YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
MEETING
FRIDAY 5TH JULY 2019 – 9.00am – 12.00pm
in the Cerialis Room – SO10 – West Offices
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YORK SCHOOLS FORUM – MEMBERSHIP 2018/19 – FROM JUNE 2019

Schools
members: 13

Name

Term of office – three
years in all cases

Debbie Glover (Poppleton Road Primary)

04/04/17 – 03/04/20

Dee Patton-Statham (St George’s Primary) (VA/VC
rep)

10/09/18 – 09/09/21

Jenny Rogers (Copmanthorpe Primary)
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Di Gomery (Governor representative)

04/09/18 – 03/09/21

John Tomsett (Huntington School)

14/06/19 – 13/06/22

Trevor Burton (South Bank Multi Academy Trust)

19/09/16 – 18/09/19

Brian Crosby (Hope Learning Trust)

01/01/18 – 31/12/20

Andrew Daly (Pathfinder Multi Academy Trust)

20/03/17 – 19/03/20

Richard Ludlow(Ebor Academy Trust)

01/01/18 – 31/12/20

Lorna Savage (South York Multi Academy Trust)

01/01/18 – 31/12/20

One special school member

Adam Booker (Applefields Special School)

01/06/17 – 31/05/20

One maintained nursery school member

Claire Rigden

01/01/18 – 31/12/20

One PRU member

Tricia Head

01/12/17 – 31/11/20

One 16-19 representative

TBC
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Helen Gration

Three maintained (including VA and VC)
primary school members including a
governor representative
Maintained school / academy
representation to be reviewed
regularly to ensure compliance with
regulations.
Two maintained (including VA and VC)
secondary school members
Five academy members

Non-schools
members: 2

01/01/18 – 31/12/20

TOTAL
MEMBERS:
15
Invitees:

TOTAL
INVITEES: 5

Updated June 2019

15

Executive Member for Children, Young
People and Education / Appointed
Member

Cllr Ian Cuthbertson

Corporate Director of Children’s’
Services, Education and Skills

Amanda Hatton

Assistant Director, Education and Skills

Maxine Squire

Head of Finance

Richard Hartle
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CITY OF YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
Minutes of the Schools Forum held on Thursday 9th May 2019 at 1.00pm
Attendance list:
Members:
Trevor Burton
Adam Booker
Debbie Glover
Tricia Head
Richard Ludlow
Dee Patton-Statham
Jenny Rogers
Lorna Savage
Observers / Advisors:
Amanda Hatton
Maxine Squire
Richard Hartle
Mark Ellis
Laura Conkar

Academy Representative and Chair
Special School Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher Representative
Pupil Referral Unit Representative
Academy Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher Representative (VA)
Maintained Primary Representative
Academy Representative

Darren Kilburn

Corporate Director of Children, Education and Communities
Acting Director of Children, Education & Communities
Head of Finance, City of York Council
Head of School Services, City of York Council
ICT Client Manager, Information and Communication Technology,
City of York Council
IT Officer, Information and Communication Technology, City of
York Council
Principal Consultant, Policy – FarrPoint

Salli Radford

Head of Governor Services, Coordinator and Clerk

Lee Farrow

The meeting began at 1.13pm.
1.

Welcome
As the Chair was unavoidably delayed, the Vice-Chair welcomed everyone to the
meeting. Introductions were taken round the table.

2.

Apologies for absence
Apologies were received from Alison Birkinshaw – FE Representative, Andrew Daly –
Academy Representative, Di Gomery – Maintained Secondary Governor
Representative and Claire Rigden – Maintained Nursery Representative. Brian Crosby
– Academy Representative and Helen Gration – Early Years Sector Representative
were absent from the meeting.
It was noted that John Thompson – Head of Secondary and Skills, City of York Council
– was unable to attend and that Maxine Squire would present item 8.
Trevor Burton joined the meeting at 1.16pm.

3.

Membership update
Previously distributed. The update was noted.
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4.

Minutes of the York Schools Forum meeting of 4th February 2019
Previously distributed. The minutes of the meeting were agreed to be a true and
accurate record and were signed by the Chair.

5.

