increase	their	confidence	in	the	effec7veness	of	how	local	funding	is	deployed.		

4.1.3	BETTER	COMMUNICATION	ACROSS	A	RENEWED	SEND	SYSTEM,	IN	PARTICULAR	WITH	
PARENTS/CARERS		

	

		
	
The	SEND	Code	of	Prac7ce	has	a	clear	emphasis	on	the	involvement	of	parents	and	carers	(and	
children	and	young	people)	in	decision	making	for	individuals	and	about	SEND	strategies	(NASEN	
2015).	The	local	survey	of	parent	and	carers	(see:	3.7.2),	highlighted	the	value	they	place	on	school	
SENCOs	as	a	source	of	informa7on,	together	with	a	general	percep7on	that	more	local	informa7on	
should	be	available	for	parents	and	carers.	Headteachers	also	report	seeking	a	stronger	partnership	
with	BFC	to	communicate	more	effec7vely	with	parents	and	carers.		
This	is	par7cularly	important	with	the	future	pressures	on	the	SEND	system,	as	a	result	of	the	
increasing	local	popula7on.	Responses	to	the	parent	and	carers	survey	gave	a	largely	posi7ve	view	
from	those	who	had	either	experienced	the	process	of	conversion	to	an	EHCP	or	assessment	for	a	
plan,	both	in	terms	of	their	views	being	reflected	in	an	EHCP	or	feeling	communicated	with	during	
the	process.	These	are	strengths	that	can	be	built	upon.	
The	Review	team	found	limited	evidence	of	a	strategic	approach	being	taken	to	communica7ng	with	
stakeholders	about	the	SEND	system	and	its	challenges,	or	the	deployment	of	the	HNFB	budget	for	
the	current	or	future	years.	For	example,	limited	evidence	was	found	of	a	wider	discussion	with	
parents	and	carers	about	responding	to	the	challenge	for	SEND	of	future	popula7on	growth	or	the	
need	for	more	robust	projec7ons	for	the	likely	increasing	numbers	of	children	with	SEND	(see:	3.1).		
	 	

“We	feel	there	was	very	limited	

informaTon	about,	or	provision	for,	my	

child	during	the	transiTon	to	secondary.”		
Parent	comment	in	survey	

“There	is	a	need	for	concerted	and	clear	

communicaTon	to	parents	of	children	

with	SEND	about	the	changes.”		

Headteacher	interviews	
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Case	study:	high	needs	funding	for	mainstream	schools	outside	statutory	processes	

This	case	study	summarises	arrangements	that	have	been	developed	in	three	local	authori6es	(LAs)	to	
facilitate	schools	accessing	‘element	3’	top-up	funding	outside	of	their	statutory	educa6on	and	health	care	
assessment	and	plan	processes.	Common	threads	to	the	examples	are	ac6ve	involvement	by	schools	in	the	
local	area	and	flexibility	that	seeks	to	keep	the	needs	of	the	pupil	central.	All	these	examples	require	a	
school	to	evidence,	when	applying,	the	strategies	that	have	been	implemented	in	support	of	the	pupil	and	
how	these	have	exceeded	their	£6,000	no6onal	per	pupil	SEN	alloca6on.	

a.	Bromley	–	Pupil	Resource	Agreements	

A	pupil	resource	agreement	(PRA)	is	a	non-statutory	agreement	between	the	LA,	school	and	parents	where	
a	higher	level	of	support	in	school	for	the	child	is	required.	A	PRA	enables	individual	pupils’	learning	needs	
to	be	met	quickly,	in	a	targeted	way	without	going	through	the	20	week,	statutory	assessment	process.	The	
school	compiles	evidence	of	the	needs	iden6fied,	informed	by	local	guidance	about	thresholds,	and	the	
strategies	that	have	been	implemented.	This	summary	is	submiRed	to	the	LA’s	SEN	and	Disabili6es	Team	
who	undertake	regular	assessment	mee6ngs,	involving	school	representa6ves	and	educa6onal	
psychologists	and	decide	whether	or	not	the	process	for	a	PRA	should	be	started.	

The	PRA	is	produced	in	partnership	with	parents	at	a	mee6ng	with	the	school,	the	educa6onal	psychologist	
and	other	involved	professionals,	where	outcomes	and	support	levels	are	agreed.	This	is	a	single	mee6ng	
to	assess	strategies,	resources	required	and	to	agree	the	contents	of	the	implementa6on	plan.	A	PRA	is	
reviewed	annually	by	the	school	SENCO,	parents	and	child,	just	like	an	EHCP,	and	the	top-up	funding	
mechanism	is	the	same	for	both	in	mainstream	schools.	This	means	that	a	child	with	an	EHCP	with	the	
same	level	of	learning	needs	as	a	child	with	a	PRA	would	get	the	same	funding	resource.	It	also	means	that	
an	EHCP	may	be	recommended	should	a	pupil’s	needs	change	over	6me.	

A	PRA	is	a	non-statutory	agreement,	and	parents	do	not	have	the	same	rights	that	an	EHCP	brings.	For	
example,	parents	will	not	be	able	to	express	a	preference	for	a	school	for	their	child,	make	an	appeal	to	the	
First-6er	Tribunal	or	be	offered	a	personal	budget.	

hZps://bromley.mylifeportal.co.uk/assessmentofsenlo/	

b.	North	Somerset	–	All	Top-up	funding	outside	the	statutory	process		

Agreement	was	reached	between	the	LA	and	schools	that	top-up	funding,	to	support	pupils	with	SEND,	
would	not	be	linked	to	the	statutory	assessment	processes	and	would	not	require	a	pupil	having	been	
assessed	for	an	EHCP.	Instead,	North	Somerset	have	developed	a	local	process	for	top-up	funding,	
supported	by	guidance	and	forms,	for	use	by	schools	when	there	are	addi6onal	SEND	needs.	A	school’s	
SENCO	summarises	the	needs	and	strategies	they	have	implemented	and	addi6onal	resources	required	for	
any	pupil	with	higher	levels	of	SEND	need.	There	are	two	deadlines	for	submission	of	applica6ons	during	
each	academic	year:	the	first	week	of	November	and	the	second	week	of	the	summer	term.	

These	applica6ons	and	the	evidence	in	the	forms,	are	then	assessed	and	moderated	by	a	panel	of	LA	
officers	and	health	professionals.	Recommenda6ons	about	the	needs	and	levels	of	resources	are	made	for	
all	applica6ons	submiRed.	These	are	then	taken	to	a	Quality	Assurance	Panel	(QAP)	mee6ng.	This	Panel	is	
coordinated	by	the	LA	and	made	up	of	school	representa6ves,	SENCOs	and	senior	leaders,	who	sample	
check	applica6ons	and	the	recommenda6ons,	to	ensure	consistency	and	fairness	and	can	also	advise	that	
the	recommended	decisions	or	the	band	for	funding	are	changed.	Finally,	LA	officers	compare	
recommended	top-ups	against	the	budget	available.		
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If	total	demand	exceeds	the	total	budget,	a	formula	has	been	agreed	to	propor6onately	reduce	all	top-ups,	
in	order	to	keep	within	the	allocated	high	needs	budget.	Each	school	is	no6fied	of	the	decisions	and	this	all	
takes	place	within	three	weeks	of	the	applica6on	deadline.		

The	top-up,	assessment	process	and	the	funding	levels	for	each	band	were	developed,	with	close	
involvement	of	schools,	through	a	pilot	year.	During	the	trial,	all	schools	par6cipated	in	the	assessment	of	
applica6ons	over	one	day.	The	learning	from	this	was	applied	and	adapted	to	the	on-going	process,	with	
school	leaders	preferring	LA	officers	to	make	the	ini6al	assessments	and	recommenda6ons,	and	for	
schools’	voices	to	be	heard	in	the	QAP.	Detailed	guidance	advises	that,	for	certain	categories	and	types	of	
need,	the	top-up	funding	should	apply	for	a	three-year	period,	whereas	for	other	categories	of	need,	a	
school	should	re-submit	annually.	The	design	of	the	process	an6cipates	that	pupils	with	known	levels	of	
SEND	form	the	bulk	of	those	assessed	in	the	autumn	term	and	that	the	summer	term	cycle	focuses	on	
pupils	whose	needs	have	emerged	during	the	school	year	and	have	undergone	an	assessment	cycle	in	their	
school.	

hRp://www.nsesp.org/Page/206		

c.	Wokingham	–	Exceptional	Needs	Funding	through	school	clusters	

The	development	of	the	excep6onal	needs	funding	by	Wokingham	District	Council	(WDC)	was	driven	by	an	
aim	to	make	funding	decisions	more	transparent	to	schools,	give	schools	greater	involvement	and	control	
in	the	alloca6on	of	resources	and	to	use	SEND	funding	more	flexibly.	The	excep6onal	needs	funding	
process	builds	on	the	established	school	clusters	and	the	collabora6on	between	schools	that	these	
facilitate.	The	LA	oversees	the	process	and	ensures	that	support	materials	such	as	pro-formas	for	
applica6ons	and	guidance	on	thresholds	are	available	and	understood	by	schools,	par6cularly	their	
SENCOs.		

Each	school	cluster	was	supported	to	develop	a	common	understanding	of	what	predictable	and	
excep6onal	needs	‘look	like’	in	their	schools,	which	was	then	shared	across	Wokingham	and	summarised	to	
promote	consistency	and	transparency.	Each	school	cluster	meets	once	a	term	to	consider	individual	
applica6ons	where	a	school	feels	that	the	needs	of	a	pupil	are	excep6onal	or	where	they	feel	that	their	
school	finds	itself	in	an	excep6onal	situa6on,	and	the	level	of	resource	that	is	sought.	As	a	result	of	the	
cluster	mee6ng,	a	list	of	recommenda6ons	for	individual	or	school	excep6onal	needs	funding	is	produced	
and	submiRed	to	the	termly	LA	Modera6on	Mee6ng,	which	makes	the	final	decision	about	the	funding	
proposals.	Each	cluster	is	represented	at	the	Modera6on	Mee6ng	by	its	chair.	The	expecta6on	is	that	many	
applica6ons	will	be	for	rela6vely	long	term	funding	(three	years)	and	the	top-up	agreed	can	be	up	to	the	
highest	funding	band.	There	are	standardised	units	of	funding	agreed	across	the	area,	for	example	
therapeu6c	session	rates	and	standard	rates	for	support	staff	hours.	

Schools	report	to	their	clusters	about	the	progress	being	made,	by	the	pupil	or	the	school	as	a	result	of	
excep6onal	needs	funding.	This	is	monitored	by	the	cluster	group	and	updates	and	lessons	learnt	shared	at	
the	Modera6on	Mee6ngs.	

hRp://wsh.wokingham.gov.uk/learning-and-teaching/sen/enf/	
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4.2		Strong,	coordinated	local	authority	leadership	for	planning	of	SEND,	including	place	

numbers,	funding	and	commissioning	

The	DfE	recognises	that	the	bulk	of	statutory	du7es	in	the	Code	of	Prac7ce	lie	at	local	level	and	
require	that	the	LA,	with	support	from	Clinical	Commissioning	Groups	(CCGs),	ensures	integra7on	
across	the	new	system	and	to	oversee	that	their	best	endeavours	are	used	to	meet	the	needs	of	
children	and	young	people	with	SEND	(DfE	2015b).	Central	to	this	is	the	effec7ve	deployment	and	
monitoring	of	the	HNFB.	Much	of	the	evidence	analysed	by	the	Review	team	focuses	on	these	
areas:	local	specialist	provision	and	the	use	of	the	high	needs	funding	block	(HNFB)	to	support	local	
children	and	young	people	educated	outside	of	Bracknell	Forest.	

4.2.1	BRACKNELL	FOREST	COUNCIL	AND	SPECIALIST	PROVIDERS	SHOULD	WORK	TOGETHER	TO	
ADAPT	CURRENT	SEND	PROVISION	TO	MORE	CLOSELY	MATCH	FUTURE	DEMAND	
This	sec7on	will	consider	the	evidence	for	how	nearly	90%	of	the	£13.812	million	HNFB	is	deployed	
in	Bracknell	Forest.	This	will	be	sub-divided	between	the	deployment	in:	

a) mainstream	schools,	both	top-up	payments	and	resource	centres;	
b) local	specialist	provision	–	the	special	school	and	the	pupil	referral	unit	(PRU);	and		
c) deployment	to	independent	and	non-maintained	special	schools	(NMSS)	outside	Bracknell	

Forest	for	16s-and-under,	and	to	NMSSs	and	FE	colleges	for	those	older	than	16.	
Before	considering	these	specific	sectors,	evidence	about	the	future	numbers	of	pupils	with	SEND	
from	Bracknell	Forest	will	be	discussed.	The	local	‘School	Places	Plan’	(BFC	2015)	es7mates	an	
increase	in	the	whole	school-age	popula7on	of	21.4%	by	2020	(see:	appendix	1).	Only	limited	
evidence	was	found	of	specific	work	to	es7mate	future	numbers	of	high	need	SEND	places	(BFC	
2015,	annex	3).	The	SEND	sec7on	of	the	report	mostly	focuses	on	the	past	three	years	and	
concluded	that	most	increases	in	numbers	had	been	in	the	post-16	age	group	due	to	new,	extended	
du7es	in	the	Children	and	Families	Act	2014.	Fig	17	and	fig	18	show	that	BFC	has	marginally	reduced	
its	number	of	high	need	places	over	the	past	three	years,	and	this	has	been	achieved	in	contrast	to	
trends	across	England.		
It	is	the	view	of	the	Review	team	that	there	is	no	reason	to	assume	the	rate	of	demand	for	high	
need	places	in	Bracknell	Forest	will	be	any	less	than	the	demand	for	all	school	places,	due	to	inward	
migra7on	and	an	increased	birth-rate.	In	the	absence	of	more	robust	local	forecas7ng,	the	Review	
team	has	produced	es7mates	to	2020	of	numbers	of	high	needs	places,	broken	down	by	sector	
(table	5).	Should	there	be	no	change	in	paZern	or	profile	of	where	young	people	are	educated	there	
is	a	poten7al	addi7onal	cost	to	BFC’s	HNFB	of	about	£2	million.		
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The	Review	team	found	limited	use	of	data	and	other	intelligence	to	understand	current	levels	of	
SEND	need	across	BFC	or	to	project	future	demands	and	develop	strategies	to	meet	these.	There	is	
evidence	of	under-u7lisa7on	of	funded	SEND	places	at	some	specialist	Bracknell	Forest	provision.	
The	Review	team	feel	that	it	is	important	to	recognise	that	specialist	per	pupil	place	payments	of	
£10,000	per	pupil	per	annum	form	a	significant	element	of	the	HNFB.	These	place	payments	should	
be	managed	as	ac7vely	as	‘top-up’	funding	for	pupils	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	in	mainstream	
schools.	

a)	Mainstream	schools	

A	total	of	£693,000	is	budgeted	to	support	high	needs	students	aZending	mainstream	schools	in	
Bracknell	Forest	in	2016-17	(see:	table	2).	Figs	4	and	5	(see:	3.3)	show	that	this	funding	supports	229	
students.	From	aZending	SEND	Panel	and	considering	examples	of	suppor7ng	papers,	the	Review	
team	are	of	the	view	that	there	is	good	value	for	money	achieved	by	BFC	in	the	statements	and	
EHCPs	agreed,	and	updated	through	Annual	Reviews;	in	par7cular,	the	provision	mapping	is	very	
clear	and	specific.	If	there	are	any	issues	with	this	aspect	of	the	local	SEND	system	it	is	over-
thoroughness,	which	is	discussed	below	(see:	4.3).		
A	total	of	£798,000	from	the	HNFB	(including	the	£132,000	for	Ranelagh	School,	deducted	before	
alloca7on	to	BFC	by	the	EFA)	is	invested	in	the	opera7on	of	the	specialist	resource	centres	in	
Bracknell	Forest	(see:	table	2).	The	newest	of	these	centres	is	The	Rise,	operated	by	Garth	Hill	
College.	The	Rise	has	been	open	for	one	year	and	taught	its	first	group	of	year	7	pupils.	The	Rise	and	

High need 
pupils in 

mainstream

230

£723

279

£878

677.5

£10,487

820

£12,536

Table 5: Estimates of SEND numbers and costs in 2020 based on current profile

Kennel 
Lane 

School

College 
Hall

NMSS
pre-16

Post-16 FE / 
independent

Totals

2015-16 high 
need numbers

2015-16 costs 
(in ‘000s)

Estimated 
2020 places

Estimated 
2020 costs 
(in ‘000s)

177.5

£3750

214

£4521

32

£761

38

£761

103

£3315

125

£4023

135

£1937

164

£2354
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the	Rainbow	Centre	at	Great	Hollands	Primary	(early	years	and	recep7on)	provide	specialist	support	
for	pupils	with	au7sm	(ASD).	This	currently	leaves	no	resource	centre	provision	for	primary-age	
children	with	ASD.		
A	priority,	when	developing	The	Rise,	was	to	meet	the	needs	locally	of	more	complex	and	high-
func7oning	pupils	with	ASD,	so	those	who	are	currently	in	NMSSs	could	be	moved	back	into	
Bracknell	Forest.	The	Review	team	heard	evidence	that	there	should	have	been	more	detailed	
analysis,	at	the	planning	stage,	about	the	specific	needs	of	the	target	group	of	pupils	and	
iden7fica7on	of	the	resources	The	Rise	would	require	to	best	support	them	(for	example,	sufficient	
access	to	speech	and	language	interven7ons).	Other	schools	also	commented	that	they	had	not	felt	
sufficiently	consulted	about	the	development	of	The	Rise	and	how	it	fits	into	the	local	SEND	system.	
The	other	two	resource	centres	are	at	Meadow	Vale	Primary	School,	support	for	pupils	with	speech,	
language	and	communica7on	needs	(SLCN),	and	at	Ranelagh	School,	support	for	secondary	students	
with	specific	learning	difficul7es	(SPLD).	The	Review	team	was	provided	with	no	evidence	of	a	
service	level	agreement	(SLAs),	or	equivalent,	in	place	for	any	of	the	school	resource	centres.	SLAs	
would	help	to	clarify	the	partnership	arrangement	with	BFC,	the	costs	to	be	met,	the	desired	
outcomes	for	the	pupils	and	the	processes	for	review	and	making	changes	to	commissioned	places.	
Evidence	given	to	the	Review	team	was	contradictory	about	whether	or	not	there	would	be	the	
development	of	a	new	SEND	resource	centre	in	a	new	free	school	at	Binfield	Learning	Village	(see:	
3.3).	The	Chief	Officer	leading	the	project	for	BFC	confirmed	that	there	would	not	be	a	resource	
centre	funded	in	the	facili7es	at	the	new	school.	
The	place	numbers	for	the	resource	centres	in	Bracknell	Forest,	together	with	those	for	specialist	
provision	are	shown	in	table	6.	There	is	significant	under	use	of	places	at	Ranelagh	School	and	some	
under-u7lisa7on	at	Meadow	Vale	and	Great	Hollands.	Evidence	was	heard	about	the	need	for	
increased	provision	for	primary	aged	children	with	ASD	and	that	led	the	Review	team	to	ques7on	
the	level	of	need	for	so	many	resource	centre	places	for	SLCN	and,	even	more	so,	for	SPLD	students,	
many	of	whose	needs	should	be	able	to	be	met	in	mainstream	classes.	
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b)	Local	specialist	provision	

There	is	one	all-through	special	school	in	Bracknell	Forest:	Kennel	Lane	School,	and	a	PRU:	College	
Hall,	providing	educa7on	for	secondary	age	students	who	have	been	excluded	or	are	being	tutored	
due	to	a	diagnosed	medical	need.	A	total	of	£4.302	million	of	the	HNFB	supports	just	over	200	
pupils	educated	by	these	two	schools	(see	tables	2	and	5).		
Kennel	Lane	School	has	a	very	comprehensive	offer	for	its	pupils,	including	those	with	complex	and	
severe	learning	difficul7es.	The	outcome	data	from	the	school	indicates	that	pupils	make	good	
progress	and	the	school	was	judged	by	Ofsted	as	being	‘good’	in	November	2015.	The	school’s	total	
budget	is	£4.03	million,	including	£0.3	million	in	payments	received	from	other	LAs	placing	students	
at	the	school.	As	with	all	schools,	the	largest	propor7on	of	Kennel	Lane’s	budget	is	commiZed	to	
salaries	and	table	7	summarises	the	staffing	profile.	External	therapeu7c	support	is	commissioned	
by	the	school	for	its	pupils,	such	as	counselling	and	physiotherapy,	whilst	teaching	staff	are	
equipped	to	offer	certain	specialist	interven7ons	such	as	music	therapy	and	support	for	pupils	with	
sensory	impairment	and	specific	learning	difficul7es.	

Name of provision Av number on roll 
(NOR) 2016

Table 6:  Bracknell Forest specialist provision capacity

Kennel Lane School – pre-16

Kennel Lane School – post-16

College Hall PRU

The Rise at Garth Hill College

Ranelagh School

Meadow Vale Primary School

Great Hollands Primary School 

Planned place 
numbers

135

50

46

7 (56 when full)

16

20

6 (fte)

121.3

47.5

29

7

4

17

4 (fte)
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The	2015-16	key	stage	profile	of	pupils	in	Kennel	Lane	School	(KLS)	is	shown	in	table	8.	This	shows	
there	is	an	uneven	distribu7on	of	ages	through	the	school:	47	students	in	sixth	form	provision	
compared	with	21	in	the	nursery	and	key	stage	1.	The	Review	team	saw	an	under-u7lisa7on	of	the	
recep7on	and	key	stage	1	facili7es	and	there	is	also	a	primary	class	of	8	children	who	spend	most	of	
their	week	at	a	shared	facility	located	in	a	mainstream	primary	school.	Evidence	was	given	that	the	
main	entry	points	for	pupils	to	Kennel	Lane	were	at	tradi7onal	school	transi7on	points:	at	the	start	
of	a	key	stage,	especially	year	7.	

	
Fig	15	shows	the	recorded	primary	need	of	the	pupils	at	Kennel	Lane	School.	A	note	of	cau7on	with	
this	data	is	that,	par7cularly	in	specialist	provision,	pupils	are	likely	to	have	more	than	one	area	of	
need	which	is	not	reflected	in	the	primary	need,	for	example	some	of	the	pupils	with	a	primary	
need	of	ASD	also	have	severe	learning	difficul7es	(SLD).	The	largest	single	group	at	the	school	are	
those	with	au7sm	(ASD)	and	there	are	a	significant	propor7on	with	severe	learning	difficul7es	(SLD).	
The	second	largest	group	of	pupils,	by	primary	need,	is	those	with	moderate	learning	difficul7es	
(MLD)	who	are	distributed	quite	evenly	across	the	year	groups	in	the	school.	This	is	an	unusually	
high	propor7on	for	a	special	school	with	a	core	offer	for	those	with	complex	and	severe	learning	
difficul7es.	

Role

Table 7:  Kennel Lane breakdown of staffing (June 2016)

Senior leader

Primary teacher

Secondary teacher

Higher level teaching assistant

Teaching assistant

FTE

5.6

10.2

13.6

3.2

81 
(total staff not fte)

Key Stage Nursery/
KS 1

Table 8: Kennel Lane pupils by key stage (KS) (summer 2016, n = 169):

Number of pupils 21

KS 2 KS 3 KS 4 KS 5

47 32 22 47
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Fig 15: Summary of KLS pupil by primary SEND need (2016)

M (2%)

ASD (71.6%)

MLD (38.5%)

SLD (27.4%)

SLCN (11%)

PMLD (5%)

PD (7.3%)

BLANK (6%)
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Case	study:	examples	of	commissioning	for	specialist	provision	

The	three	schools	selected	for	this	case	study	are	as	follows:	

• New	Siblands	School,	South	Gloucestershire	(ages	2-19)	
• Uplands	Special	School,	Swindon	(ages	11-19)	
• A	central	London,	complex	needs	special	school	(ages	2-19)	

Partnership	and	commissioning	arrangements	

All	of	these	schools	enjoy	a	strong	and	posi6ve	arrangement	with	their	LA.	Each	of	the	schools	have	been	
commissioned	to	extend	provision	to	meet	local	demand	and/or	provide	addi6onal	services	to	support	local	
mainstream	schools,	such	as:	

• outreach	services	for	ASD;		
• coordina6ng	local	SEND	partnerships;	
• delivering	teacher	professional	development	and	coordina6ng	SENCO	networks;	and		
• ensuring	representa6on	of	SEND	leaders	in	strategic	discussions.		

The	schools	have	an	in-depth	understanding	of	Ofsted	with	all	headteachers	qualified	as	Ofsted	inspectors.	
The	 schools	 are	 represented	 on	 strategic	 SEND	 boards	 and	 consequently	 par6cipate	 in	 commissioning	
discussions	and	decisions	with	the	LA	and	health	partners.	One	of	the	schools,	as	a	teaching	school,	is	also	a	
member	of	the	local	Strategic	School-Led	Partnership,	where	proposals	for	the	future	of	the	school	system	
are	 considered	with	 the	 LA	 and	 representa6ves	 of	 the	 Regional	 Schools	 Commissioner.	 The	 schools	 are	
ac6vely	 involved	 in	developing	new	 specialist	 SEND	provision	 in	 their	 LA	where	 it	 is	 needed.	One	of	 the	
schools	provides	post	19	provision	and	another	one	 is	planning	 this	 type	of	provision	 from	2018.	All	 the	
schools	act	as	a	champion	for	specialist	provision	and	inclusive	prac6ce	across	schools	in	their	LA	area.	

New	Siblands	School,	South	Gloucestershire	

The	school	has	well-	equipped	classrooms	and	specialist	facili6es	across	two	sites	including:	a	music	and	art	
room,	science	/	design	and	technology	room,	life	skills	suite,	sensory	diet	area	and	sensory	studios.	A	
nursery	is	planned	to	open	in	January	2017	and	the	school	is	exploring	the	op6ons	of	providing	post-19	
provision	as	a	Specialist	Post-16	Ins6tu6on	(SPI).	The	school	enjoys	an	ac6ve	partnership	with	the	LA.	

Places	 SEN	need	 Key	Stage	 Ofsted		 Pupil	Premium	

112	 Severe	learning	difficul6es;	
profound	and	mul6ple	learning	
difficul6es.	Some	have	au6sm.	

KS1	to		

KS5	

	

Good		

July	2013	

For	2015-2016:	
£40,115	

Funding	SeRlement	 Bandings	used	for	special	schools	

There	are	120	planned	places;	100	are	pre	16	and	
12	post	16.	

Total	budget	£2,260,000.	As	part	of	this	the	
indica6ve	top	up	is	£945,500	although	this	is	likely	
to	increase	to	£1,261,000	as	new	pupils	join	the	
school.		

Funding	bands	2106	-	17:	1	-	£1,000;	2	-	£2,500;	3	-	
£4,500;	4	-	£6,000;	5	-	£8,000;	6	-	£11,000;	7	-	£12,500;	8	-	
14,500;	9	-	£19,000;	10	-	£21,000;	11	-	£27,000;	12	-	
£31,000.	

Only	three	pupils	are	placed	at	band	11	and	12.	The	
majority	of	pupils	with	SLD	are	at	band	4	and	those	
with	complex	learning	difficul6es	and	au6sm	are	
placed	at	bands	6	–	8.	

Average	funding	per	place:	£21,000	(inc	place	value).	
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Uplands	Special	School,	Swindon	

Uplands	is	a	purpose	built	Partnership	Funded	Ini6a6ve	(PFI)	school	co-located	within	a	learning	campus	
with	mainstream	primary	and	secondary	schools	and	a	primary	special	school.	Uplands	School	is	part	of	an	
academy	trust,	delivering	outreach	services	and	a	Learning	Centre	(SPI)	for	students	aged	19-25.	The	trust	
is	also	the	proposer	for	a	new	free	school	–	Brunel	School	(50	places	for	ASD).	The	school	provides	a	
number	of	services	commissioned	by	the	lLA.	

Places	 SEN	need	 Key	Stage	 Ofsted		 Pupil	Premium	

138		

(86	pre	16;	52	
post	16)	

	

Severe	learning	difficul6es,	
profound	and	mul6ple	learning	
difficul6es	and/or	au6s6c	
spectrum	disorder.		

KS3	to	KS5	

	

Outstanding,	
July	2014	

For	2014	–	15:	
£42,255	

Funding	SeRlement	 Bandings	used	for	special	schools	

Pre	16	is	86	places;	post	16	is	52	places.	

Pre	16:	£860,000	planned	places;	£1,202,303	top-
up	(average	top	up	£13,980).	Total:	£2,233,793.*	

Post	16	

£52,000	planned	places;	£697,972	top-up	(average	
top-up	£13,423).	Total:	£1,217,972.*	

Plus	Visually	Impaired	Service,	ASD	Support	
Service,	and	Assisted	Technology	Service	
commissioned	by	the	LA	(circa	£240,000	pa).	

Average	funding	per	place:	£25,974	(pre	16).	

Average	funding	per	place:	£23,423	(post	16).	

Es6mated	average	cost	for	SLD	=	£25,000,	es6mated	
average	cost	for	Learning	Mentor	Programme	(for	
students	with	ASD)	=	£31,000	(on	site)	and	£36,000	
off	site.	

A	central	London,	complex	needs	special	school	

The	school	is	a	purpose	built	PFI	school,	co-located	within	a	learning	campus	that	also	incorporates	a	
mainstream	secondary	school.	It	is	an	integral	part	of	its	borough’s	SEND	system	and	a	member	of	SLT	
aRends	all	SEND	Panels	and	works	closely	with	the	SEN	Team	to	support	mainstream	inclusive	prac6ce,	for	
example	with	pupils	with	MLD.	It	is	a	teaching	school.	The	school	has	been	commissioned	by	the	LA	to	
promote	inclusive	training	and	deliver	ini6al	teacher	training	and	research	in	pedagogy	and	technology	for	
SEND.	The	school	has	a	Family	and	Inclusion	team	that	are	linked	to	LA	disability	teams	and	CAMHs.	

Places	 SEN	need	 Key	Stage	 Ofsted		 Pupil	Premium	

	

237	
(24	from	OLAs)	

Complex	needs:	mainly	
profound	and	mul6ple	learning	
difficul6es,	severe	learning	
difficul6es,	complex	au6sm.	

Nursery	

KS1	to	KS5	

	

Outstanding		

Jan	2014	

For	2014-2015:	
£147,705	

Funding	SeRlement	 Bandings	used	for	special	schools	

For	2016/17:	210	places	pre-16;	27	places	post-16.	

The	total	pupil	budget	for	the	school	is	£7.4	
million.		

This	includes	£2.1	million	in	place	payment,	plus	
another,	£162,000	from	the	EFA.		

The	LA	has	two	levels	of	banding	for	pupils	with	
complex	needs.	

The	average	per	pupil	‘top-up’	received	by	the	school	
is	£21,089,	including	an	allowance	of	£3,300	pp	for	
the	PFI	element	of	the	school’s	budget.	
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College	Hall	is	the	commissioned	pupil	referral	unit	(PRU)	for	Bracknell	Forest	and	is	funded	for	46	
planned	places,	10	of	these	are	short-term	turnaround	placements.		The	funding	is	based	on	an	
assump7on	of	70%	occupancy	basis,	which	builds	in	the	aim	to	reintegrate	students	back	into	
mainstream	school	where	possible.	The	school	was	judged	as	good	by	Ofsted	in	December	2014.	
College	Hall	is	also	commissioned	to	provide	up	to	25	hours	per	week	home	tui7on	for	students	
who	are	unable	to	aZend	mainstream	school	due	to	a	diagnosed	medical	condi7on.	College	Hall	has	
an	annual	budget	for	2016-17	of	£1.031	million	(see	tables	2	and	4).	The	staffing	breakdown	is	
summarised	in	table	9,	showing	staffing	across	the	services	provided.	The	Review	team’s	view	is	that	
there	is	a	high	propor7on	of	senior	leaders	employed	and	the	use	of	unqualified	teachers	may	
impact	on	the	delivery	of	a	core	curriculum.	

	
College	Hall	is	located	in	two	adjacent,	converted	residen7al	proper7es	on	the	edge	of	Bracknell	
Forest:	one	property	dedicated	to	excluded	pupils	and	the	other	to	those	on	home	tui7on.	In	the	
view	of	the	Review	team,	these	offer	limited,	fragmented	learning	facili7es.	There	are	SLAs	in	place	
for	certain	services	delivered	by	College	Hall,	the	outreach	service	and	the	home	tui7on	service,	but	
the	Review	team	found	no	evidence	of	an	SLA	for	the	PRU	provision.	
The	SLA	for	home	tui7on	is	for	up	to	25	hours	teaching	per	student,	and	the	statutory	minimum	
en7tlement	is	for	15	hours	per	week.	AZendance	data	(see:	3.4.2)	records	25	students	aZending	for	
home	tui7on	in	the	last	academic	year.	The	Review	team	is	unclear	how,	given	the	budget	for	home	
tui7on,	this	provides	sufficient	learning	7me	for	all	pupils.	The	evidence	provided	also	shows	that	
College	Hall	has	limited	capacity	to	commission	therapeu7c	or	other	external	support	for	its	
vulnerable	pupils.	Pupils	have	access	to	a	substance	misuse	worker,	but	there	is	no	school	nursing	or	
counselling	service	and	this	is	of	par7cular	concern	given	the	medical	needs	of	the	pupils.	
The	Review	team	understand	that	referral	routes	to	access	home	tui7on	in	Bracknell	Forest	are	
being	reviewed	to	ensure	that	an	individual	healthcare	plan	(IHCP)	is	in	place	and	that	a	medical	
clinician	has	oversight	of	the	needs	of	the	pupil.	In	some	other	LAs,	access	to	this	kind	of	service	is	
only	achieved	through	an	EHCP	being	in	place	and	the	involvement	of	a	third	7er	clinician	such	as	a	

Role

Table 9: College Hall breakdown of staffing

Senior leader

Teacher (incl 2 x unqualified teachers)

Outreach workers / teaching assistant 

Home tuition - senior leader

Home tutors (x 15)

FTE

3.8

5.4

7.62

1.0

8.1
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paediatrician	or	CAMHs	psychiatrist.	In	some	areas	CCGs	provide	addi7onal	funding	to	meet	the	
needs	of	children	and	young	people	with	mental	health	needs	and	to	support	them	in	a	home	
tui7on	service.	
There	was	a	lack	of	a	clear	performance	indicator	evidence	for	College	Hall,	either	from	within	the	
LA	or	from	the	school,	for	example	about	aZendance	and	aZainment	targets	for	students	and	
achievement.	A	strategic	dialogue	involving	other	headteachers	could	help	to	re-shape	and	update	
these	resources	to	make	the	best	use	of	the	funding	available.		

c)	Pupils	placed	in	independent	and	non-maintained	special	schools	(NMSSs)	

In	common	with	all	LAs,	BFC	commissions	many	places	for	pupils	with	specific	or	complex	SEND	
from	independent	schools	and	NMSSs	outside	the	council	area	and	these	pupils	ojen	spend	their	
remaining	‘school	career’	at	these	schools	once	they	have	a	funded	place.	Due	to	the	complex	
needs	of	the	children	and	young	people	and	also	the	fact	that	the	ins7tu7ons	have	to	cover	total	
costs,	or,	for	some,	are	profit-making,	these	involve	the	commitment	of	large	amounts	of	funding.		

	
	

Fig 16: Pre-16 out of area placements - estimated total placement costs (based on 2015-16)
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The	Council’s	combined	budget	for	places	commissioned	up	to	the	age	of	16	and	for	places	for	16	to	
25	year	olds	is	£4.568	million	in	2016	–	17	(see:	table	6),	which	represents	about	a	third	of	the	HNFB	
and	around	15%	of	the	total	popula7on	of	children	and	young	people	with	an	EHCP	or	statement.	
Comparisons	with	na7onal	and	sta7s7cal	neighbours	(LGA	2016)	and	with	data	from	another	region	
indicate	that	this	is	a	high	propor7on	for	a	LA	(NHS	E	Mids	2016),	about	twice	the	level	of	the	
average	across	England,	whilst	levels	as	low	as	4%	of	the	5	to	16-year-old	popula7on	with	an	EHCP,	
are	achievable.	A	small,	unitary	authority	with	only	one	maintained	special	school	faces	challenges	
of	scale	by	comparison	with	larger	councils,	but	even	when	compared	to	smaller	authori7es	the	
propor7on	in	BFC	is	rela7vely	high.	
For	the	financial	year	2015-16,	two	providers,	High	Close	School	and	Chilworth	House	School,	
educated	54	of	the	103	pupils	in	pre-16	places	(a	total	payment	to	these	schools	of	£800,948	and	
£1,234,284	respec7vely).	The	average	full-7me	placement	cost	per	Bracknell	Forest	pupil	at	High	
Close	School	is	£42,850	pa	and	£63,105	pa	at	Chilworth	House	School,	plus	£10,000pp	deducted	at	
source	by	the	EFA	(EFA	2016).	Analysis	of	full	placement	costs	at	the	main	providers	for	BFC	(from	
start	date	of	placement	un7l	the	proposed	date	of	comple7on)	is	set	out	in	fig	16.	The	overall	costs	
for	all	providers	totalling	greater	than	£100,000	in	‘total	placement	costs’	are	set	out	with	the	
number	of	children	and	young	people	placed	from	Bracknell	Forest	in	brackets.	The	Review	team	
also	found	that	out	of	area	places	tend	to	be	one-off	purchases	by	the	BFC	SEN	Team,	rather	than	
part	of	a	commissioning	strategy.	

	

School

Number of
pupils

120

90

60

30

0

Fig ll s p pupils i i p

2015-16 pupils2013-14 pupils 2014-15 pupils

Ch
ilw

or
th

 H
ou

se
 S

ch
oo

l

H
ig

h 
Cl

os
e 

Sc
ho

ol
 

Kn
ow

l H
ill

 S
ch

oo
l

St
 D

om
in

ic
’s

 S
ch

oo
l

In
cl

ud
e

O
th

er
s 

(t
ot

al
)

To
ta

l f
or

 y
ea

r

16

22

27
30 29 27

11 10 08 10 7
4

7 66

46

37
31

119

112

103

95



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	48	
	

The	total	cost	to	Bracknell	Forest	to	educate	the	27	pupils	placed	at	Chilworth	House	School	would	
be	£6,810,292,	an	average	‘school	career’	cost	of	£252,200	per	pupil,	and	the	figure	for	those	
aZending	High	Close	School,	£5,317,353:	an	average	school	career	cost	of	£196,939	per	pupil.		
Over	the	past	two	years	there	has	been	some	closer	aZen7on	given	to	the	management	of	the	
numbers	of	pupils	placed	out	of	area.	Fig	17	demonstrates	that,	for	pre-16s,	there	is	a	downward	
trend	with	the	‘total	pupils	placed’	reducing	from	119	(2013-14)	to	103	in	the	2015-16	financial	
year.	The	principle	strategy	implemented	during	this	7me	is	the	opening	of	the	new	resource	centre	
for	students	with	ASD	at	The	Rise.	
Another	financial	considera7on	for	BFC	is	the	cost	of	transport	for	pupils	placed	out	of	area,	
although	this	is	not	funded	by	the	HNFB.	Indica7ve	costs	provided	by	council	officers	for	the	two	
main	providers	include:	

• average	total	travel	cost	per	pupil	in	2015-16	to	Chilworth	House	School	was:	£5,843	pa	and	
to	High	Close	School:	£4,757	pa;		

• a	total	of	about	£155,000	and	£128,000,	respec7vely,	for	the	2015-16	student	numbers.	
Chilworth	House	School	was	visited	by	the	Review	team	and	provides	a	good	quality	of	educa7on	
for	primary	and	secondary	pupils	with	SEMH	and	au7sm.	The	school	expressed	interest	in	
developing	their	partnership	with	BFC	to	ensure	beZer	provision	of	joined-up	services	for	Bracknell	
Forest	pupils,	similar	to	partnership	arrangements	in	place	with	some	other	LAs	that	place	pupils	
with	them.	This	would	also	present	an	opportunity	to	develop	shared	medium-term	strategies	for	
suppor7ng	the	return	of	pupils	to	appropriate	local	provision,	thus	reducing	the	cost	of	placements	
in	the	medium	term.	If	such	a	partnership	could	be	successfully	established,	a	similar	arrangement	
might	be	possible	with	High	Close	School	as	well.	Fig	17	illustrates	the	poten7al	value	of	such	a	
partnership,	because	an	increasing	propor7on	of	pupils	placed	out	of	area	by	BFC	aZend	these	two	
schools.	Nearly	all	of	these	students	have	a	primary	need	of	SEMH	(social,	emo7onal	and	mental	
health)	or	ASD	(see	fig	9).	The	Review	team	was	also	informed	that	both	these	schools	are	at,	or	
near,	their	capacity.	
A	small	reduc7on	in	charges	for	places	(for	a	term)	that	commence	in	the	autumn	term	has	been	
offered	by	Chilworth	House	School.	No	arrangement	has	been	offered	by	Barnardo's,	who	run	High	
Close	School.	Given	the	number	of	places	commissioned	it	would	be	advisable	for	BFC	to	
commission	these	places	on	a	group	or	reduced	rate	basis.		
The	profile	and	trends	for	young	people	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	that	are	over	16	are	harder	to	
assess	because,	prior	to	2014,	LAs	did	not	have	responsibility	for	funding	all	post-19	places	and	
consequently	data	compiled	from	before	2015-16	is	likely	to	be	incomplete.	Whilst	the	chart	in	fig	
18	suggests	substan7al	increases	in	numbers,	it	can	only	reflect	incomplete	data	from	first	year	to	
18	months	of	repor7ng.	There	is	undoubtedly	an	increase	in	the	number	of	post-19	placements,	but	
it	is,	as	yet,	hard	to	report	on	the	trend	and,	therefore,	difficult	to	make	accurate	projec7ons	for	the	
future.	
A	further	complica7on	is	that	in	BFC	post-16	financial	data	combines	together	placements	at	FE	
colleges	with	those	at	independent	and	NMSS.	The	Review	team	have	separated	these	data	(see:	
3.3.2	and	fig	18)	because	the	cost	of	placements	at	FE	colleges	are	lower	than	placements	in	NMSSs,	
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aZract	a	lower	EFA	place	payment	deduc7on	(EFA	2016)	and	the	travel	costs	are	lower	at	FE	
colleges.	BFC	officers	reported	to	the	Review	team	that	they	viewed	the	costs	charged	by	some	FE	
colleges	as	unnecessarily	high,	but	aZempts	to	address	this	issue	with	a	pan-Berkshire	SEND	
consor7um	have	so	far	been	unsuccessful.	
	