Action Plan and Matters Arising
Previously distributed. With reference to the action plan:
Point 1 – Completed. Update to be taken under item 9.
Point 2 – The Chair advised that the Secondary Headteachers’ Group would meet
week commencing 13th May and would consider the broadband contract.
Point 3 – The information was ready for circulation following the meeting.
Point 4 – The Chair advised that the Secondary Headteachers’ Group would confirm a
maintained secondary representative at their forthcoming meeting.
Matters Arising:
There were no matters arising.

6.

Broadband contract review update
Laura Conkar introduced Lee Farrow and Darren Kilburn to the meeting, providing
some context to the verbal update.
Darren Kilburn outlined the national picture, explaining that York had historically been
forward thinking in its engagement with broadband and that the city has invested to
ensure that schools are included in the development of infrastructure. Darren advised
that the school-specific programme was being used to bring connectivity into
communities and that current provision was ahead of access available in other parts of
the country.
Darren advised that the current contract for City of York and for Harrogate was coming
to an end, providing an opportunity to evolve the service. Darren further advised that
ideas were being included in the tender specification which would be taken to the
market in six to eight weeks to enable the contract to be awarded by the end of 2019.
It was noted that a competitive process was anticipated.
Darren advised that he was keen to hear thoughts and queries from schools.
Laura outlined the intention to support schools in moving to fibre and increased data
security. Laura tabled an outlined of the DfE’s Education Technology, Strategy
advising of the opportunities for schools to become innovators via an application
process.
In response to a question regarding the nature of innovation being encouraged, Laura
advised that the DfE was keen to establish systems to support specific groups within
the education sector, for example, the use of ICT to support and enable pupils with
SEND.
In response to a question regarding the deadline for schools to make a decision on the
contract and the availability of information on the removal of the funding subsidy by the
DfE, Laura advised that consultation with schools during 2018 had indicated that the
current contract would end in August 2019. Laura advised that costs were not yet
available but that a worst case scenario for schools had been based on the
maintenance of current cost levels. It was noted that indicative costs would be made
available during the tender process. Laura advised that the LA would need to know
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York Schools Forum Meeting – 9 May 2019
2

whether schools were moving away from the centralised infrastructure by September
2019.
In response to a further question regarding the availability of DSG funding for the
scheme, Richard Hartle confirmed that funding was guaranteed to March 2020 but was
unknown from this point. Richard advised that the DfE had indicated that the DSG
would be reduced incrementally in future years with LAs to be left to decide how to
manage this reduction. It was noted that the rate of decrease was not yet known.
The Chair explained that the information regarding notice requirements for schools
intending to step away from the contract would need to go to schools directly via the
Headteacher Bulletin and briefing.
In response to a question regarding the time period between September 2019 and
January 2020, Laura advised that an extension to the current contract had been
agreed to ensure continuity of service. The Forum asked Laura to updated
headteachers on this decision.
In response to a question regarding the proportion of the contract allocated to schools,
Darren advised that schools formed the largest pool of users based on bandwidth and
size of group. Darren further advised that bandwidth requirements were specific to
individual schools, with Laura advising that schools had a dedicated fibre ring which
was separate from the corporate ring.
In response to a question regarding the value and duration of the contract, Darren
advised that the length of the contract was dependent on discussion during the tender
process, with an estimated period of five to ten years. It was noted that the
specification was yet to be completed and considered by Legal Services. Darren
advised that similar contracts in other cities had values of £20M-£35M and included
opportunities to refresh and update services and technology throughout the term.
In response to a question regarding potential providers, Darren outlined the breadth of
providers including some domestic providers operating at large scale.
In response to a question regarding costs for the current year, Laura advised that there
would be two charging periods, September 2018 to March 2019 then April 2019 to
August 2019, with no price change. Laura advised that the period from September
2019 would need to be considered.
Laura tabled a briefing paper on the project as it related to schools.
In response to a question regarding the opportunity for representatives from schools
being asked to look at tenders and how this would be arranged, Darren advised that
input would be sought once the service specification had been written, adding that he
would like to engage stakeholders in signing-off the specification. Laura advised that
she was keen to work with a representative group and that she and Lee Farrow were
currently representing schools in the process. The Forum asked that a request for
representatives be sent to all headteachers. It was noted that Schools Forum papers
were made available to all Headteacher who could then make representations to
Forum members. Laura further advised that stakeholder engagement groups had
already been held with some sectors and could be arranged with schools.
Discussion followed, with the Forum noting the potentially technical nature of the
specification and the option to have Darren present key points to headteachers and to
take questions.
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Laura confirmed that schools were able to withdraw from 1st September 2019 or to
continue their contract during the extension until further information became available.
In response to a question regarding infrastructure availability for schools choosing to
access support from elsewhere, Laura advised that this would not be available and that
the schools would be separated from the system. Laura further advised that it was
likely that this decision would result in school being connected to the domestic ring and
associated firewalls which might result in schools needing to access additional services
as an add-on.
Laura advised that access to VOIP was linked to the broadband contract and that this
needed to be taken into consideration by schools to ensure that any savings identified
by moving away from the central contract are fully understood.
Laura sought the view of Forum members on whether schools were likely to continue
their contract during the extension. The Chair advised that it was difficult to assess this
without costs. Darren advised that tender documents would be drafted based on full
buy-in from schools and that the withdrawal of schools might impact on pricing; this
would require an element of flexibility in the tender process.
Further discussion followed, with Laura highlighting the need for schools to understand
the scope of other options and to ensure that like-for-like services were compared to
ensure costs were fully understood.
Laura sought the view of the Forum on the length of the proposed contract, asking
whether this was deterring support. Forum members provided varying views and
concerns including implications for MATs of high-value contracts with long terms.
Forum members pressed for indicative costs, with Darren outlining the views
expressed nationally on the extension of fibre and the keenness of schools to access
the type of contract being developed for York.
The Chair countered that York schools were significantly underfunded and that
budgets were under increasing pressure, making the context different to many other
areas.
Noted: The Forum noted the update and the next stages of the tender process.
Action: Further information would be provided to headteachers via the Bulletin
and briefing.
Laura Conkar, Lee Farrow and Darren Kilburn left the meeting at 2.00pm.
7.