	
4.2.2		DECISION	MAKING	AND	JOINT	COMMISSIONING	PROCESSES		
The	fortnightly	SEND	Panel	reaches	decisions	on	whether	pupils	require	an	EHCP	and	confirms	
conversion	decisions	from	statements	or	LDAs	to	EHCPs	and	notes	changes	reported	through	the	
Annual	Review	process.	The	SEND	Panel	requires	the	evidence	submiZed	to	include	detailed	
provision	mapping	to	meet	the	addi7onal	needs	of	each	pupil	presented	and	this	enables	officers	to	
use	this,	to	set	the	top-up	funding	transferred	to	the	school.		
A	separate	framework	for	top-up	funding	is	adopted	with	the	special	school,	Kennel	Lane	(see:	
appendix	5),	with	very	broad	band	descriptors,	only	two	of	which,	bands	4	and	5,	affect	addi7onal,	
‘top-up’	payments.	The	provision	mapping	evidence	required	of	mainstream	schools	enables	BFC	
officers	(and	parents)	to	be	well-informed	about	the	provision	being	made	for	a	pupil	and	able	to	
alter	levels	of	funding	should	there	be	future	changes	in	need.	The	Review	team	see	this	as	good	
prac7ce,	whilst	the	broad	banding	descriptors	for	Kennel	Lane	School	are	anomalous	and	should	be	
updated.	It	is	debatable	whether	bands	2	and	3	are	of	relevance	for	the	funding	of	the	needs	of	
pupils	at	the	school.	The	view	of	the	Review	team	is	that	provision	mapping	in	specialist	provision	
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should	be	informed	by	the	good	prac7ce	with	local	mainstream	schools	and	with	special	schools	
elsewhere	in	England.	
Whilst	the	SEND	Panel	is	the	decision-making	group	for	EHCPs,	the	SEN	Team	iden7fy	the	school	
op7ons	if	an	independent	or	NMSS	placement	is	required,	in	consulta7on	with	parents	and	carers.	
As	reported	in	4.2.1,	the	Review	team	found	that	these	are	‘spot	purchase’	decisions	rather	than	via	
a	commissioning	framework.	Despite	the	large	sums	involved,	the	decision	to	place	out-of-area	is	
currently	made	at	middle	manager	level	and	is	largely	driven	by	availability	and	suitability	of	a	
placement	suited	to	the	pupils’	current	needs.	LiZle	or	no	evidence	was	found	of	considera7on	
being	given	to	future	des7na7ons	or	poten7al	for	partnership	to	achieve	a	move	back	into	a	local	
school	in	this	decision-making	process.	
BFC	has	a	‘statement	of	approach’	(BFC	2013)	for	the	joint	commissioning	of	services	for	children	
and	young	people	with	the	Bracknell	and	Ascot	Clinical	Commissioning	Group	(BACCG).	The	only	
specific	ac7on	listed	in	the	statement	that	relates	to	SEND	is	to	improve	the	assessment,	diagnosis	
and	treatment	of	pre-school	children.	Although	outside	the	scope	of	the	Review,	the	team	
understands	that	this	has	underpinned	posi7ve	developments	at	the	Child	Development	Centre	in	
Bracknell.	Despite	the	number	of	children	and	young	people	with	need	of	SEMH,	there	was	liZle	
engagement	by	mental	health	professionals	in	annual	reviews	or	progress	with	the	CCG	about	
contribu7ng	to	the	funding	of	specialist	placements	in	NMSSs	or	home	tui7on	for	pupils	when	a	
clinician	has	advised	not	to	aZend	school.	
The	Council	also	has	‘A	Policy	and	Procedure	for	Transi7on	to	Adulthood’	(BFC	2016b).	Whilst	this	
policy	adopts	approaches	aligned	with	the	Care	Act	(2014),	the	Review	team	is	of	the	view	it	does	
not	sufficiently	address	statutory	requirements	of	the	SEND	Code	of	Prac7ce	(DfE	2015a).	Interview	
evidence	indicates	that	the	procedures	are	not	being	implemented	as	set	out	in	the	document,	for	
example,	there	is	irregular	aZendance	from	educa7on	(whether	LA	officers	or	schools)	at	the	
opera7onal	Approaching	Adulthood	Panel.	The	SEN	team	also	informed	the	Review	team	that	they	
are	unaware	of	Panel	dates,	whilst	aZendance	by	social	care	or	health	professionals	at	annual	
reviews	is	inconsistent.	
The	Review	team	found	evidence	of	weak	arrangements	with	adult	social	care	and	health	to	make	
decisions	about	the	commissioning	of	care	and	educa7on	for	those	over-19	with	complex	needs.	
LiZle	evidence	was	found	that	adult	care	assessments	are	completed	systema7cally	or	in	a	7mely	
fashion	for	all	young	people	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	whose	needs	meet	the	thresholds,	including	
consulta7on	with	parents	and	carers	to	build	their	confidence	in	any	planned	changes.	Elsewhere	in	
England	describes	LAs	and	CCGs	developing	joint	procedures	so	that	a	young	person’s	EHCP	
becoming	the	primary	joint	commissioning	tool	for	all	partners	(NHS	E	Mids	2016).	The	recent	
upper	tribunal	judgement	(Buckinghamshire	case)	highlights	the	importance	of	good	joint	
commissioning	arrangements	for	19	to	25	year	olds.	This	found	that	whilst	educa7onal	outcomes	
for	a	young	person	over	the	age	of	18	might	be	achievable	through	a	social	care	budget,	un7l	this	is	
in	place	the	LA	needs	to	maintain	an	EHCP	and	its	provision.	Even	if	the	young	person	was	unable	to	
achieve	any	further	qualifica7ons,	this	was	insufficient	reason	for	ending	an	EHCP	(CDC	2016b).		
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Case	study:	Organising	support	for	SEND	via	traded	services	

Overview	of	three	traded	services.	
	
Area	 South	Gloucester	 Kingston	&	Richmond		 Manchester	

Name	of	
Company	

Integra	Schools	 Achieving	for	Children		 One	Educa7on	Limited	

Number	Schools	 139	(edu	base)	 78	schools	Kingston;	91	Richmond	
upon	Thames	

1,000	plus	schools	and	academies	

Core	Market		 S	Gloucestershire	primary	and	
secondary	schools.	Around	
80%	of	schools	buy	back	
Inclusion	services.		

School	support	services	offered	to	all	
primary	and	secondary	schools	in	
Kingston	and	Richmond.	Integrated	
educa7on,	health	and	social	care	
services	for	children	in	the	two	
boroughs	too.		

School	support	services	offered	to	all	
primary	and	secondary	schools	in	
Manchester.	Only	forms	a	minority	of	
turnover	now.		

Product/Services	
offered	

Specialist	professional	support	
services	&	facili7es	
management	for	schools	and	
academies.		

School	support	services	with	two	types	
of	membership:	standard	-	no	charge	
for	schools	and	provides	a	core	offer.	
Premium	membership	-	access	to	
further	support	and	enhanced	level	of	
membership.		

Specialist	Pupil	Services	-	support	at	
individual	pupil	and	whole-school	
strategic	level,	such	as	educa7onal	
psychology	and	safeguarding,	plus	
Specialist	Management	Services.	
	

Type	of	
Company/Model	

LATC	-	Local	Authority	Trading	
Company	single	shareholder	
South	Gloucestershire	Council.	
In	the	process	of	becoming	a	
limited	company.		

Social	enterprise	-	community	interest	
company.	

Limited	company	with	share	capital	–	
LA	is	100%	shareholder.	

Governance	
Structure	

Four	directors	and	managing	
director.	South	Gloucestershire	
will	become	100%	
shareholder.		

Board	of	Directors;	-	The	governance	
arrangements	for	the	company	are	set	
out	in	its	Ar7cles	of	Associa7on.	Jointly	
owned	by	both	boroughs	and	overseen	
by	directors	and	number	of	NEDs.		

	Six	directors	on	the	Board.	

No	of	staff	 Over	700	in	Integra.	There	are	
4	je	in	the	inclusion	team.	

647	FTE	including	social	work,	teaching,	
health	services	&	public	sector	
management.		

170	plus	team	of	associates	–	8	in	the	
inclusion	team			

Financial		 Commercially	sensi7ve	
informa7on	and	no	figures	
available	for	inclusion	in	the	
case	study	but	willing	to	
discuss	with	BF	separately		

The	company	was	incorporated	on	5	
February	2014	and	commenced	trading	
on	1	April	2014.	Its	revenue	for	its	first	
trading	year	was	£102.1	million	of	
which	£91.1million	(89%)	was	in	
respect	of	its	contract	for	the	provision	
and	opera7on	of	children’s	services	to	
the	Councils.	For	the	repor7ng	period	
the	company	incurred	a	loss	of	£22.369	
million	which	is	aZributable	in	equal	
propor7on	to	its	parent	Councils.	

	
One	Educa7on	broke	even	according	
to	documents	filed	on	company	
house	for	end	2015	

	Website	 hZps://edocs.southglos.gov.uk
/integra/	

hZps://www.afclocaloffer.org.uk/	 www.oneeduca7on.co.uk	
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These	examples	range	from	the	sehng	up	of	‘stand-alone’	improvement	services	jointly	owned	with	
schools	to	an	LA	that	provides	a	comprehensive	range	of	services	that	are	all	traded	with	local	schools.	

a.	Integra	Schools		

Integra	Schools	is	the	trading	arm	of	South	Gloucestershire	Council	providing	support	services	for	schools	
that	includes	facili6es	management	and	specialist,	professional	support.	The	LA’s	exis6ng	traded	service	
was	restructured	in	2011	and	all	the	support	that	fell	under	educa6on,	learning	and	skills	became	Integra.	
Integra	Schools	was	relaunched	in	November	2015	and	is	currently	in	the	process	of	becoming	a	Local	
Authority	Trading	Company	(LATC).			The	LA	is	the	company’s	only	shareholder	and	the	governance	
structure	includes	Directors	from	the	LA	and	a	managing	director	who	was	appointed	in	April	2016	from	a	
commercial	background.		

Integra	is	a	profitable	company	and	the	school	improvement	service	benefits	by	being	aligned	with	the	
overall	opera6onal	side	of	the	LA.	This	has	helped	to	ensure	that	there	is	always	sufficient	funding	to	help	
manage	cash	flow	across	all	services	and	it	is	felt	that	the	school	improvement	service	would	find	it	much	
harder	to	exist	without	this	back	up.		

Integra	Schools	offers	schools	a	range	of	support	and	provides	them	with	a	choice	of	a	School	Membership	
service	that	allows	them	a	discount	on	purchasing	a	range	of	products,	or	a	‘pay-as-you-go’	basis.	The	
prices	are	determined	using	different	metrics.	For	example,	the	governor	support	is	based	on	number	of	
governors	in	school,	the	curriculum	support	is	based	on	number	of	days	for	the	school,	the	therapeu6c	
service	is	based	on	cost	of	counsellors.		Services	are	offered	to	schools	in	South	Gloucestershire	and	to	
other	areas.		

Schools	are	making	tough	decisions	on	what	services	to	purchase	based	on	finance	constraints.	As	a	result,	
some	schools	have	purchased	opera6onal	services	from	other	areas	but	the	inclusion	services	are	s6ll	
popular	with	schools,	with	80%	of	S	Gloucestershire	schools	purchasing	the	products.	The	Inclusion	Team	is	
skilled	and	over	the	past	few	years	they	have	become	much	more	commercially	aware	and	are	able	to	
adapt	their	products	to	beRer	meet	the	needs	of	schools.	Integra	also	have	a	strong	contractual	system	in	
place	with	schools.	The	area	of	greatest	demand	for	the	Inclusion	Team	is	ASD	and	early	years.	Staff	are	
employed	by	Integra	Schools	whereas	some	services	use	external	staff,	for	example,	the	therapeu6c	
service	uses	counsellors	from	other	services	and	are	sub-contracted	to	schools.		

	

b.	Achieving	for	Children		

Achieving	for	Children	(AfC)	is	a	social	enterprise	company	created	by	the	Royal	Borough	of	Kingston-upon-
Thames	and	London	Borough	of	Richmond-upon-Thames	in	April	2014	to	provide	children’s	services.	They	
were	the	first	children’s	service	in	the	UK	to	spin	out	from	its	local	authority	partners	and	this	is	a	large	
scale	business	with	a	mul6million-pound	budget.		

AfC	has	combined	staff	from	both	LAs	into	one	company	and	integra6ng	many	of	the	children’s	services	
into	single	structures,	for	example	the	disabled	children’s	services	have	been	co-located,	and	can	now	be	
accessed	by	children	from	the	two	boroughs.	AfC	have	impacted	on	the	area’s	children’s	services	as	a	
whole	and	transformed	Kingston	Council’s	from	inadequate	to	good.			

Services	for	schools	are	delivered	by	the	School	Performance	Alliance	for	Richmond	and	schools	(SPARK).	It	
is	led	and	governed	by	the	Schools	Improvement	Strategy	Group	made	up	of	representa6ve	head	teachers,	
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the	Director	of	Educa6on	Services	and	the	Head	of	School	Standards	and	Performance.	SPARK	offers	two	
types	of	membership:		

•	 standard	membership	–	core	offer	and	no	charge	to	schools,	funded	by	the	LA		

•	 premium	membership	–	the	core	offer,	plus	an	addi6onal	support	including	access	to	a	range	of	
networks	and	bespoke	in-school	support.	

The	Royal	Borough	of	Kingston	upon	Thames	and	the	London	Borough	of	Richmond	upon	Thames	are	the	
joint	owners	of	Achieving	for	Children,	which	is	a	company	limited	by	guarantee.	Their	responsibili6es	and	
the	ownership	are	set	out	in	an	Inter-Authority	Agreement	and	the	LAs	fulfil	their	ownership	role	through	a	
Joint	CommiRee.	The	CommiRee	is	responsible	for	ensuring	that	the	company	operates	and	develops	in	
accordance	with	the	wishes	of	both	Councils.	Decisions	about	the	services	that	are	commissioned	from	
Achieving	for	Children	are	delegated	to	a	Children’s	Commissioning	Board.	An	Opera6onal	Commissioning	
Group	is	responsible	for	monitoring	how	well	the	company	performs	in	terms	of	financial	management	and	
the	services	provided.		

	

c.	One	Education	

Manchester	City	Council	(MCC)	established	One	Educa6on	as	a	stand-alone,	commercial	company	in	2011	
and	it	replaced	its	previous	Educa6on	Traded	Services.	The	aim	is	to	operate	at	arms-length	from	MCC	and	
to	grow	its	customer	base	beyond	Manchester	so	that	it	would	be	a	long-term,	viable	business.		

One	Educa6on	was	also	envisaged	ini6ally	to	be	a	Strategic	Business	Partner	to	MCC,	providing	services	to	
Manchester	schools	in	line	with	MCC’s	priori6es,	with	42%	of	its	sales	and	support	services	ini6ally	directed	
by	MCC.	However,	this	subsequently	changed	due	to	MCC	establishing	a	Strategic	Educa6on	Partnership	
and	the	Manchester	Schools’	Alliance;	the	Council	had	to	step-back	to	ensure	that	there	was	no	conflict	of	
interest	in	the	service	offered	to	schools.	

One	Educa6on	made	a	loss	in	2013-14,	which	was	aRributed	to	the	LA	market	declining	at	a	quicker	rate	
than	an6cipated:	as	a	result	of	a	review	by	MCC	there	was	a	£2.5	million	reduc6on	in	central	contracts.	In	
response	One	Educa6on	reviewed	their	delivery	model	to	ensure	that	they	were	providing	services	that	
were	marketable	for	the	changing	market.	Current	sales	projec6ons	show	that	trading	with	MCC	will	have	
reduced	to	less	than	10%	of	total	sales	by	April	2016.	One	Educa6on	are	now	working	with	other	LAs	across	
England	and	has	contracts	with	over	500	schools	from	Yorkshire	to	Somerset	and	Wiltshire.		

One	Educa6on’s	services	to	schools	are	primarily	in	two	key	areas:	Specialist	Pupil	Services	and	Specialist	
Management	Services.	The	SEND	and	safeguarding	services	and	specialists	offer	support	for	improving	
aRendance,	dyslexia	assessments,	educa6onal	psychology,	safeguarding	support,	SEND	support	and	
therapeu6c	interven6ons.	There	are	some	set	fees	for	services	but	the	cost	of	a	school’s	contract	is	set	
according	to	the	combina6on	of	services	they	require	and	is	specified	against	a	number	of	indicators	such	
as	number	of	days,	type	of	support	and	number	of	pupils.		

	

	

	 	

101



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	54	
	

4.3		The	coherence	of	the	SEND	system,	designed	with	children	and	young	people’s	needs	

at	its	centre	

4.3.1	SCHOOLS	FIND	THEMSELVES	NAVIGATING	A	DISJOINTED	SEND	SYSTEM	
	

	 	 	
	
	
	
	

	
	
The	headteachers	and	SENCOs	who	were	interviewed	all	made	comments	similar	to	the	above	
quotes.	Schools	gave	the	overwhelming	impression	that	while	there	are	pockets	of	effec7ve	and	
valued	support	that	schools	can	access	for	pupils,	there	is	no	overview	about	how	one	service	
relates	to	another.		In	par7cular,	most	of	the	schools	asked	for	a	summary	of	the	assessment	and	
support	pathways	for	the	main	categories	of	SEND	and	at	what	point	different	services	can	be	
accessed	for	support.		
Headteachers	reported	that	certain	services,	such	as	speech	and	language	therapy	(SALT),	at	7mes	
were	reluctant	to	adapt	working	prac7ces:	they	want	therapists	to	more	ojen	support	strategies	
delivered	by	TAs	or	teachers,	rather	than	the	therapist	trea7ng	the	pupil	directly.	There	were	
markedly	contras7ng	experiences	of	accessing	SALT	support	reported	by	schools:	from	a	primary	
with	a	resource	centre	and	access	to	2je	SALTs,	to	another	expressing	frustra7on	about	the	length	
of	wai7ng	7mes	for	SALT	and	disappointment	in	the	strategies	provided.	Similar	frustra7ons	were	
voiced	about	the	level	of	mental	health	support	for	pupils	and	that	clinical	services	made	7me	to	
undertake	diagnoses	and	make	placement	recommenda7ons	but	were	much	less	available	for	
support	and	interven7ons.		
There	were	calls	by	headteachers	for	more	resources	and	responsibili7es	for	high	needs	to	be	
delegated	to	schools.	Examples	included	the	delega7on	of	funds	to	schools	to	shape	and	lead	the	
commissioning	of	alterna7ve	provision,	thus	being	able	to	specify	and	fund	external	services	
needed.		
Another	shij	in	the	system	highlighted	in	most	of	the	interviews	was	the	inflexibility	of	the	local	
statutory	processes.	Whilst	acknowledging	the	thoroughness,	there	was	a	strong	feeling	that	the	
insistence	on	all	paperwork	being	presented	to	the	SEND	Panel	resulted	in	delays	to	support	being	
put	in	place	for	pupils.	Headteachers,	whilst	understanding	that	an	EHCP	was	only	appropriate	for	
pupils	with	the	most	complex	needs,	felt	that	the	volume	of	the	paperwork	was	a	burden	on	school	
staff:	three	schools	independently	es7mated	a	minimum	of	five	full	days	of	a	SENCO’s	7me	per	
EHCP	applica7on.	
A	number	of	schools	expressed	a	view	that	there	is	an	increasing	unmet	need	of	support	for	
children	and	young	people	with	ASD.	Schools	are	experiencing	increasing	numbers	of	children	with	

“Can	we	have	a	map	of	SEND	

support	services	and	how	they	

interconnect?”	

Headteacher	interview	
	

“Can	we	have	clearer	pathways	for	

referrals	to	external/support	

services?”	
Headteacher	interview	
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au7sm,	yet	there	is	no	specialist	resource	centre	support	for	the	primary	age	group	and	that	
external	support	from	the	Au7sm	and	Social	Communica7on	Service	(ASSC)	was	having	to	be	
ra7oned	and	was	overly	focused	on	assessment	of	need.	

4.3.2	SCHOOLS	ARE	POSITIVE	ABOUT	SUPPORT	PROVIDED	BY	SOME	PROFESSIONALS	AND	
WOULD	LIKE	OPPORTUNITIES	TO	PURCHASE	MORE	AND/OR	SEE	INCREASED	CAPACITY	

	
	
	 	
	
	
	

	
Through	the	online	survey	of	schools,	24	out	of	28	highlighted	the	good	support	from	certain	teams	
at	BFC.	Nine	schools	remarked	specifically	on	the	good	support	provided	by	the	SEN	Team,	four	
about	support	from	educa7onal	psychologists	and	three	about	the	ASSC	service.	Three	schools	also	
remarked	posi7vely	on	support	from	external	agencies	such	as	SALT.	One	school	specifically	
reported	that	the	SEN	Team	had	contributed	to	them	being	able	to	step-down	several	pupils	from	
having	an	EHCP	to	having	SEN	support.	
This	posi7ve	feedback,	when	sat	alongside	evidence	in	4.3.1,	illustrates	the	inconsistencies	across	
the	local	SEND	system.	A	further	example	is	feedback	received	about	the	sensory	impairment	
service:	one	school	reported	that	the	service	visits	their	three	pupils	regularly	and	leads	the	liaison	
with	the	parents,	while	another	school’s	comment	was	that	the	service	feels	remote	and	is	reluctant	
to	liaise	with	their	SENCO.	

4.3.3		THE	COST	AND	PERFORMANCE	MANAGEMENT	OF	CERTAIN	LONG-STANDING,	SEND	
SUPPORT	CONTRACTS	
	
	
	
	
	
	
The	above	quote	from	one	headteacher	was	echoed	by	most	of	the	schools:	that	the	current	
op7ons	for	SLAs	with	services	such	as	Support	for	Learning	were	too	inflexible	whereas	for	some	
other	services,	such	as	ASSC	and	for	SALT,	they	would	like	to	be	able	to	buy-in	addi7onal	support,	
but	this	op7on	did	not	appear	to	be	available.	BFC	has	several	high	needs	services	that	offer	an	SLA	
for	local	schools	(these	can	be	found	here:	hZp://schools.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/services-
schools/slas-2016-2019	).	Several	headteachers	also	expressed	frustra7on	with	neither	being	able	to	
influence	the	package	of	services	provided	and	having	to	make	a	three	year	commitment.	

“The	EducaTonal	Psychology	Service	is	a	

strength.	We	feel	the	advice	given	does	

improve	outcomes	for	SEND	pupils.”	

School	survey	

“The	support	that	we	had	[from	the	

SEN	Team]	to	transfer	Statements	to	

EHCPs	was	very	good.”	

Response	to	school	survey	

“My	school	and	others	feel	we	can't	

influence	SLAs	from	Bracknell	Forest	

services.”	

Headteacher	interview	
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It	should	be	noted	that	not	all	services	that	support	SEND,	including	the	Educa7onal	Psychology	
Service	and	the	SEN	Team,	are	funded	from	the	HNFB.	The	managers	of	these	two	services	are	
supported	by	the	HNFB,	however,	felt	they	lacked	influence	over	the	structure	of	charges	and	
content	of	their	service’s	SLA:	they	had	no	consistent	mechanisms	to	consult	with	schools	about	the	
best	services	to	offer	and	felt	that	SLAs	were	finance-driven	rather	than	business	driven.		
A	number	of	these	teams	are	looking	towards	increasingly	trading	their	services	to	schools,	which	is	
frequently	the	case	in	other	areas,	and	the	Review	team	holds	the	view	that	this	process	should	be	
given	a	specific	7mescale	for	implementa7on.	The	percentage	charged	for	management	overheads	
for	certain	SLAs	was	also	noted	by	the	Review	team:	for	example,	20%	of	the	contract	payment	for	
the	home	tui7on	and	for	the	outreach	service	commissioned	from	College	Hall	is	retained	by	the	
Council	for	this	reason.	These	levels	are	higher	than	in	some	LAs	and	should	be	reviewed	as	part	of	
discussions	with	the	SEND	Strategic	Group	about	the	HNFB	budget.	
The	commissioning	of	external	services	such	as	SALT	and	Sensory	Impairment,	funded	from	the	
HNFB,	lies	with	the	Council.	Though	responsible	for	these	contracts,	the	Head	of	Targeted	Services	
was	only	sent	details	of	the	agreements	as	part	of	the	evidence	search	for	this	Review.	Both	
contracts	with	Berkshire	Healthcare	NHS	Founda7on	Trust	(BHFT),	for	SALT	and	OT,	and	with	the	
Sensory	Impairment	Consor7um	were	up	for	renewal	in	March	2016	and	appear	to	have	been	
rolled-forward.	
The	view	of	the	Review	team	is	that	there	is	a	need	to	update	the	approach	taken	to	services	
commissioned	from	the	retained	HNFB	budgets	and	these	should	come	into	closer	alignment	with	
most	LAs	in	England.	It	is	unusual	for	schools	to	only	have	access	to	a	100%	funded	SALT	service	and	
this	is	partly	responsible	to	the	lack	of	responsiveness	of	the	service.	It	is	more	common	for	services	
for	the	most	vulnerable	children	and	young	people	to	be	commissioned,	or	for	funds	to	be	
delegated	to	groups	of	schools	to	commission	these.	For	pupils	with	low	to	medium	levels	of	SEN,	it	
is	more	common	for	schools	to	commission	any	external	support	from	their	no7onal	SEN	budgets.	
The	total	contract	cost	for	2016-17	for	support	for	sensory	impairment	is	£251,000.	In	addi7on	to	
the	20	pupils	with	sensory	impairment	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	in	Bracknell	Forest,	there	are	
about	another	45	to	50	at	SEN	support.	This	contract,	therefore,	works	out	at	nearly	£4,000	per	
pupil,	per	annum.		
The	wording	of	the	current	contracts	for	Sensory	Impairment	and	with	BHFT	include	elements	of	
performance	indicators	in	them,	but	these	are	in	need	of	upda7ng	to	reflect	the	service	sought	by	
schools.	There	is	some	provision	for	refund	if	the	service	delivered	is	less	than	the	level	contracted.	
However,	best	prac7ce	would	revise	these	clauses	so	they	linked	to	clear	and	7mely	outcome	
indicators	and	regular	performance	management.		

4.3.4	MORE	CONSISTENCY	OF	SEND	OFFER	ACROSS	SCHOOLS		
There	is	good	prac7ce	in	SEND	in	place	in	parts	of	Bracknell	Forest,	including	in	many	of	the	schools.	
Areas	of	best	prac7ce	shared	during	the	headteachers’	interviews	include:		

• “Our	main	emphasis	has	been	on	SEND	training	for	all	staff,	as	well	as	geLng	inclusion	

structures	in	place	so	teaching	assistants	are	now	deployed	across	a	year	group	&	transfer	

up	with	pupils.”	

104



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	57	
	

• “Secondaries	have	taken	charge	of	their	SENCO	forum	and	it	runs	how	they	want	it	now	and	

has	a	strong	focus	on	developing	pracTce.”	

• “In	school,	years	7	and	8	literacy	catch	up	is	working	well.	Small	bases	have	been	set	up	

around	school,	staffed	by	trained	learning	support	assistants.	Each	has	a	different	focus	and	

supports	a	specific	group	of	students:	an	ASD	base,	'soc-landing'	base	for	anxious	students,	

and	homework	club	(run	by	a	higher	level	teaching	assistant)	that	successfully	targets	SEND	

students.”	

• A	number	of	primary	schools	have	adopted	a	format	to	summarise	their	SEND	provision	and	
progress,	which	provides	a	good	tool	for	communica7on	with	parents	and	with	school	staff	
(see:	Fig	19).	

Most	schools	interviewed	also	highlighted	addi7onal	resource,	over-and-above	the	no7onal	budget	
of	£6,000	per	SEND	pupil	and	top-ups,	that	they	commit	to	provision	for	their	pupils	with	SEND.	This	
resource	is	sourced	from	their	general	budgets.		
Headteachers	expressed	the	view	that	there	is	some	way	to	go	for	there	to	be	sufficient	consistency	
of	prac7ce	across	schools	in	Bracknell	Forest.	Specific	areas	men7oned	included	the	assessment	and	
iden7fica7on	of	SEN	across	schools,	with	one	sugges7on	being	to	establish	modera7on	
arrangements	for	SENCOs	to	review	one	another’s	assessment	of	needs.	Whilst	there	were	several	
posi7ve	comments	about	the	school-led	secondary	SENCO	forum,	this	was	not	the	case	with	
networking	between	primary	school	SENCOs.	Finally,	the	Review	team	heard	of	few	opportuni7es	to	
regularly	share	best	prac7ce	in	SEND	support	across	schools	in	the	area	and	heard	liZle	reference	to	
challenge	to	prac7ce	being	accessed	from	schools	outside	Bracknell	Forest.	
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Fig	19:	“SEND	in	a	Nutshell”	from	Birch	Hill	Primary	School	
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4.4		A	data-rich	SEND	system	that	understands	the	difference	it	is	making	
High	performing	systems	across	all	kinds	of	se5ngs	demonstrate,	including	outstanding	schools,	

excellent	achievement	and	outcomes	are	underpinned	by	good	data	that	is	understood	by	those	

leading	the	organisa;on.	

4.4.1	MUCH	SEND	DATA	IS	IN	SILOS	AND	NOT	READILY	AVAILABLE	ACROSS	CHILDREN’S	

SERVICES	NOR	SHARED	WITH	SCHOOLS		

To	both	understand	the	way	that	BFC	deploys	its	HNFB	budget	and	to	iden;fy	areas	for	

improvement	and	beSer	value	for	money,	the	Review	team	sought	and	analysed	considerable	

amounts	of	data	as	well	as	genera;ng	its	own	evidence	from	interviews,	surveys	and	visits.	Support	

was	provided	from	the	Educa;on	Finance	Team	and	the	SEN	Team	and	a	considerable	amount	of	

informa;on	provided	(see:	appendix	3).		

The	experience	of	the	Review	was	of	piecemeal	provision	of	data	and	informa;on	and	that	there	

are	islands	of	data	in	BFC.	The	SEN	Team	has	ensured	that	it	has	reports	and	generates	updates	

from	the	school	census	together	with	its	own	placement	and	annual	review	informa;on.	This	gives	

an	overview	of	children	and	young	people	with	EHCPs	or	statements,	where	pupils	are	placed	and	

the	cost.	Similarly	finance	officers	effec;vely	manage	the	budgets	for	placement	expenditure	and	

for	LA	services	supported	by	the	HNFB	by	financial	year.	There	is	also	regular	repor;ng	and	update	

on	some	SEND	Code	of	Prac;ce	processes	through	the	Council’s	departmental	performance	

management	(the	Lilac	Book)	and	these	include	the	progress	of	conversions	of	statements	and	LDAs	

to	EHCPs	and	the	number	of	EHCP	assessments	completed	within	20	weeks.		

The	Review	team	found	insufficient	linking	of	data	between	teams	directly	involved	in	SEND	services	

in	Children,	Young	People	and	Learning	and	an	absence	of	effec;ve	sharing	of	SEND	data	across	

teams,	such	as	between	children’s	social	care	and	the	SEN	Team.	An	area	of	the	difficulty	was	that	

finance	data	are	reported	by	financial	year,	robust	updates	on	pupil	numbers	are	received	in	the	

January	Schools	Census	informa;on	and,	especially	for	post-16	data,	the	start	of	the	academic	year	

is	a	key	update	point	for	final	college	or	school	numbers.	Improved	reconcilia;on	of	SEND	data	at	

these	three	key	data	points	through	the	year	would	result	in	beSer	monitoring	of	costs	and	

performance.		

There	were	three	areas	of	data	where	the	Review	team	found	liSle	or	no	ac;vity:		

1. the	colla;on	of	the	SEN	support	data	from	Bracknell	Forest	schools	and	linking	these	with	

EHCPs	and	statements	to	outcomes	such	as	aSainment,	aSendance	and	exclusions;	

2. projec;ons	of	future	SEND	demand	and	modelling	of	financial	pressures	and	scenarios;	

3. surveying	and	colla;on	of	the	view	of	young	people	about	the	SEND	system	and	its	

performance	alongside	those	of	parents	and	carers.	

The	absence	of	the	above	data	or	its	colla;on,	limits	the	ability	of	the	LA	to	discuss	with	schools	

their	performance	or	that	of	the	SEND	system	across	Bracknell	Forest	and	to	rigorously	address	

issues	and	gaps.	Of	par;cular	relevance	to	the	Review	is	that	the	disconnected	data	hampers	

carrying	out	good	quality	projec;ons	of	future	demand.	Even	a	key	metric	for	data	management,	

whether	to	report	by	full-;me	equivalent	(de)	numbers	or	by	number	of	places	irrespec;ve	of	when	

the	placement	started,	has	not	been	clarified	and	has	led	some	financial	reports	of	limited	value	to	

assessing	demand.	

The	absence	of	survey	evidence	about	SEND	across	local	schools	or	from	young	people,	parents	and	

carers	meant	the	Review	team	carried	out	its	own	surveys	(see:	3.7).	These,	therefore,	are	
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standalone	snapshots	rather	than	updates	adding	to	an	evolving	profile	the	Council	has	developed	

over	;me.		

4.4.2	THE	FRAGMENTATION	OF	SEND	DATA	RISKS	LIMITING	LEADERS’	ABILITY	TO	UNDERSTAND	

SUCCESSES	AND	PRESSURES	ACROSS	THE	LOCAL	SEND	SYSTEM	

	

	

	

	

	

There	are	significant	pressures	on	the	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	Forest.	Some	of	these	are	similar	to	

those	being	faced	by	local	areas	across	England	and	others	are	a	result	of	local	arrangements.	The	

Review	has	tested	and	confirmed	an	underlying	assump;on	of	its	commissioners	that	there	has	

been	a	gap	in	the	strategic	leadership	of	SEND	across	Bracknell	Forest	and	that	school	leaders	have	

an	appe;te	to	join	with	BFC	to	address	this.		

A	symptom	of	the	leadership	gap	is	the	fragmented	data	profile	for	SEND	described	in	4.4.1	as	well	

as	the	par;al	performance	management	of	the	SEND	system.	The	main	on-going	high	level	

repor;ng	of	SEND	performance	within	BFC	focuses	on	important	changes	to	the	statutory	processes	

that	are	required	by	the	new	Code	of	Prac;ce	(BFC	2016c).	Over	the	past	year	there	has	also	been	a	

Departmental	Management	Team	sub-group	focussed	on	the	financial	pressures	on	the	HNFB	

budgets	internally	in	Children,	Young	People	and	Learning.	An	improved	system	leadership	of	SEND	

across	Bracknell	Forest,	should	be	accompanied	by	repor;ng	to	a	strategic	body	such	as	the	

Children	and	Young	People’s	Partnership	Board.	

There	is	also	insufficient	clarity	about	the	breadth	of	performance	indicators	for	the	local	SEND	

system	and	a	lack	of	strategic	discussion	across	the	LA	and	schools	to	reach	cross-sector	agreement	

on	what	to	monitor	and	how.	A	further	lever	for	leaders	in	Bracknell	Forest	is	that	Ofsted	has	now	

started	to	carry	out	local	area	inspec;ons	of	SEND	with	the	Care	Quality	Commission	(CQC),	as	

tasked	under	the	Children	and	Families	Act	2014.	These	inspec;ons	expect	leaders	across	

educa;on,	social	care	and	health	to	have	a	well-informed	picture	of	their	SEND	system	and	its	

strengths	and	areas	for	development.	Linked	to	this,	Ofsted	and	the	DfE	have	proposed	a	core	

dataset	(see:	appendix	6)	that	covers	educa;onal	outcomes	for	children	and	young	people	with	

SEND,	as	well	as	system-wide	performance	indicators.	The	Review	team’s	view	is	that	this	dataset	

provides	a	good	place	for	system	leaders	to	consider	how	well	they	know	SEND	in	Bracknell	Forest,	

alongside	exis;ng	process	and	financial	data,	and	to	select	a	core	of	local	measures	that	will	be	

ac;vely	monitored	by	leaders	and	with	stakeholders.	These	should	also	be	supported	by	regular	

canvassing	of	wider	views	from	those	in	the	SEND	system	and	this	could	involve	the	replica;on	of	

the	Review’s	survey	ques;ons	with	school	leaders	and	with	parents	and	carers.	The	SEND	Diagnos;c	

Checklist	for	CCGs	produced	by	the	Council	for	Disabled	Children	would	also	help	conversa;ons	

involving	the	CCG	and	health	providers	(CDC	2016a).			

“How	well	do	LA	leaders	know	the	SEND	
data?”		

Headteacher	interview	
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5.	Recommendations	for	a	Renewed	SEND	Strategy	Delivering	Value	for	
Money	
The	purpose	of	the	Bracknell	Forest	HNFB	Review	is	to	report	on:			

• the	effec;veness	of	the	current	school	SEND	system,	and	externally	commissioned	provision	

and	how	the	HNFB	is	deployed	in	Targeted	Services;	

• emerging	and	future	pupil	and	student	demand;		

• exis;ng	SEND	provision	funded	from	the	HNFB	and	analyse	against	current	and	projected	

levels	of	need;	

• op;ons	for	beSer	alignment	of	service	provision	to	demand	and	the	poten;al	for	savings	

• op;ons	for	reinvestment	of	savings	in	an	improved	SEND	system.	

	

Due	to	the	challenges	that	local	SEND	systems	such	as	Bracknell	Forest’s	are	facing,	it	is	;mely	for	

partners	across	the	local	area	to	work	together	more	strategically.	A	core	aim	should	be	to	establish	

a	strong	con;nuum	of	SEND	provision,	with	children	and	young	people	at	its	heart.	The	

recommenda;ons	below	are	based	on	the	evidence	gathered	during	the	Review	and,	if	taken	

forward,	will	lead	to	more	strategic	and	cost	effec;ve	support	for	SEND	across	the	educa;on	system	

in	Bracknell	Forest.	

Table	10	provides	the	headline	summary	of	the	recommenda;ons	together	with	es;mates	of	the	

poten;al	savings.	These	possible	savings	are	calculated	for	a	three	year	period,	and	the	table	

includes	the	assump;ons	that	were	used	to	reach	these	es;mates.	The	total,	indica;ve	savings	are	

based	on	an	assump;on	the	recommenda;ons	are	all	fully	implemented	(poten;al	savings	are	in	

black	and	poten;al	addi;onal	expenditure	in	red).	The	one	area	of	likely	increased	expenditure	that	

the	Review	was	unable	to	make	es;mates	for	is	the	consequences	of	greater	demand	for	post-19	

places.	

The	detailed	recommenda;ons	are	presented	under	the	same	headings	as	the	Review	evidence:	

• Increasing	the	strategic	leadership	by	the	school	sector	across	the	SEND	system.	

• Strong,	coordinated	local	authority	leadership	for	the	planning	of	send	provision,	including	

place	numbers,	funding	and	commissioning.	

• Greater	coherence	to	the	SEND	system,	designed	with	the	child’s	need	at	the	centre.	

• A	data-rich	SEND	system	that	understands	the	difference	it	is	making.	
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HNFB Area Assumptions

Table 10:  Summary of the estimated, potential future savings as a result of implementing the
recommendatons (against current HNFB budget**)

Independent chair for the 
SEND strategic group 
(one year) 

2017-2018

£5,000

2018-2019 2019-2020

Specialist provision:

Closing Ranelagh School 
resource centre from Sept 17

Subject to agreement with the 
school and agreement with EFA 
(post-16 places).
Nov is key notification date.

£66,000 £132,000 £132,000

Meadow Vale shift of designation
to ASD (assumed for up to 10
places)  

Savings due to shift of the 3 
primary children with ASD at 
CHS / HCS* from Sept 17. Then 
further 3 children pa not going 
out of area. Assume increased 
‘top-up’to equivalent to KLS band 
5 (£25,400 pp). Hence 
average saving is £37,500 pp pa.

£56,250 £168,750 £281,250

Kennel Lane School – move to
place payment per pupil 

Assumes no change in 2017
due to remodelling. Then at-or-
near 100% of 185 place capacity.

£0 £0 £0

Changes to Kennel Lane ‘top-up’
bands (phased in from Sept 2017) 

Assumes a change to 4 top-up
funded bands, to replace
current 2 (bands 4 & 5). Taking 
2015-16 pupil profile, assumed 
half of respective bands move to 
one lower, from Sept 17.

£100,000 £250,000 £380,000

Re-commissioning of College Hall
provision, including home tuition
and outreach  

Assumes existing SLAs are-
wrapped together in a single
new SLA for AP, PRU &
home tuition.

£0 £0 £0

NMSS / independent school places 
(over-and-above primary ASD  
places). Reduction by 5 places pa & 
move back to BF specialist provision 
from Sept 2017.***Savings against 
2016-17 willcontinue to accrue, so 
are aggregated

Moves back into area assumed to 
take up 10 ‘vacant’ KLS places for 
2 years and require band 5
‘top-up’ funding. Primarily
pupils from CHS / HCS*. Savings 
average £37.5k pp in first 2 years, 
£27.5k pp thereafter.

£187,500 £375,000 £512,500

BFC retained budgets:

a. cut contingency payment (from
Sept 17) provision from Sept
2017.***

Following consultation with
SEND Strategic Group.

£50,000 £100,000 £100,000

b. move to reduction in SALT
contract by 50% by 2018-19

Assumes successful negotiations 
plus a framework agreed with
provider for schools to
purchase additional service.

£55,000 £113,000 £113,000

c. reduction in sensory
impairment contract by 50%
by 2018-19

Subject to negotiation with
service prioritised for pupils
with an EHCP / statement.£63,000 £126,000 £126,000
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5.1		Increasing	the	strategic	leadership	by	the	school	sector	across	the	SEND	system	

5.1.1	INCREASED	SCHOOL	LEADER	INVOLVEMENT	IN	ESTABLISHING	AND	IMPLEMENTING	A	

STRATEGIC	VISION	FOR	SEND	

The	Review	recommends:	

• Establishing	a	Bracknell	Forest	SEND	Strategic	Group	that	is	a	partnership	between	

nominated	headteachers	and	the	council’s	Department	of	Children,	Young	People	and	

Learning	(CYPL).	The	Group	should	start	its	work	before	the	end	of	2016	and	act	as	

champions	for	a	renewed	vision	for	SEND.	
The	views	of	headteachers	are	clear:	they	wish	to	see	changes	to	the	SEND	system	across	the	area	

and	are	willing	to	contribute	to	the	strategic	leadership	of	these	developments.	Local	authori;es	

(LAs)	that	have	successfully	adapted	SEND	provision	to	beSer	meet	need	and	have	implemented	

demand-led	budgets	and	achieved	this	through	a	strong	partnership	with	local	schools.	Through	the	

SEND	Strategic	Group,	the	LA	should	develop	accountability	for	the	commissioning	of	SEND	

specialist	placements	and	work	with	the	schools’	sector	so	there	is	more	consistent	provision	of	

support	to	meet	locally	iden;fied	need.		

The	SEND	Strategic	Group	should	have	oversight	of	developing	the	local	vision	and	a	renewed	SEND	

strategy	and	ensuring	its	implementa;on	whilst	retaining	alignment	with	other	changes	across	the	

local	educa;on	system.	The	SEND	Strategic	Group	should	report	to	the	Children	and	Young	People’s	

Table 10:  Continued

d. maintain the core HNFB funding
for ASSC move to traded provision
to expand the service

Move to traded arrangements 
ready to launch from April 2017.£0 £0 £0

e. phasing out of subsidy of
Support for Learning

Phased move to fully traded
service; schools increasingly
having capacity to deliver
interventions and assessments.

£0 £50,000 £100,000

f. phased reduction of BFC
overhead charges

Review charges to the HNFB
with the SEND Strategic
assessments. Group and change 
from 20%.

£25,000 £50,000 £75,000

SEND dataset development
project (one off)

One off project currently to 10%.
£25,000

TOTAL savings
£572,750 £1,364,750 £1,819,750

* CHS = Chilworth House School; HCS = High Close School
** NMSS / independent school placement costs based on 2015-16 payments; remainder based on 2016-17HNFB budget.
*** most of these savings are already committed to support the year-on-year increase in places at The Rise.
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Partnership	Board	and	work	closely	with	the	Bracknell	Forest	Schools’	Forum	and	with	joint	

commissioning	arrangements.	To	ensure	the	work	of	the	group	is	driven	forward	and	the	vision	

becomes	established	locally,	we	suggest	considera;on	is	given	to	appoin;ng	a	paid	independent	

chair	person,	who	has	a	strategic	SEND	track	record,	for	the	group’s	first	year.	This	renewed	vision	

and	focus	on	SEND	will	prepare	the	ground	for	the	implementa;on	of	the	Review’s	other	

recommenda;ons.		

5.1.2	SCHOOL	LEADERSHIP	OF	STRATEGIC	ACCOUNTABILITY	ACROSS	THE	SEND	SYSTEM	

The	Review	recommends:	

• The	terms	of	reference	for	the	SEND	Strategic	Group	ensure	that	the	group	has	a	clear	role	in	

decision-making	and	driving	the	changes.	It	should	be	supported	to	develop	a	business	plan	

to	take	forward	priority	recommenda;ons,	hand-in-hand	with	the	local	SEND	Strategy	that	

will	be	developed.		

• Consulta;on	with	schools	about	launching	the	SEND	Strategic	Group	should	start	as	soon	as	

possible.		