School Place Planning
Previously distributed. Mark Ellis presented the paper which included primary and
secondary school data relating to admissions in September 2019, advising that the LA
held statutory responsibilities for securing sufficient places.
It was noted that primary schools would accept 100 fewer pupils in September 2019
than in 2018, whilst secondary schools would accept 74 additional students. Mark
advised that these trends would continue in future years.
With reference to paragraph 3, Mark highlighted the change to primary school intake
data and the overall increase in the number of unfilled places. Mark further advised
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that secondary school places were under pressure and that the LA would continue to
work with schools and MATs to address this.
Mark advised on the LA’s work in planning areas, explaining that some areas included
a small number of schools whilst others included several schools. It was noted that the
DfE was happy with the LA’s approach and that the LA is able to provide information
on projects annually to schools.
The Forum noted the projected increase in the number of unfilled primary school
places, with this anticipated to increase to 1,497 in 2025/26.
The Forum further noted the reduction in surplus secondary school place, with this
falling to 26 in 2025/26.
Mark advised that a report would be taken to Council Executive in June and would
highlight the priorities summarised at the end of the paper:
• Secondary provision East
• Secondary provision South
• Secondary provision West
• Primary provision South and East
• Additional SEND and Alternative Provision places
It was noted that conversations were taking place with MATs, with their being some
urgency regarding provision in some areas. Mark advised that some schools had been
required to accept additional students above their PAN but that this could not continue.
Mark further advised that some primary schools were oversubscribed whereas others
had capacity and that there was a need to consider overall use of space. Maxine
Squire advised that some space could be utilised in different ways to address local
pressure, for example by hosting additional SEND provision.
Mark referred to the Local Plan and proposed housing development, advising that
Section 106 funding was discussed at an early stage with developers.
In response to a question regarding S 106 funding and the allocation of funding from
the DfE for additional places, Mark advised that Basic Need Funding was based on
projected pupil numbers provided in an annual return. It was noted that no funding
would be available for primary expansion going forward as projections showed that this
was not needed, whereas secondary demand had been evidenced. Mark outlined the
process by which planning applications triggered analysis and an application for
funding for places when appropriate.
Maxine Squire advised that land was an issue and that it was better to expand current
sites than establish new schools, though this was challenging given site limitations
related to area-based regulations.
Mark Ellis left the meeting at 2.15pm.
8.