• An	independent	chair	should	be	appointed	and	the	role	funded	for	the	first	year.	Through	

employing	a	chair	with	significant	na;onal	SEND	exper;se,	this	will	help	to	set	a	strong	

founda;on	and	also	ensure	there	is	leadership	capacity	for	the	Group	in	the	short	term.	

Responsibili;es	of	the	Group	should	include	scru;nising	how	the	HNFB	is	deployed	through	the	

year,	as	well	as	being	consulted	about	the	proposed	HNFB	budget	each	year.	The	SEND	Strategic	

Group	will	need	to	address	some	tough	decisions	to	ensure	that	available	high	needs	funding	is	

used	effec;vely	to	deliver	posi;ve	outcomes	and	targets	the	children	with	the	most	need.	The	SEND	

Strategic	Group	should	seek	to	keep	the	best	interest	of	all	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	

central	to	its	work	and	ensure	there	are	opportuni;es	for	parents	and	children	to	be	consulted	and	

have	their	voices	heard.			

5.2		Strong,	coordinated	local	authority	leadership	for	the	planning	of	SEND	provision,	
including	place	numbers,	funding	and	commissioning	
A	feature	of	strong	leadership	is	the	openness	to	learn	from	best	prac;ce,	locally	and	na;onally,	

and,	through	benchmarking,	know	how	well	the	local	system	is	performing.	

5.2.1	BRACKNELL	FOREST	COUNCIL	AND	SPECIALIST	PROVIDERS	SHOULD	WORK	TOGETHER	TO	

ADAPT	CURRENT	SEND	PROVISION	TO	MORE	CLOSELY	MATCH	DEMAND	

The	Review	has	iden;fied	a	mis-match	between	some	commissioned	specialist	places	and	likely	

demand,	whilst,	at	the	moment,	there	is	no	clear	mechanism	to	formally	amend	specialist	place	

numbers.		

To	ac;on	the	recommenda;ons,	;me	will	be	needed	for	consulta;on	and	to	plan	the	

implementa;on	of	the	changes.	It	is	impera;ve	that	this	work	is	priori;sed	if	changes	are	to	begin	

from	the	start	of	the	2017-18	academic	year.	

The	recommended	changes	are	set	out	below	across	local	specialist	provision,	including	Kennel	

Lane	School	and	College	Hall,	and	out-of-area	place	management.	

a.	Kennel	Lane	School:	
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There	is	evidence	over	the	past	three	years	of	reducing	demand	for	places	at	school	(see:	3.4.1,	fig	

8),	specifically,	an	under-u;lisa;on	of	early	years	and	key	stage	1	provision	(see:	4.2.1,	table	8).	

Despite	some	over-provision	currently,	there	is	demographic	evidence	that,	over	the	next	five	years,	

the	demand	from	Bracknell	Forest	for	specialist	places	is	likely	to	increase	(table	5).	With	oversight	

from	the	SEND	Strategic	Group,	BFC	should	work	with	school’s	leaders	and	the	governing	body	to	

not	only	remodel	provision	at	the	school	to	beSer	fit	with	current	and	future	demand,	but	also	to	

ensure	there	is	a	beSer	alignment	of	the	school’s	offer	with	rest	of	the	local	SEND	system.		

The	Review	recommends:	

a) Kennel	Lane	School	works	with	BFC	officers	to	remodel	its	provision,	informed	by	more	

detailed	modelling	of	future,	medium	term	SEND	demand,	in	terms	of	numbers	and	primary	

needs.	This	will	probably	include	a	shid	of	places	to	secondary	and	post-16	and	more	

complex	needs,	such	as	ASD	/	SLD	and	away	from	MLD.	

b) An	early	assessment	resource	is	established	during	the	current	academic	year	for	recep;on	

and	year	1	children	that	offers	dual	placement	for	up	to	two	terms,	with	the	pupil’s	

mainstream	primary	within	exis;ng	resources.	These	assessment	places	would	ensure	that	

the	children’s	needs	are	iden;fied	and	that	the	most	effec;ve	intensive	strategies	that	could,	

where	appropriate,	support	them	in	mainstream	schools	are	trialled.	The	Review	team	

suggests	that	between	eight	and	twelve	assessment	places	are	created.	A	clear	assessment	

protocol	would	need	to	be	developed	to	ensure	that	parents	understand	that	the	places	are	

not	permanent.		The	pupils	would	not	necessarily	need	an	EHCP	to	access	an	assessment	

placement.	

c) Kennel	Lane	School	work	with	BFC	officers	to	review	the	current,	limited,	bands	for	top-up	

funding	for	higher	need	pupils.	This	work	should	begin	as	soon	as	possible	so	that	

implementa;on	can	commence	by	September	2017	and	be	informed	by	good	prac;ce	

within	and	outside	Bracknell	Forest.	The	step	up	between	bands	is	currently,	in	the	Review	

team’s	view,	too	high.	

d) An	appraisal,	involving	the	Head	of	SEN	and	the	school’s	leaders,	of	the	poten;al	to	establish	
a	partnership	for	the	school	to	apply	to	the	EFA	to	become	a	special	post-16	ins;tu;on	(SPI).	

This	work	should	commence	in	the	current	academic	year.	If	an	applica;on	is	to	go	ahead,	

there	will	be	a	need	for	a	commitment	to	commissioning	a	minimum	of	ten	post-19	places.	

If	a	partnership	to	remodel	provision	with	the	school	is	not	forthcoming,	the	number	of	places	

commissioned	by	BFC	could	be	reduced	by	ten	to	beSer	fit	with	current	student	numbers.	A	new	

commissioning	agreement	should	be	implemented,	which	would	set	out	arrangements	for	

increased	places	if	demand	changes	over	the	next	three	to	five	years.		

b.	Resource	centres:	
The	Review	recommends:	

a) All	resource	centres	should	have	an	outcome-based	service	level	agreement	(SLA).	These	

should	be	monitored	by	the	LA	clearly	iden;fy	the	number	of	places	funded	and	a	process	

by	which	this	can	be	increased	or	decreased	based	on	demand.	Each	resource	centre	should	
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produce	an	annual	report	that	demonstrates	improving	pupil	outcomes	as	a	result	of	

placement	in	the	provision.	This	should	be	signed	off	by	April	2017.	

b) Agreement	should	be	reached	with	Ranelagh	School	to	close	its	resource	centre	that	has	

operated	well	below	capacity	for	some	;me.	The	majority	of	pupils	supported	can	and	

should	have	their	needs	met	from	within	mainstream	schools	and	transi;on	arrangements	

can	be	agreed	for	the	top-up	funding	for	the	few	pupils	with	an	EHCP.		

c) The	resource	centre	at	Meadow	Vale	Primary	School	should	have	its	designa;on	extended	to	

provide	specialist	support	for	primary	age	children	with	ASD	as	well	as	some	of	the	more	

complex	children	with	SLCN	it	currently	supports.	This	should	form	part	of	its	SLA	agreement	

and	be	a	condi;on	of	maintaining	the	current	20	places	commissioned.	Transi;on	

arrangements	should	be	made	to	support	a	move	for	some	children	currently	supported	

back	into	mainstream	classes,	with	appropriate	support.	New	assessment	criteria	will	need	

to	be	developed	with	the	speech	and	language	therapy	service.		

c.	College	Hall:	
The	current	scale,	resource	level	and	premises	for	College	Hall	undermines	its	viability	as	a	

standalone	alterna;ve	provision	that	offers	sufficient	quality	of	educa;on	and	learning	for	its	

vulnerable	students,	both	those	in	the	PRU	and	accessing	home	tui;on.		

The	Review	recommends	the	following	op;ons	are	considered	for	future	PRU	and	home	tui;on	

provision,	in	consulta;on	with	the	SEND	Strategic	Group,	either:	

a) Reach	agreement	with	one	local	secondary	to	take	over	College	Hall	and	its	services	and	

remodel	and	update	the	alterna;ve	provision,	in	agreement	with	the	LA	and	in	consulta;on	

with	other	local	secondary	schools;	or	

b) Reach	agreement	with	all	the	local	secondary	schools	for	the	responsibility	for	alterna;ve	

provision	to	be	shared	between	them	and	to	reach	a	decision	about	the	best	arrangements	

for	home	tui;on;	or	

c) Reach	agreement	with	another	provider,	such	as	an	outstanding	PRU	in	a	neighbouring	local	

authority	or	with	a	mul;-academy	trust,	to	agree	to	be	commissioned	to	deliver	College	

Hall’s	alterna;ve	provision.	

The	Review	also	recommends	that:	

• The	SEND	Strategic	Group	should	consult	with	secondary	schools	in	Bracknell	Forest	about	

their	responsibili;es	and	role	in	providing	alterna;ve	provision.		

• Whatever	delivery	model	is	selected,	there	should	be	an	SLA	agreed,	with	effec;ve	

monitoring	arrangements	and	an	outcome-focused	performance	management	framework.	

The	separate	home	tui;on	and	outreach	SLAs	should	be	incorporated	into	the	over-arching	

SLA	and	considera;on	given	to	whether	sufficient	capacity	is	being	commissioned	to	meet	

the	current	expecta;on	of	up	to	25	hours	a	week	for	home	tui;on.			

• The	LA,	with	the	support	of	the	SEND	Strategic	Group,	should	ensure	all	mainstream	schools	

are	fully	mee;ng	their	statutory	responsibili;es	for	excluded	pupils.	BFC	are	recommended	

to	establish	a	clearly	defined	referral	process	for	the	PRU,	with	a	pupil	having	been	subject	

to	two	permanent	exclusions	being	a	pre-requisite.	

114



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	67	

	

d.	Partnership	with	the	main	NMSS	providers:	
Bracknell	Forest	places	a	significant	number	of	children	in	out	of	area	placements:	103	pre-16	pupils	

in	2015/16.	Pre-16	placements	are	considered	carefully	via	the	SEND	Panel	and	efforts	have	resulted	

in	there	being	a	downward	trend	in	numbers	placed	over	the	past	three	years	(see:	fig	17).	This	

focus	should	be	maintained.		

In	order	to	maintain	this	downward	trend,	the	Review	recommends	that	the	Head	of	SEN	

establishes	a	partnership	arrangement	with	each	of	the	two	main	NMSS	providers,	High	Close	

School	and	Chilworth	House	School,	to:	

a) develop	closer	management	of	support	for	pupils	who	show	the	poten;al	to	move	back	to	

local	provision	and	innova;ve	arrangements	piloted,	such	as	what	transi;onary	support	

could	be	funded	from	the	NMSS	to	facilitate	this;	

b) ensure	beSer	forward	planning	of	future	demand	for	places	from	Bracknell	Forest	with	these	

schools;	

c) agree	a	framework	for	payments	and	service	contracts	for	places	taken	by	pupils	from	

Bracknell	Forest	that	reflects	the	scale	of	the	funding	from	BFC.		Other	local	authori;es	have	

arranged	lower	costs	per	placement,	for	a	minimum	number	of	pupils.	

The	Review	also	recommends	that:	

d) BFC	ensures	there	are	adequate	contracts	in	place	for	all	out-of-area	placements	and	move	

away	from	the	current	“spot	purchase”	commissioning	arrangement.	It	is	recommended	to	

move	onto	a	framework	such	as	the	‘Mul;-supplier	Flexible	Framework	Agreement	for	

Provision	by	Independent	Special	School	and	NMSS’	led	by	Gloucestershire	County	Council.		

(It	should	be	noted	that	there	are	some	schools	that	are	not	part	of	this	framework	and	

would	s;ll	have	to	be	‘spot	purchased’).	

The	Review	team	found	Chilworth	House	School	open	to	new	ways	of	working;	they	cited	examples	

where	they	have	flexible	arrangements	with	other	social	care	and	SEN	teams	to	develop	provision	

near	to	these	LAs	including	residen;al	or	short	breaks	support.	

5.2.2	CHIEF	OFFICER	APPROVAL	REQUIRED	FOR	ALL	HIGH	COST	OUT	OF	AREA	PLACEMENTS	

High-cost,	out-of-area	SEND	placements	are	a	major	financial	commitment:	£3,314,895	from	the	

HNFB	in	2015-16	and	it	is	not	unusual	for	the	‘school	career’	costs	for	a	student	to	be	in	excess	of	

£500,000	(see:	fig	16).	

The	Review	recommends:	

a) A	new	approval	process	is	developed	and	that	decision-making	for	high	cost	placements	in	

the	Department	of	Children,	Young	People	and	Learning:	be	subject	to	approval	by	the	

nominated	Chief	Officer.	We	recommend	the	new	process	applies	to	all	placements	over	a	

defined	figure	(we	suggest	over	£20,000	pa).	

b) The	new	approval	process	should	require	the	SEN	Team	to	summarise	the	case	for	the	

placement	(including	travel	costs,	es;mated	life;me	costs	and	how	local	provision	within	

Bracknell	Forest	was	not	an	op;on	for	placement).	Evidence	should	be	provided	about	

proposed	support	strategies	and	thresholds	for	the	pupil	to	poten;ally	move	back	into	area	

in	the	future.		
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c) All	current	out-of-area	placements	in	independent	and	NMSS	schools	should	be	assessed,	

between	educa;on	psychologists	and	the	SEN	Team,	to	iden;fy	those	pupils	with	the	

greatest	poten;al	for	future	move	back	into	Bracknell	Forest	provision.	For	those	with	the	

most	poten;al,	there	should	be	early	consulta;on	and	discussion	with	parents	/	carers	as	

part	of	assessing	the	;me-frame	for	their	child’s	return	to	local	provision.			

d) Social	care	colleagues	should	aSend	all	key	transi;on	annual	reviews	(years	9,	11	and	13)	to	
prepare	for	adulthood	and	for	services	to	be	provided	through	community	social	care	rather	

than	educa;onal	organisa;ons.		

5.2.3	ROBUST	JOINT	COMMISSIONING	ARRANGEMENTS	FOR	SEND	SHOULD	BE	DEVELOPED;	

THESE	SHOULD	START	WITH	JOINT	PLANNING	FOR	14	–	25	YEAR	OLDS	

The	Children	and	Families	Act	(2014)	extended	responsibility	for	ensuring	access	to	educa;on	up	to	

the	age	of	25	for	those	with	high	needs	to	LAs	and	that	a	young	person’s	EHCP	should	effec;vely	

capture	the	joint	planning	across	health,	educa;on	and	social	care.	It	is	recommended	that	

Bracknell	Forest	Council	should	develop	stronger,	more	strategic,	joint	commissioning	arrangements	

for	children	and	young	people	with	SEND.		

The	Review	recommends:	

a) Bracknell	Forest	Council	and	partners	update	the	exis;ng	joint	approach	to	commissioning	

(BFC	2013).		

b) As	a	priority,	the	Head	of	SEN,	other	senior	LA	officers	and	the	CCG	should	establish	more	

strategic	arrangements	for	joint	commissioning.	This	should	implement	improved,	joint	

planning	for	all	young	people	with	an	ECHP	or	statement	from	age	14,	as	learners	move	

towards	adulthood.	Working	with	the	SEN	case	officer,	the	lead	social	worker	for	each	

young	person	should	ensure	that	adult	care	assessments	are	completed	in	;me	for	all	young	

people	whose	needs	meet	the	thresholds,	including	consulta;on	with	parents	/	carers.		

Where	appropriate	con;nuing	health	care	assessment	will	need	to	be	part	of	the	process	

and	feature	as	part	of	the	overall	EHCP.		

c) Progress	with	improved	mul;-agency	planning	for	young	people	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	

should	be	monitored	by	a	strategic	joint	commissioning	body	with	representa;on	from	

health,	educa;on	and	social	care.	

d) The	young	person	and	their	parents	or	carers	should	be	involved	throughout	the	process,	
with	Mental	Capacity	Act	assessments	completed	where	necessary.	

5.3		Greater	coherence	to	the	SEND	system,	designed	with	the	child’s	need	at	the	centre	
As	part	of	upda;ng	the	Local	Offer,	BFC	should	map	the	support	pathways	for	each	major,	SEND	

category	and	the	SEND	Strategic	Group	should	be	consulted	about	this.	This	mapping	will	help	to	

iden;fy	support	that	schools	might	ask	BFC	to	commission	on	their	behalf	and	support	they	might	

commission,	or	provide,	themselves.	This	should	form	part	of	establishing	a	strong	con;nuum	of	

support	for	children	and	young	people	and	their	families.		
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5.3.1	A	SENIOR	BRACKNELL	FOREST	COUNCIL	OFFICER	SHOULD	REVIEW	CERTAIN	LONG-

STANDING,	SEND	SUPPORT	CONTRACTS	

Tasked	by	the	SEND	Strategic	Group,	the	Head	of	Targeted	Support	should	oversee	a	review	of	the	

exis;ng	contracts	for	speech	and	language	therapy	(SALT),	sensory	support	and	occupa;onal	

therapy	(OT).	The	Group	should	also	be	consulted	about	BFC’s	move	towards	a	traded	model	for	

other	SEND	support	services,	including	the	Au;sm	and	Social	Communica;on	Support	Service	

(ASSC),	Support	for	Learning	and	Traveller	Educa;on	that	are	currently	financed	from	the	HNFB.		

The	Review	recommends:	

a) The	contracts	for	SALT,	OT	and	sensory	support	be	revised	to	be	worded	on	a	performance	

basis	and	more	closely	monitored,	with	a	clear	recharge	facility	at	the	end	of	the	year	if	the	

level	of	service	varies	from	what	was	originally	commissioned.	The	funded	provision	for	SALT	

and	sensory	impairment	should	be	reduced	and	be	primarily	for	pupils	with	moderate	to	

severe	needs.	There	should	also	be	a	purchasing	framework	established	for	schools	to	

commission	and	fund	addi;onal	SALT	and	sensory	impairment	support	on	an	annual	basis.	

b) Traded	arrangements	are	established	for	ASSC	and	Support	for	Learning,	aligned	with	others	

being	developed	by	BFC,	and	that	these	are	led	by	the	respec;ve	team	managers.	The	

traded	service	should	include	clearly	defined,	funded,	core	services	for	high	needs	children	

aSending	mainstream	schools	or	resource	centres.	Each	traded	service	should	set	out	costed	

support	package	op;ons	that	schools	can	choose	to	sign	up	to	annually.	The	view	of	the	

Review	team	is	that	the	HNFB	element	for	the	ASSC	service	should	remain	the	same	and	

that	traded	provision	facilitates	an	extension	of	the	service,	whilst	the	HNFB	funding	for	

Support	for	Learning	should	gradually	be	phased	out.	

As	a	result	of	these	recommenda;ons,	mainstream	schools	will	need	to	increasingly	meet	the	costs	

of	low	to	medium	level	support	for	pupils	on	SEN	support,	from	their	SEND	delegated	funding.		

5.3.2	IMPLEMENT	A	CONTINUUM	OF	SUPPORT	FOR	ALL	PUPILS	WITH	SEND,	THROUGH	

BUILDING	ON	LOCAL	STRENGTHS	AND	PROCESSES	

The	Review	recommends:	

a) As	part	of	upda;ng	the	Local	Offer,	BFC	should	map	and	summarise	the	local	assessment	

and	support	pathways	for	pupils	from	each	primary	need	category	of	SEND.		

b) BFC	should	involve	SENCOs	and	consult	with	parents	and	carers	as	the	pathways	are	
mapped.	This	will	help	to	ensure	the	pathway	summaries	are	clear	and	easy	to	use.	The	

opportunity	should	be	taken,	through	this	process,	to	highlight	best	prac;ce	locally,	such	as	

when	pupils	can	be	stepped	down	from	requiring	an	EHCP	or	when	children	have	been	

supported	to	achieve	improved	outcomes.		

c) During	this	academic	year,	the	SEND	Panel	and	the	SEN	Team	should	work	with	SENCOs	to	

review	local	EHCP	evidence	gathering	and	decision-making	processes.	Where	possible	this	

should	include	representa;on	from	the	health	provider	and	social	care	too.	The	review	

should	aim	to	achieve	a	process	that	is	not	unnecessarily	burdensome,	keeps	the	child’s	

needs	central	and	develops	a	focus	on	learning	outcomes,	as	well	as	the	provision	of	support	

in	school.		

5.4		A	data-rich	SEND	system	that	understands	the	difference	it	is	making	
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Good	quality,	reliable	data	is	necessary	to	underpin	developments	across	the	renewed	SEND	system	

in	Bracknell	Forest.	The	Head	of	SEN	should	be	tasked	by	CYPL’s	Departmental	Management	Team	

(DMT)	to	ensure	a	core	dataset	is	defined	and	this	should	underpin	the	Council’s	understanding	of	

the	performance	of	the	system	and	processes	that	achieve	greater	transparency	and	connec;vity	

between	exis;ng	data	held	by	teams	in	the	Department	and	with	other	partner	organisa;ons.	

5.4.1	CONSISTENT,	RELIABLE	AND	ROBUST	SEND	DATA	ACROSS	THE	LOCAL	SYSTEM	

The	Review	recommends	work	begins	this	academic	year:	

a) To	establish	a	core	SEND	dataset	to	be	assembled	and	reported	quarterly	to	DMT	and	that	

this	is	aligned	with	the	extended	repor;ng	indicators	being	proposed	by	the	DfE	(see:	

appendix	6).	The	development	of	this	should	build	on	exis;ng	performance	monitoring	of	

EHCP	conversions	and	comple;ons	together	with	HNFB	financial	data,	in	order	to	assess	

progress	and	pressures.		

b) To	urgently	ensure	that	data	about	pupils	assessed	at	SEN	support,	received	from	schools	as	

part	of	their	school	census	repor;ng,	is	rou;nely	collated	from	January	2017	alongside	

exis;ng	data	gathered	about	children	and	young	people	with	statements	and	EHCPs	for	

inclusion	in	the	core	dataset.	BFC	should	have	a	picture	for	all	children	and	young	people	

with	SEND	of	any	issues	with	aSendance,	exclusions	or	poor	aSainment.	The	data	accessible	

from	‘Raise	Online’	for	pupils	at	SEN	support	should	be	collated	to	ensure	individual	schools	

are	mee;ng	the	needs	of	these	pupils.	

c) To	ensure	financial	reports	about	pupil	top-ups	and	out	of	area	funding	are	compiled	by	

academic	year,	calendar	year	(linked	to	school	census),	as	well	as	the	exis;ng	financial	year	

and	by	place	numbers	and	full	costs,	as	well	as	FTE	and	pro-rata	costs.	This	will	beSer	assist	

performance	management	of	the	commissioning	of	places:	helping	to	iden;fy	successes	

with	moving	pupils	back	into	area	and	to	es;mate	the	costs	of	future	support	demands	for	

those	with	high	needs.		

A	briefer	core	dataset	should	be	agreed	for	repor;ng	to	the	Strategic	SEND	Group,	covering	data	

about	finance	and	the	provision	for	children	and	young	people	with	SEND.			

5.4.2	THE	DEVELOPMENT	OF	FORECASTING	AND	COST	PROJECTIONS	TO	INFORM	FUTURE	SEND	

DECISION-MAKING	

The	Review	recommends:	

a) The	exis;ng	BFC	plasorm	for	modelling	future	demand	for	school	places	be	extended	to	

include	modelling	scenarios	for	the	poten;al	future	demand	for	SEND	places	for	up	to	ten	

years	in	the	future.	This	should	be	led	by	the	Chief	Officer	Strategy	and	Resources	and	

supported	by	the	Head	of	SEN.	

b) The	assump;ons	for	future	modelling	are	reassessed	annually	against	the	improved	SEND	

data,	due	to	5.4.1.	In	par;cular,	more	granular,	high	needs	cost	projec;ons	should	be	

developed	and	projec;ons	improved	for	post-19	provision	as	both	joint	commissioning	

improves	and	demand	is	beSer	understood.		 	
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Glossary	
AbbreviaTon	 DfE	category	of	SEND	

ASD	 Au;s;c	spectrum	disorder	

(or	au;s;c	spectrum	condi;on	

HI	 Hearing	impairment	

MLD	 Moderate	learning	difficulty	

MSI	 Mul;-sensory	impairment	

PD	 Physical	disability	

PMLD	 Profound	and	mul;ple	learning	difficulty	

SEMH	 Social,	emo;onal	and	mental	health	

SLD	 Severe	learning	difficulty	

SPLD	 Specific	learning	difficulty	

SLCN	 Speech,	language	and	communica;on	needs	

VI	 Visual	impairment	

	

Acronym	 Meaning	
Annual	review	 Review	of	an	EHCP	that	local	authori;es	should	

ensure	take	place	every	12	months.	

ASSC	 Au;sm	and	Social	Communica;on	support	

service	(Bracknell	Forest)	

BFC	 Bracknell	Forest	Council	

BHFT	 Berkshire	Healthcare	NHS	Founda;on	Trust	–	

local	mental	health	and	community	health	

provider	

CAMHS	 Child	and	adolescent	mental	health	service	

CCG	 Clinical	commissioning	group	

CQC	 Care	Quality	Commission	

CYPL	 Department	of	Children,	Young	People	and	

Learning	(Bracknell	Forest)	

DfE	 Department	for	Educa;on	

DSG	 Direct	schools	grant	

EFA	 Educa;on	Funding	Agency	

EHCP	 Educa;on	health	and	care	plan	

EYFS	 Early	years	and	founda;on	stage	

FE	college	 Further	educa;on	college	

119



High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review	

	

	

Page	72	

	

HNFB	 High	needs	funding	block	

IHCP	 Individual	health	and	care	plan	

KS	 Key	stage	(of	the	Na;onal	Curriculum)	

LA	 Local	authority	

LDA	 Learning	difficulty	assessment	

Local	Offer	 Informa;on	about	provision	the	LA	expects	to	

be	available	across	educa;on,	health	and	social	

care	for	children	and	young	people	in	their	area	

who	have	SEN	or	are	disabled.	

NMSS	 Non-maintained	special	school	-	school	which	is	

not	maintained	by	the	state	but	charges	fees	on	

a	non-profit-making	basis.	

OT	 Occupa;onal	therapy	

Personal	budget	 Money	iden;fied	by	the	LA	to	deliver	provision	

set	out	in	an	EHCP	where	the	parent	or	young	

person	is	involved	in	securing	that	provision.	

PRU	 Pupil	referral	unit	

SALT	 Speech	and	language	therapy	

SEN	 Special	educa;onal	need	

SEND	 Special	educa;onal	need	or	disability	

SENCO	 Special	educa;onal	needs	coordinator	(in	a	

school)	

SLA	 Service	level	agreement	

SPI	 Special	Post	16	Ins;tu;on	
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Appendices	
Appendix	1:	National	context	for	SEND	

Schools	Funding	and	High	Needs	Funding		
The	DfE	distributes	funding	for	schools	in	England	through	the	dedicated	schools	grant	(DSG),	which	

totals	£40.22	billion	in	2016-17	(DfE	2016b).	Figure	20	illustrates	the	schools	funding	streams	and	

the	DSG	is	split	into	three	blocks:	the	schools	block,	the	high	needs	block	and	the	early	years	block.	

These	blocks	are	no;onal,	and	local	authori;es	(LAs)	have	the	freedom	to	move	funds	between	

them.	The	LA	also	has	a	responsibility	to	define	the	local	funding	formula	for	schools,	following	

formal	consulta;on	with	school	leaders,	via	their	local	Schools	Forum	(DfE	2016b).	The	LA’s	agreed	

funding	formula	is	used	to	allocate	funding	to	both	maintained	schools	and	academies;	however,	

the	Educa;on	Funding	Agency	(EFA)	allocates	funding	directly	to	academies.		

For	pre-16	pupils	with	special	educa;onal	needs	(SEN)	at	mainstream	schools	and	academies,	LAs	

provide	sufficient	funding	in	their	delegated	budgets	to	enable	the	schools	to	support	these	pupils’	

needs,	up	to	the	cost	threshold	of	£6,000	per	pupil	per	year.	This	is	called	the	no;onal	SEN	budget.	

LAs	specify	how	much	of	the	funding	a	school	receives	through	the	school	funding	formula	

cons;tutes	its	no;onal	SEN	budget.	Should	a	pupil	require	further	support,	which	must	be	assessed	

through	the	statutory	educa;on	and	health	care	assessment	process,	any	addi;onal	funding	is	met	

by	a	top-up	from	the	HNFB	of	the	LA	placing	the	child	at	the	school.	Top-up	funding	rates	are	agreed	

locally.		

Although	not	the	focus	of	this	Review,	the	schools	block,	and	its	per	pupil	payment	and	each	

school’s	no;onal	SEN	budget	(these	used	to	be	known	as	‘element	1’	and	‘element	2’	funding	

respec;vely),	underpin	the	provision	for	each	pupil	with	SEND.	Table	12	sets	out	the	amount	

allocated	to	schools	per	pupil	for	the	academic	year	2016-17	in	Bracknell	Forest	and	compares	this	

with	that	for	its	nearest	sta;s;cal	neighbours.	

	

Phase Statistical neighbours 
average

Table 12: Schools funding per pupil 2016-2017

Bracknell Forest

Primary              £3,042      £3,111

Secondary              £4,548      £4,624

(Source: BFC Education Finance Team)
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High	needs	funding	supports	0-25	year	olds	with	more	complex	SEND.	It	also	supports	pupils	who	

are	not	in	school	because	they	are	excluded	or	otherwise	not	able	to	aSend	school.	Alterna;ve	

provision	(AP)	for	such	children	and	young	people	includes	pupil	referral	units	(PRUs)	and	hospital	

schools.	A	pupil	has	‘high	needs’	if	their	educa;on	costs	more	than	approximately	£10,000	per	year	

(DfE	2016b).		

The	components	of	the	HNFB	distributed	to	schools	consists	of:	

• Place	Funding	-	Special	schools,	and	special	units	within	mainstream	schools	and	academies,	

receive	place	funding	of	£10,000	per	place,	which	is	drawn	from	the	high	needs	block	funds.	

• Top-up	Payment	(also	known	as	‘element	3’)	–	if	a	pupil	with	SEND	is	assessed,	through	the	

educa;on	and	health	care	planning	process,	to	have	addi;onal	needs,	then	the	LA	makes	a	

top-up	payment	to	the	school	according	to	locally	set	formulae	(EFA	2016).	The	range	of	top-

up	payments	in	BFC	can	be	found	in	appendix	5.		

Schools block High needs block Early years block

The protected schools budget

Dedicated schools grant

Pupil Premium
Additional funding for disadvantaged pupils

LAs can move money between these blocks locally

• Core funding for all pupils
in mainstream schools.

• Extra funding for pupils
with specific needs/
characteristics.

• Lump sum and sparsity
funding, and

• Centrally retained
budgets and funding that
schools can delegate to
the LA to pay for services
that are provided centrally.

• Top-up funding for high
needs pupils and students
aged up to 25 in all settings.

• Place funding for specialist
and post-16 settings.

• Funding for alternative
provision.

• Funding for pupils receiving
hospital education, and

• Centrally retained high
needs budgets.

• 15 hours/week for 3 and 4
year olds; early years pupil
premium for eligible 3 and
4 year olds accessing
the entitlement.

• 15 hours a week for 40%
most deprived 2 year olds.

• Funding for children with
SEN in early years settings.

Fig 20 : Schools revenue funding streams (DfE 2016b)
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The	new	funding	system	under	the	Children	and	Families	Act	(2014)	makes	LAs	responsible	for	

commissioning	and	funding	all	addi;onal	high	needs	provision	across	early	years,	schools	and	post-

16	educa;on	and	training	(LGA	2014).	LAs	are	also	expected	to	use	their	HNFB	to	fund	central	

services	related	to	SEND	and	can	also	commission	support	services	for	the	benefit	of	pupils	with	

SEND	(DfE	2016b).	

All	LAs	are	delegated	powers	to	develop	their	own	approach	to	high	needs	funding	(element	3),	and	

this	includes	top-up	funding	levels	for	mainstream	schools	and	special	schools.	All	special	schools	

are	funded	at	the	same	base	rate	of	£10,000	per	planned	place	regardless	of	whether	the	place	is	

filled	or	not,	however	the	local	flexibili;es	ensure	there	is	significant	local	varia;on	about	element	3	

payments	received.	Research	commissioned	by	the	Department	for	Educa;on	(DfE	2015c)	showed	

that	the	current	funding	distribu;on	between	LAs	does	not	correlate	well	with	measures	of	need	

(see	figure	21).	

Fig	21:	2015-16	high	needs	alloca;ons	per	head	against	%	SEN	statements	and	EHCPs	by	region	

	

FAIRER	SCHOOLS	FUNDING	

In	November	2015	the	government	announced	its	inten;on	to	move	to	a	na;onal	schools	funding	

formula	(HoC	2016)	and,	in	March	2016,	the	DfE	launched	a	consulta;on	about	moving	to	both	a	

na;onal	funding	formula	for	all	schools	in	England	and	for	the	HNFB	(DfE	2016c	and	2016a).	The	

laSer	consulta;on	provides	for	a	revised	HNFB	funding	formula	based	on	an	LA’s	current	SEND	

profile	combined	with	a	weigh;ng	dependent	on	levels	of	depriva;on	and	health	need	in	the	local	

area.	LAs,	in	the	proposal,	would	retain	responsibility	for	the	distribu;on	of	high	needs	funding	to	

schools	(DfE	2016a).	Following	ministerial	changes,	the	DfE	has	delayed	ac;on	on	‘fairer	funding’	for	
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at	least	12	months.	Although	the	details	of	the	reforms	areas	yet	undecided,	it	is	expected	that	

further,	na;onal	high	needs	funding	reform	will	take	place.		

SEND	policy	and	legislation	
The	current	arrangements	for	the	educa;on	of	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	are	largely	set	

out	in	the	Children	and	Families	Act	(2014).	Part	3	of	this	act	requires	LAs,	all	schools	and	

academies,	early	years’	providers	and	NHS	bodies	to	pay	regard	to	the	new	regula;ons	and	to	the	

new	statutory	Code	of	Prac;ce	for	SEND	(see:	3.3).	LAs	must:	

• Work	with	health	and	social	care	colleagues	jointly	to	commission	services	to	deliver	

integrated	support	for	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	aged	0-25.	

• Consult	children,	young	people	and	their	parents,	and	co-operate	with	a	range	of	local	

providers	across	educa;on,	health,	social	care	and	voluntary	sector	partners	to	deliver	the	

new	system,	including	post-16	educa;on	providers	such	as	FE	colleges	and	training	

providers.	

• Work	with	local	partners,	parents	and	young	people	to	co-produce	and	publish	a	Local	Offer	

of	SEND	services	and	provision	to	assist	young	people	in	finding	employment,	obtaining	

accommoda;on	and	par;cipa;ng	in	society.	

• Provide	a	co-ordinated	educa;on,	health	and	care	assessment	for	children	and	young	people	

aged	0-25	and	new	educa;on,	health	and	care	plans	(EHCPs)	that	will	replace	the	two	

exis;ng	systems	of	SEN	statements	(in	schools)	and	learning	difficulty	assessments	(LDAs),	in	

FE	colleges	and	training.	

In	addi;on	to	the	Children	and	Families	Act	(2014)	there	are	several	other	pieces	of	legisla;on	that	

LAs	and	schools	need	to	pay	regard	to	in	suppor;ng	the	learning	of	pupils	with	SEND.	These	include:	

• The	Equality	Act	(2010):	the	par;cular	responsibili;es	on	schools	to	prevent	discrimina;on	

against	and	ensure	the	fair	treatment	of	all	children	and	young	people	with	disabili;es.		

• The	Children	Act	(1989)	and	suppor;ng	guidance:	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	are	

oden	addi;onally	vulnerable	and	there	is	a	need	to	ensure	effec;ve	safeguarding	

arrangements	are	in	place	and	consistently	implemented.	

• The	Care	Act	(2014):	the	provides	the	framework	for	wider	du;es	of	care	of	local	authori;es	

for	children	and	young	people	with	disabili;es	and	their	families,	including	personal	budgets	

and	suppor;ng	transi;ons	to	adult	services.	

• The	Mental	Capacity	Act	(2005):	provides	a	statutory	framework	to	empower	and	protect	

vulnerable	people	who	are	not	able	to	make	their	own	decisions	and	is	underpinned	by	five	

key	principles	including	a	presump;on	of	capacity,	a	right	to	be	supported	to	make	decisions	

and	ac;ons	must	be	in	a	person’s	best	interests.	

National	monitoring	of	SEND	
The	na;onal	accountabili;es	framework	sets	out	that	the	bulk	of	statutory	du;es	as	well	as	delivery	

for	SEND	lie	at	local	level	(DfE	2015b).	The	na;onal	roles	of	the	DfE	are	summarised	as:	

• Monitoring	the	health	of	the	SEND	system	and	intervening	where	it	is	failing	

• Overseeing	the	statutory	framework	and	publishing	guidance	
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• Publica;on	of	data	

• Promo;ng	innova;ve	and	best	prac;ce.	

The	established	DfE	and	EFA	monitoring	arrangements	are	largely:	financial,	school	popula;on-

based	or	focused	on	transi;onary	processes	for	the	implementa;on	of	the	SEND	Code	of	Prac;ce.	

An	example	of	a	transi;onary	process	that	LAs	have	to	report	on	is	the	progress	they	are	making	

towards	all	SEN	statements	and	learning	difficulty	assessment	(LDAs	–	for	those	over	16)	being	

transferred	to	EHCPs	by	April	2018	and	the	propor;on	completed	within	the	20	week	;mescale.	

These	indicators,	together	with	each	LA’s	profile	of	children	and	young	people	with	high	needs,	is	

reported	to	the	DfE	via	the	annual	SEN2	return.	

Work	is	underway,	linked	to	local	area	SEND	inspec;ons	(see:	3.2.3),	to	develop	and	trial	a	core	

dataset	of	indicators	for	LAs	to	report	to	DfE.	The	aim	is	that	these	will	provide	a	detailed	picture	of	

the	outcomes	and	aSainment	of	children	and	young	people	with	SEND	to	sit	alongside	exis;ng	data	

about	the	SEND	assessment	processes	and	where	pupils	aSend	school.	

Ofsted	Local	Area	SEND	Inspections	
From	May	2016,	Ofsted	and	the	CQC	have	been	carrying	out	an	external	evalua;on	of	all	local	areas	

in	England	(defined	by	LA)	and	their	support	for	children	and	young	people	aged	0–25	with	SEND.	

Inspec;on	teams	are	assessing	the	effec;veness	of	the	local	system	in	iden;fying	and	mee;ng	the	

needs	of	these	children	and	young	people.	The	local	system	includes:	the	LA,	CCG,	NHS	services,	

schools	and	early	years	and	ter;ary	providers.	The	inspec;on	will	review	how	local	areas	support	

these	children	and	young	people	to	achieve	the	best	possible	educa;onal	and	other	outcomes,	such	

as	being	able	to	live	independently,	secure	meaningful	employment	and	be	well	prepared	for	their	

adult	lives	(Ofsted	2016a),	fulfilling	the	du;es	set	out	in	the	Children	and	Families	Act	(2014).	

The	report	produced	from	the	external	evalua;on	will	provide	an	assessment	of	how	well	the	local	

area	is	mee;ng	the	needs	of	children	and	young	people	with	SEND,	and	how	well	service	providers	

work	together	to	deliver	posi;ve	outcomes.	It	will	also	inform	na;onal	government	about	how	well	

the	local	area	is	delivering	its	statutory	responsibili;es	and	the	SEND	Code	of	Prac;ce.	The	process	

should	promote	improvement	in	the	educa;on,	health	and	social	care	provision.	(Ofsted	2016a).	

The	SEND	Code	of	Practice	
The	statutory	Code	of	Prac;ce	for	SEND	(DfE	2015a)	completely	revised	the	arrangements	for	

children	and	young	people	with	SEND.	The	legisla;on	and	Code	of	Prac;ce	has	sought	to	focus	

prac;ce	on	beSer	consulta;on	and	par;cipa;on	of	children	and	young	people	and	their	families	in	

the	SEND	system	and	closer	partnership	working	by	organisa;ons	suppor;ng	them.	Amongst	these	

are	the	new	statutory	process	for	joint	educa;on	and	health	care	assessment	and	for	plans	(EHCPs),	

where	there	are	complex	needs	to	be	met,	and	expecta;ons	of	quality	teaching	and	learning	being	

available	to	all	those	with	SEND,	whether	in	mainstream	schools	or	in	specialist	provision.		

Among	the	financial	guidance	for	schools	and	colleges	set	out	in	the	Code	of	Prac;ce	are:	

• That	all	mainstream	schools	and	colleges	are	provided	with	resources	to	support	those	with	

addi;onal	needs,	including	pupils	with	SEN	and	disabili;es.	This	includes	an	amount	
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iden;fied	within	their	overall	budget,	called	the	no;onal	SEN	budget.	This	is	not	a	ring-

fenced	amount,	and	it	is	for	the	school	to	provide	high	quality	appropriate	support.	

• The	headteacher	/	principal,	governing	body	and	SENCO	should	establish	a	clear	picture	of	

the	resources	that	are	available	to	the	school.	They	should	consider	their	strategic	approach	

to	mee;ng	SEND	in	the	context	of	the	total	resources	available,	including	any	resources	

targeted	at	par;cular	groups,	such	as	the	pupil	premium.	As	a	result,	schools	should	provide	

a	clear	descrip;on	of	the	types	of	special	educa;onal	provision	they	normally	offer.	This	will	

help	parents	and	others	to	understand	what	they	can	expect	the	school	to	provide	for	pupils	

with	SEND.	

• Schools	and	colleges	are	not	expected	to	meet	the	full	costs	of	more	expensive	provision	

from	their	core	funding.	The	responsible	LA,	usually	the	authority	where	the	child	or	young	

person	lives,	will	have	a	process	to	assess	addi;onal	top-up	funding	where	the	cost	of	the	

special	educa;onal	provision	required	to	meet	the	needs	of	an	individual	pupil	exceeds	

£6,000pa.		

• FE	colleges	are	funded	by	the	EFA	for	all	16-18	year	olds	and	for	those	aged	19-25	who	have	

EHCP	or	statement	to	a	level	of	£6,000pa	(deducted	from	a	LA’s	high	needs	funding	in	

advance),	with	addi;onal	support	from	the	home	LA	for	students	with	high	needs	(EFA	

2016).	Appren;ces	aged	19	to	25	with	EHCPs	are	fully	funded	on	the	same	terms	and	

funding	rates	as	16-	to	18-year-old	appren;ces.	The	Local	Offer	should	include	

appren;ceships	for	this	age	group.	(DfE	2015a)	

The	Levels	of	SEND	Across	England	
There	are	8.560	million	children	and	young	people	recorded	as	aSending	a	school	in	England	in	

January	2016.	Of	these	991,980	(11.6%)	have	been	assessed	by	schools	as	having	a	need	for	SEN	

support	and	236,805	(2.8%)	have	been	assessed	as	requiring	a	statement	of	SEN	or	an	EHCP	(DfE	

2016d	and	e).	In	England	(see	Fig	22)	the	most	frequent	primary	need	of	pupils	assessed	as	

requiring	SEN	support	is	moderate	learning	difficul;es	(MLD)	and	speech,	language	and	

communica;on	needs	(SLCN).	Whilst	for	those	with	a	statement	or	an	EHCP,	au;s;c	spectrum	

disorder	(ASD)	forms	the	largest	group	of	children	and	young	people.	Professionals	also	expect	that,	

over	;me,	the	propor;on	of	these	with	an	EHCP	or	statement	with	MLD	will	reduce,	as	their	needs	

are	increasingly	met	in	mainstream.	
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Fig	23	shows	that	more	than	twice	as	many	boys	as	girls	are	assessed	as	requiring	a	statement	or	an	

EHCP.	For	the	large	majority	of	these	children	and	young	people	their	needs	are	iden;fied	and	

assessed	during	primary	school.	The	graph	suggests	that	for	the	large	majority,	once	a	need	for	a	

statement	or	EHCP	has	been	confirmed,	that	this	remains	throughout	their	school	career.	

	 	

SEN support

Fig 22: Percentage of pupils in England with an EHCP / statement or SEN support, 

          by primary need (DfE 2016e)
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Fig 23: Percentage of pupils with a statement or EHCP plan by age and gender in 
          state-funded schools (DfE 2016e)
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Appendix	2:	Surveys	and	visit	schedule	

a.	Schools	SEND	survey	

A	SCHOOL	SURVEY	QUESTIONS	

1. How	effec;vely	are	the	needs	of	pupils	with	SEND	iden;fied	across	Bracknell	Forest?	 	

2. How	effec;vely	do	you	iden;fy	the	needs	of	pupils	with	SEND	at	your	school?	 	

3. How	effec;vely	do	the	funding	arrangements	in	Bracknell	Forest	contribute	to	improved	

outcomes	for	SEND	pupils?	 	

4. How	effec;vely	do	you	think	funding	for	SEND	is	allocated	to	your	school?		

5. How	effec;vely	do	you	think	you	allocate	your	funding	to	meet	the	needs	of	pupils	with	

SEND?	

6. Please	iden;fy	one	aspect	of	the	current	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	Forest	that	works	well:	

7. Please	iden;fy	one	aspect	of	the	current	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	Forest	that	could	be	

improved	and	how.	

B	HNFB	REVIEW	SUMMARY	INFORMATION	FOR	SCHOOLS	

“Bracknell	Forest	Children’s	Services	have	appointed	Chrow	Solu;ons	Ltd	to	work	with	us	to	

undertake	a	review	of	how	our	High	Needs	Funding	Block	is	currently	used.	Through	analysing	local	

evidence	and	reviewing	good	prac;ce	elsewhere	in	the	country,	the	review	will	produce	

recommenda;ons	for	the	future.		The	specifica;on	used	in	the	tendering	for	the	review	has	

previously	been	shared	with	headteachers.	

BFC	has	been	allocated	a	HNFB	of	about	£11.7	million	by	the	DfE	for	2016-17.	This	funding	is	used	

to:	

_ fund	places	in	specialist	and	post-16	ins;tu;ons	(e.g.	special	schools,	special	post-16	

ins;tu;ons	and	pupil	referral	units)	

_ top-up	funding	for	individual	pupils	and	students	with	high	needs,	including	those	in	

mainstream	schools		

_ fund	services	that	the	local	authority	provide	directly	to	schools,	with	the	bulk	of	the	funding	

going	to	schools.	

The	Review	is	taking	place	between	May	and	September	2016	and	a	Headteachers	Reference	Group	

has	been	appointed	to	ensure	that	school	leaders	con;nually	inform	the	Review	and	are	aware	of	

the	interim	findings.	A	series	of	visits	and	interviews	will	take	place	with	a	cross	sec;on	of	

mainstream	schools	and	with	special	educa;on	providers	and	consulta;ons	carried	out	with	

parents/carers	and	with	partner	organisa;ons.	During	this	;me	officers	will	work	in	partnership	

with	the	consultants	to	iden;fy	how	funds	are	currently	deployed,	both	to	schools	and	other	

educa;on	providers	and	to	teams	run	by	the	Children’s	Services	Directorate.		

The	Review	will	produce	a	report	including	recommenda;ons	for	the	future	and	the	first	drad	of	a	

new	special	educa;onal	needs	and	disabili;es	(SEND)	Strategy	for	Bracknell	Forest.		The	outcomes	

will	be	consulted	on	over	the	autumn	term,	to	inform	spending	decisions	for	the	financial	year	2017	

onwards.”		
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b.	Parent	/	carer’s	SEND	survey	
This	survey	is	for	parents	/	carers	of	children	with	special	educa;onal	needs	and	disabili;es	(SEND)	

to	help	us	get	your	views	about	how	your	child	or	children	are	supported	at	school	and	how	the	

council	supports	learning	for	children	with	SEND	(e.g.	educa;on	and	health	care	plans).	

The	survey	was	accessible	online	from	the	last	week	of	July	to	September	and	forty	responses	were	

received	from	parents.	

1. Are	you	male	or	female?	 	

2. How	many	children	under	25	do	you	have?	 	

3. How	many	of	your	children	have	SEND	(defined	as	have	a	statement	or	EHCP	or	receiving	

SEND	support	at	school/college).		 	

(Ques;ons	4	–	10	are	completed	separately	for	each	child	with	SEND)	
4. How	old	is	your	child	(with	SEND)?	 	

5. Does	your	child:	receive	SEN	support	/	have	a	statement	/	have	an	EHCP:	 	

6. How	effec;vely	was	your	child’s	special	need	or	disability	iden;fied:		 	

7. How	effec;vely	is	your	child	supported	at	school		 	

8. How	well	does	your	child’s	school	listen	to	your	sugges;ons	and	comments?		 	

9. How	well	does	your	child’s	school	keep	you	informed	about	their	learning?		 	

10. Does	your	child	enjoy	school?		 	

(Ques;ons	11	–	18	–	completed	by	each	parent	/	carer)	
11. How	easy	is	it	to	find	out	the	informa;on	you	need	about	SEND?	 	

12. Please	;ck	the	most	important	sources	of	informa;on	for	you	as	a	parent	of	a	child(ren)	with	

SEND?	 	

13. Do	you	think	you	have	enough	informa;on	about	how	SEND	arrangements	work	in	Bracknell	

Forest?		

14. Does	one	or	more	of	your	children	have	an	EHCP?	 	

15. What	has	your	experience	been	of	the	EHCP	process,	overall:	 	

16. Were	you	kept	informed	sufficiently	during	the	EHCP	process?	 	

17. Were	your	views	as	a	parent	/	carer	sufficiently	taken	account	in	the	EHCP?	 	

18. Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	to	tell	us	about	how	your	child(ren)	is	supported	at	
school	or	the	SEND	assessment	processes?	(e.g.	prepara;on	for	transfer	or	transi;on,	the	

annual	review	process)	

c.	School	visit	and	interviews	
The	following	mainstream	schools	par;cipated	in	the	interviews:	Easthampstead	Park	School,	Garth	

Hill	College,	Binfield	Primary	School,	Birch	Hill	Primary	School,	Crownwood	Primary	School,	Meadow	

Vale	Primary	School,	Whitegrove	Primary	School.	Plus	Bracknell	and	Wokingham	College.	
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Example	schedule	for	a	special	school	visit	

The	purpose	of	the	visit:	to	familiarise	ourselves	with	the	provision	and	find	out	more	about	how	the	

school	uses	its	funding	to	support	its	pupils.	This	will	be	carried	out	by	visi;ng	the	school	and	mee;ng	

with	a	range	of	staff	for	the	adernoon.		

Proposed	;metable	for	the	visit:		

12.00-12.15	Welcome	and	introduc;ons	

12.15-12.45	Tour	of	the	site	

12.45-1.45	Meet	with	the	Headteacher,	Business	Manager	and	any	other	staff	as	specified	by	the	

school	

1.45-2.30	Time	for	consultants	to	review	any	documenta;on	provided	by	the	school	

2.30-2.45	Final	mee;ng	with	the	Headteacher	and/or	senior	leader	

Ques;ons	to	be	addressed	during	the	visit:		

1.	What	is	the	context	for	the	school?	(including	staff	and	pupil	numbers	for	each	part	of	the	school	*)	

2.		How	is	the	school	structured	and	organised?	*	

3.	How	does	BF	and	other	local	authori;es	consult	and	refer	pupils	to	the	school?	Do	they	come	in	all	

year	round?	Do	you	have	any	“bulge”	year	groups?	

4.	What	access	to	therapies	is	there	for	students?	(type	and	sessions	per	week)	*	

5.	How	are	the	pupil’s	funded	currently?		

6.	How	is	this	funding	deployed?	How	well	do	the	funding	arrangements	with	BF	work	for	the	school?	

Please	talk	us	through	an	overview	of	the	budget	and	funding	for	places	/	top-ups.		

7.	What	impact	is	the	school	having	(school’s	last	3	years’	performance	data,	including	aSendance	and	

exclusions)?*	

8.	What	is	your	experience	of	the	SEND	Panel	and	EHCP	processes	in	BF?	Do	you	have	any	part-;me	

placements	with	mainstream	schools	or	assessment	placements	where	a	pupil	does	not	yet	have	an	

EHCP?		

	*	-	linked	to	data	to	be	sent	through	beforehand	
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Appendix	3:	documentary	evidence	accessed	
Key:	

P	=	policy	or	strategy;			 F	=	financial;		 S	=	SEND;		 R	=	BFC	report;	 D	=	other;	

Sc	=	school	documents	

	

Document	
number	 Document	 Content	

Date	
received	/	
accessed	

D	1	 LAIT	stat	neighbours	tool	 Downloaded	by	team	 20/06/2016	

D	2	 binfield-learning-village-

exhibi;on-boards.pdf	

Overview	of	new	free	school	 Jul-16	

D	3	 SEND	Public	Health	Needs	

Assessment	2016_BFC.docx	

Final	drad	of	SEND	needs	analysis	from		BF	

Public	Health	

June-16	

D	4	 BFC	Services	to	Schools	Customer	

Sa;sfac;on	Survey	2015	

Summary	of	responses	from	schools	about	the	

contracted	services	from	BFC	

Jul-16	

F	1	 HN	Pupil	tops	up	in	BF	

Mainstream	Schools	16-17.xls	

Individual	top-up	payments	budget	for	BF	

mainstream	schools	2016-17	

31/05/2016	

F2	 HN	Pupil	tops	up	in	BF	

Mainstream	Schools	15-16.xls	

individual	top-up	payments	budget	for	BF	

mainstream	schools	2015-16	

31/05/2016	

F3	 pre+16+non-lea+15-16+	 Individual	list	&	payments	of	NMSS	up	to	age	

16	2015-16	(v3	includes	our	graphed	analyses)	

31/05/2016	

F4	 post+16+non-lea+15-16+	 Individual	list	&	schools	&	actual	payments	of	

NMSS	post	16	2015-16	(v2	includes	our	

graphical	analyses)	

31/05/2016	

F5	 BF	Centrally	Managed	HNB	

budgets	-	v5	June	2016	

Detailed	financial	breakdown	of	HNFB	for	

2015-16	&	16-17	incl	detailed	LA	breakdown	

(2	versions)	

28/06/2016	

F6	 HN	Pupil	top-ups	for	BF	pupils	on	

roll	OLA	Establishments	15-16.xls	

Top-ups	by	indiv	&	school	for	BF	pupils	in	

other	LA	schools	2015-16	

16/06/2016	

F7	 HN	Pupil	top-ups	for	BF	pupils	on	

roll	OLA	Establishments	16-17	

Top-ups	by	indiv	&	school	for	BF	pupils	in	

other	LA	schools	2016-17	

16/06/2016	

F8	 a.	LA	funding	data_AWPU	2015-

16	

b.	sta;s;cal+neighbours+15-

16+awpu+rates+and+ra;o.xls	

Data	from	finance	about	compara;ve	levels	of	

per	pupil	funding	in	BFC	

Jun-16	

F9	 pre+16+non-lea+15-16+v2.xlsx	 2015-16	complete	expenditure	on	OOA	places	

for	up	to	year	11/12.	

Jun-16	

F	10	 Summary	of	pupil	top-ups	in	BFC	

HN	resources	16-17.xls	

Per	pupil	payments	to	resource	bases	at	

mainstream	schools	2016-17	

Jun-16	
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F	11	 BFC	SEND	mainstream	Cost	

Codes_bands.pdf	

Cost	coding	for	top-ups	for	mainstream	

schools	

31/05/2016	

F12	 Summary	of	pupil	top-ups	in	BFC	

HN	resources	15-16.xls	

		 Jul-16	

P1	 BFC	Direct	Payments	Policy.pdf	 		 Jul-16	

P2	 BFC	EHCP	Transfer	Process	

Guidance	for	Schools.pdf	

		 31/05/2016	

P3	 BFC	ehcp-thresholds	guidance	

Sept14.pdf	

Guidance	for	schools	about	the	local	EHCP	

processes	

17/05/2016	

P4	 BFC	Personal	Budgets	policy	

Jan16.doc	

		 Jul-16	

P5	 BFC	Post	16	Transport	Policy	

2016-17	V2.0	FINAL.pdf	

		 Jul-16	

P6	 BFC	SEN	Educa;on	Transport	

Policy	16-17.pdf	

		 Jul-16	

P7	 BFC	Family	Info	SEND-support-

school-leaflet.pdf	

		 May-16	

P8	

BFC	Approaching	Adulthood:	

policy	and	procedure	

Joint	policy	&	procedures	for	ASCHH	&	CYPL	

about	14	to	25	transfer	

01/08/2016	

P9	 BFC	cypl-commissioning-

framework-2013-16.pdf	

CYPP	statement	on	approaches	to	joint	

commissioning		

Jun-16	

R1	 BF	SEN	working	group	-	update	

report	Q4	FINAL	received	July16	

Report	to	CS	DMT	about	SEND	finances	2015-

16	

13/07/2016	

R2	 BF	SchoolsForum	2016-17	

Funding	Alloca;ons	report	March	

2016	

Report	to	Schools	Forum	incl	HNFB	proposed	

budget	for	2016-17	

Apr-16	

R3		 BFC	School	Places	Plan	2015	-	

2020	

Report	se5ng	out	developments	to	meet	

projected	demand	for	school	places	

Apr-16	

R4	 BFC	mins	March	2016	Schools	

Forum_incl	HNFB.pdf	

Schools	Forum	papers	about	funding	plans	for	

the	year	ahead	

May-16	

R5	 Update	(for	Schools	Forum)	on	

cost	pressures	being	experienced	

on	suppor;ng	high	needs	pupils	

&	proposals	for	the	2015-16	

budget	

Outline	of	cost	pressures	under	new	SEND	

Code	of	Prac;ce,	proposal	to	release	funds	to	

set	up	The	Rise	&	to	transfer	£1.9M	from	DSG	

to	HNFB	

Jul-16	

R6	 BFC	SEN	working	group	-	update	

Q2	

Update	to	DMT	about	working	group's	

progress	to	address	HNFB	financial	pressures	

Jul-16	

R7	 BFC	SEN	working	group	-	update	

Q3	

Update	to	DMT	about	working	group's	

progress	to	address	HNFB	financial	pressures	

Jul-16	
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R8	 BF	SEN	working	group	-	update	

report	Q4	FINAL	received	July16	

Update	to	DMT	about	working	group's	

progress	to	address	HNFB	financial	pressures	

Jul-16	

R9	 Children,	Young	People	&	

Learning.	Service	Plan,	April	2015	

–	March	2016	

Director’s	summary	of	Dept	of	CYPL’s	

performance	during	the	year.	

Jul	-	16	

S1	 BF	Q1	2016-17	Lilic	Book	Data	 Lilac	book	return	for	EHCP	conversions	 13/07/2016	

S2	 BFC	SEN	Funding	Indiv	YP	Dataset	

update	

List	of	all	EHCP/statements	by	school	&	

primary	need	-	updated	June2016	

05/07/2016	

S3	 BFC	SEND	EHCP	Base	Sheets	

2010-16	-	Updated	LDA	

EHCP/S	data	by	primary	need	over	2011-16	-	

Jan16	census	update	

05/07/2016	

S4	 Berks_sensory_consor;um_contr

act.pdf	

Berks	sensory	consor;um	contract	 July-16	

S5	 SEN	Team	Structure	2016-17	

structure	v6	

Team	structure	map	 Jun-16	

S6	 BFC	SEND	leaver_NEET	data	

Virtual	School	

Leavers	informa;on	about	those	with	SEND	 Jun-16	

S7	 SALT_contract_BHFT_signed.pdf	 Contract	with	BHFT	for	SALT	2013-16	 Jul-16	

S8	 TASS_S4L	SLA	charges	2016-17	 Charges	for	the	Support	for	Learning	service	 Jul-16	

S9	 BFC	SEND	HNS	template	

FE_post16.xlsx	

Templates	for	EHCP	provision	mapping	

provided	to	colleges/schools	by	SEND	team	

31/05/2016	

S10	 Staffing_Support	for	Learning	 Staff	family	tree	 Jul-16	

S11	 support-for-learning-SLA.pdf	 Services	delivered	as	part	of	the	school	SLA	

from	Support	for	Learning	

Jul-16	

S12	 BFC	support-for-learning-costed-

addi;onal-packages.pdf	

Cos;ngs	for	schools	of	addi;onal	packages	

that	can	be	bought	in	

Jul-16	

S13	 ASSC	SLA	2016.docx	 Drad	service	spec	for	ASSC	service	 Apr-16	

S14	 BerkshireFE	cost	analysis	

Report_201015	v1.pdf	

Copy	received	from	SEND	manager.	Part	of	

review	of	place	costs	at	FE	colleges	across	

Berkshire	

May-16	

S15	 BFC-conversion-to-EHCP-

plan2014.pdf	

Transi;on	plan	for	conversion	of	statements	

to	EHCPs	in	BF	

31/05/2016	

		 		 		 		

Sc1	 Top-up	Funding	for	all	pupils	in	

Kennel	Lane	16-17.xls	

		 		

Sc2	 College	Hall	Budget	2015-16.xls	 		 		
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Sc3	 College	Hall	Budget	2016-17	 		 		

Sc4	 KL	Top-up	Funding	14-15	 		 		

Sc5	 KL	top-up+funding_15-16.xls	 		 		

Sc6	 KLS	band	descriptors	2014.pdf	 		 		

Sc7	 4.3	KL	staff	FTE	role	July	16	 		 		

Sc8	 1.	KL	School	Context	Autumn	

2015.docx	

		 		

Sc9	 2.2	KL	attendance	data	

(incomplete).xlsx	

		 		

Sc10	 3.1	KL	Nos	in	each	year	

group.xlsx	

		 		

Sc11	 3.2	KL	Range	of	Needs	Across	

School.xlsx	

		 		

Sc12	 3.3	KL	Anonymised	Class	List	-	

June	2016.xlsx	

		 		

Sc13	 4.1	KL	SLT	organisational	chart	

April	16.doc	

		 		

Sc14	 4.2	KL	Staff	Role	FTE	June	16.xlsx	 		 		

Sc15	 6.	KL	15-16,	16-17	budget	

information.xls	

		 		

Sc16	 2.1	KL	Data	Report	2014-2015	V3	

Governors.doc	

		 		

Sc17	 5.	KL	Provision	Mapping	

Headings.docx	

		 		

Sc18	 2016-17	High	Needs	Resource	

Rise	Garth	Hill	

		 		

Sc19	 Kennel	Lane	Ofsted	Nov15.pdf	 		 		

Sc20	 Chilworth	Early	placement	

discount	letter	2016	

		 		

Sc21	 Chilworth	OFSTED	2012.PDF	 		 		

Sc22	 Chilworth-House-School-info-

sheet.pdf	

		 		

Sc23	 GHC	Reading	group	

interventions.docx	

		 		

Sc24	 GHC	SEF.docx	 		 		

Sc25	 GHC	SEN	and	Inclusion	policy	

2015.doc	

		 		

Sc26	 GHC	SEN	Case	Studies	2016.docx	 		 		

Sc27	 GHC	SEND	report.docx	 		 		
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Sc28	 2016-17	High	Needs	Resource	

Rise	Garth	Hill	

Budget	for	financial	year	places	 		

Sc29	 Interview	Schools	Website	Info	

SEND	

		 		

Sc30	 Local	Offer	Garth	Hill	College		 		 		

Sc31	 KLS	band	descriptors	2014.pdf	 Band	descriptors	used	with	KL	with	top-ups	/	

assessing	need	

		

Sc32	 College	Hall	3	years	academic	

data	

		 		

Sc33	 College	Hall	Attendance	Analysis	

2013	-16	

		 		

Sc34	 College	Hall	context	data	2013-16	 		 		

Sc35	 College	Hall	Exclusion	Analysis	

2013-16	

		 		

Sc36	 College	Hall	OFSTED	Dec14.pdf	 		 		

Sc37	 College	Hall	Outreach	data	 		 		

Sc38	 College	Hall	Pen	Portraits	 		 		

Sc39	 College	Hall	Staffing	Structure	-	

Summer	Term	16	

		 		

Sc40	 College	Hall	student	risk	factors	

June	2016	anon	
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Appendix	4:	HNFB	Review	materials	–	terms	of	reference,	reviewer	biographies	and	
detailed	timeline	

INVITATION	TO	TENDER	DOCUMENT	

	

RFQ	Reference:	 HNB	funding	review	 Issue	Date:	 11/03/2016	

Brief	Description:	 Independent	review	of	the	use	of	the	High	Needs	Funding	Block	including	

SEND	provision	in	Bracknell	Forest.	

	

To	Contractor:	 	
Representative	 E-Mail	 Telephone	 Fax	(Optional)	
	 	 	 	

	

You	are	invited	to	quote	your	best	price(s)	and	delivery	date(s)	for	the	items	detailed	below.			

Please	return	to	the	nominated	Council	Representative	at	the	Issuing	Office	below	by	email.			

Your	quotation	should	reach	the	Council	on	or	before	10	am	Tuesday	29th	March	2016.		
	

The	Contractor	understands	and	agrees	that	any	contract	resulting	from	this	RFQ	shall	be	subject	to	Bracknell	

Forest	 Borough	 Council	 Standard	 Conditions	 of	 Contract:	 Orders.	 (Copies	 available	 from	

http://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sellingtothecouncil	 then	 download	 from	 the	 Documents	 section	 or	 on	

request),	subject	also	to	any	Instructions	to	Contractor	detailed	above	and	any	specification	provided.			

Unless	otherwise	agreed	and	detailed	specifically	in	the	order,	payment	will	be	made	within	30	days	of	receipt	

and	agreement	of	invoices	following	satisfactory	completion	and/or	acceptance	of	the	items.	

	

Issuing	Office:	 BRACKNELL	FOREST	BOROUGH	COUNCIL	

Times	Square	

Market	Street	

Bracknell	

RG42	1YJ	
Representative	 E-Mail	 Telephone	
Christine	McInnes	 christine.mcinnes@bracknell-forest.gov.uk	

	

01344352000		

	

Background	
Bracknell	Forest	has	39	schools,	of	which		

	

_ six	are	secondary	(one	with	a	newly	opened	Autistic	Spectrum	Disorder	resource	base	and	the	

Academy	hosts	an	integrated	Specific	Learning	Difficulties	unit),		

_ 31	are	primary	phase	schools	(one	with	an	Early	Years	ASD	unit,	one	with	a	resource	base	run	by	the	

special	school,	one	with	a	Speech	and	Language	Therapy	resource	and	six	running	nurture	groups),		

_ one	is	a	special	school	EY	to	KS5	and		

_ one	is	a	secondary	Pupil	Referral	Unit.		

	

Pupils	with	special	needs	are	placed	in	a	variety	of	educational	provision	outside	of	the	borough	and	this	

pattern	continues	with	post-16	provision	resulting	in	a	significant	cost	pressure.	
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Benchmarking	against	other	SE	region	LAs	shows	Bracknell	Forest	has	a	higher	than	average	percentage	of	

pupils	with	statements/EHCP	for	the	region	and	substantial	difference	to	some	other	unitary	authorities	

although	the	trend	is	downward.		

	

Key	Stage	/	

Age	

Resource	

Placements	

Maintained	

Special	

Placements	

Independent	

Specialist	

Provision	

Cost	£m	

(excluding	

transport)	

1	 2	 4	 4	 £0.221m	

2	 1	 3	 14	 £0.550m	

3	 2	 16	 21	 £1.024m	

4	 3	 11	 34	 £1.583m	

Age	16-19	 0	 11	 19	 £1.186m	

Age	20+	 0	 0	 10	 £0.405m	

Total	 8	 45	 102	 £4.970m	
	

Changing	needs	
Data	shows	an	acute	pressure	in	relation	to	ASD	needs	(as	evidenced	by	CAMHS	waiting	list	for	diagnosis	and	

feedback	from	headteachers	about	the	paucity	of	specialist	commissioned	services	to	support	pupils	both	

pre	and	post-	diagnosis),	there	is	a	cohort	of	PMLD	children	currently	attending	the	local	special	school	who	

will	require	specialist	post-18	provision	in	the	next	two	years	which	presently	would	require	costly	out	of	

borough	provision.		

	

Requirements		
An	independent	review	is	being	commissioned	to	assess	and	make	recommendations	on	

_ current	effective	SEND,	Targeted	Services	and	externally	commissioned	service	provision	which	

should	continue	

_ emerging	and	future	pupil	and	student	demands		

_ improving	the	alignment	of	current	service	provision	(including	commissioned	services)	to	current	

demand,	identifying	the	potential	for	savings	

_ the	development	of	new	ways	of	working	and	service	provision	to	meet	emerging	and	future	needs	

funded	from	savings		

and	to	reflect	recommendations	in	the	development	of	a	draft	Bracknell	Forest	SEND	strategy.		

	

Areas	for	consideration	
1. To	assess	if	the	current	SEND	funding	system	in	the	range	of	maintained	education	provision,	meets	

needs,	delivers	effective	outcomes	and	value	for	money		

2. Identify	existing	good	practice	and	make	recommendations	on	improvements	in	SEND	processes	and	

funding	allocation	specifically	the	SEN	panel	process	which	considers	whether	or	not	pupils	should	

be	given	an	Education,	Health	and	Care	Plan	and	the	current	base	funding	and	bandings	used	to	

agree	top	up	funding	

3. Analyse	the	use	of	funding	in		

_ a	20%	sample	of	mainstream	schools,		

_ the	local	special	school	and	one	other	comparable	special	school	where	BF	places	pupils	

_ two	post-18	providers	

_ the	secondary	PRU	
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and	benchmark	against	schools	and	providers	that	the	review	team	consider	have	good	practice;	

collect	and	analyse	the	views	of	a	focus	group	of	key	stakeholders	including	parents/carers	about	the	

provision	

4. Analyse	the	evidence	base	for	the	model	used	in	some	LAs	of	devolving	a	higher	level	of	funding	to	

schools	(sometimes	to	geographic	school	clusters)	to	meet	SEND	needs	prior	to	the	formal	EHCP	

processes	and	comment	on	the	desirability	of	this	approach	in	BF.	

5. Analyse	the	existing	LA	wide	provision	against	current	and	projected	needs	and	make	

recommendations	on		

- how	mainstream	provision	could	be	developed	to	better	meet	needs	

- the	best	use	of	existing	specialist	provision		

- the	scope	for	re-directing	resources	into	additional	specialist	provision	locally	in	the	medium	and	

long	term.	

	

The	intention	is	to	conduct	the	review	during	the	summer	term	2016,	with	a	final	report	available	at	the	end	

of	September	2016	so	that	the	findings	and	recommendations	can	inform	budget	planning	for	the	2017-18	

financial	year.		

	

Governance	
Governance	will	be	through	three	interim	reports	to	the	Director’s	Management	Team	

- April	-	project	plans,	intentions,	timelines	

- June	-	update	on	progress,	emerging	findings	

- August	-	draft	report	for	comment	

- September	–	final	report.	

	
A	Project	Board	will	meet	monthly	with	the	team	to	monitor	progress,	guide,	advise	and	support	the	work	

and	consider	the	findings.	The	Project	Board	will	include	representation	from	SEN,	targeted	services	and	

finance.	

	

Updates	on	progress	will	be	reported	to	Schools	Forum	through	the	Head	of	Finance	report	and	to	the	

Director’s	meeting	with	Headteachers.		

Following	consideration	of	the	recommendations	arising	from	the	review,	the	LA	will	formulate	proposals	for	

consultation	with	key	stakeholders	to	agree	on	future	use	of	the	High	Needs	Block.	

Day	to	day	management	of	the	project	will	be	through	the	Head	of	Targeted	Services.	

	

Outputs	
_ A	report	which	describes	the	process,	the	evidence	base	and	makes	recommendations	on	points	1-5	

above	

_ A	draft	SEND	strategy	reflecting	the	recommendations	made.	

	

Expectations	of	the	contractor	
We	are	seeking	the	following	expertise	to	be	represented	in	the	team	

- Headteacher	with	successful	leadership	experience	of	both	mainstream	and	SEND	provision	

- LA	officer	with	experience	of	managing	at	least	one	SEND	service.	

Selection	process	
Your	quotation	should	reach	the	Council	on	or	before	10	am	Tuesday	29th	March	2016.		
Contractors	will	be	informed	by	the	evening	of	Tuesday	29th	if	they	being	invited	to	interview.		
Interviews	will	be	held	on	Friday	1st	April	in	Bracknell	and	will	include	a	10	minute	presentation	on	What	value	
will	you	add	to	the	review	process?	
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TIMELINE	

Ac;vity	 Descrip;on		 Proposed	date	 Delivery	date	

1. 	 Drading	of	Project	Ini;a;on	Document	and	project	

;meline	completed	and	submiSed.	

6
th
	May	 6

th
	May		

2. 	 Project	Ini;a;on	Document	signed	off	by	Bracknell	Forest	

Council	commissioning	officers	

13
th
	May	 13

th
	May	

3. 	 Nomina;on	and	agreement	with	mainstream	and	special	

schools	to	take	part	in	the	review	

13
th
	May	 13

th
	May	

4. 	 Sign	off	ques;ons	and	communica;ons	for	schools	survey	 13
th
	May	 18

th
	May	

5. 	 No;fica;on	to	Chrow	Solu;ons	of	finance	and	data	officers	

to	support	the	review	

13
th
	May	 20

th
	May	

6. 	 First	HT	reference	group	&	visit	to	school	 16
th
	May	 16

th
	May	

7. 	 List	of	SEND	data	(LA	&	school-level)	requested	 20
th
	May		 20

th
	May	

8. 	 Nomina;on	and	agreement	with	a	post-16	provider	and	an	

out-of-area	special	school	to	take	part	in	the	review.	

20
th
	May		 31

st
	May	

9. 	 Consulta;on	mee;ng	with	parents	of	children	with	SEND	

Delayed	due	to	;me	availability	in	mee;ngs	of	the	
Bracknell	Parents	Dialogue	Group	

w/c	23
rd
	May	 5

th
	July	

10. 	 Close	online	survey	

Delayed	to	allow	for	reminders	and	late	responses	
27

th
	May	 8

th
	June	

11. 	 Receipt	of	first	tranche	of	data	from	BFC	 27
th
	May	 27

th
	May	

12. 	 Interviews	with	mainstream	schools	 w/c	13th	June	 15
th
	June	

13. 	 Cut	off	for	remaining	data	from	BFC	 17
th
	June	 21

st
	July	

14. 	 Second	HT	reference	group	&	visit	to	school	 20
th
	June	 20

th
	June	

15. 	 Visit	to	post-16	provider	&	out-of-area	special	school	 w/c	20
th
	June	 School	–	22

nd
	

June;	FE	

College	–	12
th
	

July	

16. 	 Focus	groups	with	health	/	social	care	/	vol	sector	

Delayed	to	consult	on	emerging	themes	
w/c	27

th
	June	 w/c	3

rd
	Oct	

17. 	 Emerging	themes	presenta;on	to	Project	Board	 12
th
	July	 12

th
	July	

18. 	 Feedback	on	emerging	themes	from	BFC	 15
th
	July	 20

th
	July	

19. 	 Proposal	to	allow	for	short	extension	of	review	to	allow	for	

delays	in	accessing	certain	data	

10
th
	Aug	 10

th
	Aug	
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20. 	 Wri;ng	drad	report	 Through	Aug	/	

early	Sept	

End	of	Sept	

21. 	 Presenta;on	of	recommenda;ons	and	elements	of	drad	

report	

20
th
	Sept	 20

th
	Sept	

22. 	 Third	HT	Reference	Group		 27
th
	Sept	 27

th
	Sept		

23. 	 Feedback	on	drad	recommenda;ons	received	 30
th
	Sept	 30

th
	Sept	

24. 	 Final	HNFB	review	report	and	drad	SEND	Strategy	 14
th
	Oct	 14

th
	Oct	

	

The	specific	items	to	be	delivered	from	the	Review	are:	

_ An	interim	presenta;on	of	emerging	themes	and	issues.	

_ A	final	report	and	recommenda;ons	for	a	future	funding	system	across	Bracknell	Forest	to	

achieve	improved	outcomes	and	beSer	value	for	money.	

_ A	drad	SEND	policy	for	Bracknell	Forest.	

Outputs	include:	

_ Project	Ini;a;on	Document	–	signed	off	by	Project	Board	

_ Framework	for	case	studies	and	an	SEND	strategy	

_ SEND	survey	for	schools	and	one	for	parents	/	carers	

_ Findings	from	the	SEND	surveys	

_ Three	case	studies	of	prac;ce	from	local	authori;es;	the	proposed	focus	for	these	is:		

o a	local	approach	to	traded	SEND	support,	

o local	area	where	high	needs	funding	is	not	aSached	to	an	EHCP	and		

o case	examples	of	funding	arrangements	in	specialist	provision.	

REVIEWER	BIOGRAPHIES	

a.	Kate	East	–	EducaTon	Consultant	
Kate	has	over	25	years’	experience	of	delivering	educa;on,	social	care	and	public	health	

programmes	in	both	the	public	and	the	private	sector.	She	has	demonstrable	abili;es	to	operate	not	

only	at	a	strategic	board/senior	officer	level	within	local	authori;es	but	also	as	a	leader	within	the	

private	sector	of	educa;on	services	and	contracts.		

Her	excellent	track	record	involves	delivering	posi;ve	impact	through	se5ng	strategy,	implemen;ng	

change	and	ensuring	high	levels	of	stakeholder	engagement	–	working	as	a	senior	local	authority	

leader	and	external	consultant	at	DfE,	DH	and	Public	Health	England.	Working	as	Head	of	Educa;on,	

for	Mouchel	Management	Consultancy	she	led	contracts	with	local	authori;es	and	central	

government,	including	ensuring	quality	delivery	on	new	academies	and	free	school	projects	for	the	

DfE,	together	with	school	improvement	and	project	management.		

Kate	is	a	Chartered	Psychologist,	HCPC	approval,	Member	of	Bri;sh	Psychological	Society	and	Royal	

Society	of	Medicine.			
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b.	Chris	Owen	–	Children	and	Young	People’s	Specialist	
Chris	has	over	twenty	years’	experience	as	a	service	leader	and	programme	manager	across	health,	

educa;on	and	local	authori;es.	He	has	a	proven	track	record	of	leading	and	delivering	innova;ve	

projects	and	working	across	different	sectors.	Chris	has	delivered	measurable	improvement	for	

children	and	young	people	at	local,	regional	and	na;onal	level	and	many	of	these	successes	have	

been	built	on	cross-sector	partnerships	that	he	has	developed	and	oden	have	schools	at	their	heart.	

He	has	a	strong	children	and	young	people’s	health	and	educa;on	knowledge	base	and	excellent	

abili;es	to	communicate	with	professional	and	community	audiences.		

Currently	he	is	suppor;ng	change	projects	and	strategy	development	to	improve	children	and	

young	people’s	mental	health	and	provision	for	those	with	ASD.	He	led	the	ini;a;on	and	

development	of	England’s	first	health	research	network	for	schools	and	universi;es,	overseeing	the	

transfer	of	its	hos;ng	to	a	charity,	the	Anna	Freud	Centre.	Prior	to	working	for	UCL	Partners,	he	was	

a	senior	consultant	for	Mouchel,	and	provided	leadership	consultancy	to	the	Na;onal	Healthy	

Schools	programme	and	advisory	support	to	local	authori;es.	

c.	Mark	Vickers	–	Director,	Olive	EducaTon	
As	Headteacher	of	Manhood	Community	College	from	2005	to	2009,	Mark	led	its	transforma;on	

from	a	school	placed	in	special	measures	(November	2004)	to	a	thriving,	over-subscribed	school	

described	by	Ofsted	in	2008	as	a	“good	and	rapidly	improving	community	college.”	All	subsequent	

inspec;ons	that	Mark	has	been	involved	in	as	a	consultant	have	had	either	‘good’	or	‘outstanding’	

outcomes.		

Mark’s	passion	for	helping	young	people	develop	their	own	strategies	for	suppor;ng	each	other	has	

led	to	him	advising	numerous	other	secondary	schools	and	PRU’s	in	London	and	the	South-East	over	

the	last	five	years.	He	now	also	works	with	the	Na;onal	Children’s	Bureau	(NCB)	to	help	develop	

their	strategies	for	suppor;ng	and	working	with	young	people.	

Mark’s	work	with	PRU’s	and	alterna;ve	providers	across	the	South-East	has	ensured	that	

improvements	have	been	secured	in	a	range	of	challenging	and	complex	contexts.	Mark	has	

supported	strategic	leaders	and	staff	to	implement	the	changes	required.	This	work	has	included	

leading	a	reviews	of	alterna;ve	educa;on	in	local	authori;es	as	well	as	being	a	member	of	the	

London’s	Councils’	‘Back	on	Track’	Advisory	Group.	

Mark	also	works	as	a	School	Improvement	Partner	and	consultant	in	West	Sussex,	Islington,	Camden	

and	Waltham	Forest.	He	combines	this	work	with	being	the	Chair	of	the	PSHE	Associa;on	and	a	

governor	at	Chichester	College.		

TERMS	OF	REFERENCE	FOR	HEADTEACHERS	REFERENCE	GROUP	AND	HNFB	PROJECT	BOARD	

Headteachers	Reference	Group:	
Terms	of	Reference	

1. Overall	Purpose	of	
Group	

To	inform	the	process	of	the	High	Needs	Funding	Block	Review.	

To	act	as	champions	of	and	cri;cal	friends	for	the	review.		
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2. Specific	ObjecTves	
/	Scope	

The	focus	of	the	three	mee;ngs	will	be:	

_ Percep;ons	and	views	of	the	current	SEND	system	in	Bracknell	

Forest	

_ Comment	and	discussion	on	emerging	themes	

_ Review	and	discussion	of	drad	recommenda;ons	

3. Accountable	To	 The	Chief	Officer	for	Achievement	and	Learning			

4. ReporTng	 None.	

5. Chair		 Ian	Dixon,	Head	of	Targeted	Support	

6. Members	 6	-	8	headteachers	or	senior	leaders:	Liz	Cook	(Easthampstead	Park	

School),	Chani	Morris	(Garth	Hill	College),	Andrea	de	Bunsen	(Kennel	

Lane	School),	AntoineSe	Butler-Willis	(Crown	Wood	Primary	School),	

Michael	Dillon	(Birch	Hill	Primary	School),	Karen	Davies	(Whitegrove	

Primary	School),	Lee	Parsons	(Meadow	Vale	Primary	School),	Marion	

Bent	(College	Hall).	

Ian	Dixon	from	BFC.	

Members	of	the	HNFB	Review	team.	

7. Minutes/Notes	 Informal	notes	are	kept	from	each	mee;ng	to	inform	the	Review.	No	

formal	record	will	be	kept	or	circulated	

8. ConfidenTality	 Any	points	in	the	final	report	drawn	from	specific	comments	will	be	

anonymised	or	checked	with	the	individual	before	being	ascribed	to	

them.	

9. Frequency	 Three	mee;ngs	during	the	period	of	the	Review:	May,	June	and	

September.	

10. Lifespan	of	Group	 For	the	dura;on	of	the	project	(un;l	the	end	of	Sept	2016).	
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HNFB	Review	Project	Board	
Terms	of	Reference	

1. Overall	Purpose	of	
Group	

To	monitor	progress	with	the	delivery	of	the	agreed	deliverables	

against	the	;meline	as	stated	in	the	PID	

2. Specific	ObjecTves	
/	Scope	

Provide	strategic	overview,	insight	and	informa;on	to	the	project	

Monitor	the	progress	of	the	project	and	that	risks	are	being	dealt	with	

Ensure	that	the	project	delivers	on	;me	and	provides	the	agreed	

deliverables.	

3. Accountable	To	 The	Chief	Officer	Achievement	and	Learning.		

4. ReporTng	 Monitoring	of	progress	with	the	project.	

Risk	and	issues	register.	

Comment	on	project	reports.	

5. Chair	and	other	
roles	

Ian	Dixon,	Head	of	Targeted	Services	

6. Members	 Head	of	SEN,	Head	of	Finance	and	Head	of	Targeted	Services	

	

7. Quorum	 Non-vo;ng	group.	

8. Minutes/Notes	 Notes	are	kept	from	each	mee;ng,	including	the	recording	of	key	

decisions.		

9. ConfidenTality	 Financial	and	performance	informa;on	will	be	discussed	and	

presented	and	is	to	be	kept	within	the	group,	un;l	ader	the	final	

report	is	accepted.	

10. Frequency	 6	weekly.	

11. Lifespan	of	Group	 For	the	dura;on	of	the	project	(un;l	the	end	of	Sept	2016).	
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Appendix	5:	Bracknell	Forest	Banding	Frameworks	for	SEND	Top-Ups.	

A.	TOP-UP	CODES	FOR	MAINSTREAM	SCHOOLS	
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B.	TOP-UP	BANDS	FOR	KENNEL	LANE	SCHOOL	

There	are	band	descriptors	for	less	complex	SEND	set	out	in	Bands	1	–	3	but	the	school	does	not	

receive	top-up	payments	for	those	pupils.	

Funding	levels:	

Band	4	=	£12,372	per	pupil	per	year.	

Band	5	=	£25,414	per	pupil	per	year.	
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Appendix	6:	DfE	/	OFSTED	SEND	Proposed	Dataset	
Learning	outcomes	for	children	and	young	people:	
%	good	level	of	development	(EYFS)	–	pupils	on	SEN	support	 	

%	good	level	of	development	(EYFS)	–	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

Achievement	of	KS2	level	4	/	na;onal	expecta;on	for	pupils	on	SEN	support	

Op;on	to	break	down	by	maths,	reading	&	wri;ng	
	

Achievement	of	KS2	level	4	/	na;onal	expecta;on	for	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	

Op;on	to	break	down	by	maths,	reading	&	wri;ng	
	

GCSE	5	A*	-	C	(inc	E	&	M)	for	pupils	on	SEN	support	 	

GCSE	5	A*	-	C	(inc	E	&	M)	for	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

GCSE	5	A*	-	G	for	pupils	on	SEN	support	 	

GCSE	5	A*	-	G	for	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

%	E	Bacc	for	pupils	on	SEN	support	 	

%	E	Bacc	for	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

Absence	rates	for	pupils	on	SEN	support	 	

Absence	rates	for	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

FP	exclusion	rate	–	SEN	support	 	

FP	exclusion	rate	–	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

Permanent	exclusion	rates		-	SEN	support		 	

Permanent	exclusion	rates	–	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

	 	

	

PreparaTon	for	adulthood:	
%	19	year	olds	qualified	to	level	2,	including	Eng	&	maths	–	on	SEN	support	 	

%	19	year	olds	qualified	to	level	2,	including	Eng	&	maths	–	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

%	19	year	olds	qualified	to	level	3	–	on	SEN	support	 	

%	19	year	olds	qualified	to	level	3	–	with	ENCP	/	statement	 	

%	of	KS4	on	SEN	support	in	educa;on,	employment	&	training	1	year	later	 	

%	of	KS4	with	EHCP	/	statement	in	educa;on,	employment	&	training	1	year	later	 	

%	of	KS5	on	SEN	support	in	educa;on,	employment	&	training	1	year	later	 	

%	of	KS	5	with	EHCP	/	statement	in	educa;on,	employment	&	training	1	year	later	 	

(per	100,000	popula;on)	number	of	young	adults	(18	–	25)	with	SEND	whose	long	

term	support	needs	are	met	by	admission	to	residen;al	/	nursing	home	care	
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Demographic	/	census	informaTon	(by	LA	&	by	school	by	primary	need	by	gender	by	ethnicity	by	
age)		
(school	census)	
Number	&	%	pupils	on	SEN	support	 	

Number	&	%	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

Number	&	%	pupils	on	SEN	support	who	are	looked	ader	 	

Number	&	%	pupils	with	EHCP	/	statement	who	are	looked	ader	 	

	 	

	

Demographic	–	LA	level	informaTon	
	
SEND	–	S251	ouSurn	weekly	unit	costs	(approx.)	 	

%	children	in	need	with	EHCP	/	statement	 	

%	children	in	need	on	SEN	support	 	

Number	of	personal	budgets	taken	up	 	

Statements	to	be	converted	to	EHCP	–	Sept	2014	baseline	&	March	2016	 	

Propor;on	new	EHCPs	issued	within	20	weeks	(inc	exemp;ons	&	excluding	

exemp;ons)	
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