School Improvement Commissioning Fund – 2018/19
Previously distributed. Maxine Squire presented the report, which focused on city-wide
priorities identified by the analysis of outcomes. Maxine advised that projects needed
to address the priorities and had also required stronger methodology than in the past
as they were subject to scrutiny from the Research School. Maxine outlined the
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variable engagement with the evidence-informed approach to date, giving examples
from the report. It was noted that some projects were in their second or third year but
that others, whilst showing promise, were at too early a stage to be fully evaluated.
Maxine outlined the variety of projects being funded.
Maxine advised that John Thompson had been undertaking monitoring visits and had
made recommendations on the future use of funding in his report. The Forum noted
the discussion points on page 4, with Maxine outlining the aspects that had supported
the success of projects locally and nationally. It was noted that some projects
benefitted from expert input and that this was evidencing the need to consider best
practice from outside the city. Maxine advised that the Research School had access to
national research and that schools needed to engage with this as it would support the
development of an evidence-informed approach and ensure maximisation of teacher
time and commitment rather than potentially waste time on experimentation. Maxine
highlighted the need to use recommended approaches with fidelity rather than tinkering
with processes as this was more likely to deliver the desired results.
In response to a question regarding projects to address school-specific issues and
whether schools could work alone, Maxine stressed the need to show rigorous
methodology that proves that a school is an outlier, advising that schools should work
collectively to address common issues and that it would be necessary to consider
specific risk to the school and whether this would continue despite work with a city
project before a stand-alone project could be supported. It was noted that clear
evidence would be required.
Discussion followed, with Maxine advising of the need to consider whether an
evidence-informed programme of activity could be developed around an issue.
Richard Ludlow outlined Ebor Academy Trust’s experience of this approach. Further
discussion followed.
The Chair acknowledged the increased transparency and scrutiny applied to the SICF,
stating that he was keen to share the learning and impact information with all
headteachers. Maxine advised that a sharing best practice event had been planned
but had been postponed as it was too early in the life of the projects. It was noted that
there was an opportunity to take an update to the autumn term Director’s Briefing.
It was noted that schools would be invited to bid for projects linked to the identified
priorities for 2019/20, with any projects not linked to the priorities requiring a strong
rationale to be approved.
In response to a question regarding the financial data included in paragraph 17 which
indicated that £85,489 from the 2018/19 SICF remained unallocated, Maxine confirmed
that this fund had been carried forward to enable schools that haven’t yet opted into a
project to benefit. Maxine confirmed that during 2019/20 there would be £496,489
available to the SICF for project work.
In response to a question regarding the inclusion review reference within the report
and the lack of reference to Pivotal during the review, Maxine advised that information
had been provided to the inclusion review steering group. In response to a question
regarding the initiation of this project, Maxine advised that two schools had identified
behaviour and climate for learning as a barrier to improvement and had been keen to
engage with the Pivotal approach so had submitted a proposal to the SICF.
Further discussion followed.
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Maxine advised that she was keen for the city to develop trauma informed practice and
to work with external experts in this area. The Forum discussed this information,
noting that Pivotal had not been chosen by the inclusion review steering group and that
other options were available.
Maxine outlined the thoughts behind the strategy to increase capacity to address
identified need and deliver sustainable improvement against a background of budget
reduction. Further discussion followed.
In response to a question regarding a lack of referral to the curriculum, it was noted
that the paper was an interim monitoring report.
In response to a question regarding centrally retained funding and option to support
primary schools with reducing rolls that might need to restructure staffing; Maxine
advised that the ESFA was offering support to schools with financial modelling and that
the LA was considering the offer.
Forum members thanked John Thompson for his report, noting that the next meeting
would be provided with further information on process for the next round of spending.
Noted: The report was noted.
9.

Inclusion Review update
Previously distributed. Maxine Squire advised that the steering group had been
established as requested and that the pace was accelerating. Maxine asked Forum
members to familiarise themselves with SEND financial information to support the LA’s
response to the DfE’s call for evidence on the financial arrangements for children and
young people with SEND and those who need alternative provision. It was noted that
nationally, discussion of funding for SEND was in-line with York findings.
Maxine advised that the steering group had considered current provision and pathways
and was in the process of establishing areas to be developed into recommendations.
It was noted that funding provision for children represented the majority of the funding
received through the High Needs block of the DSG. Maxine advised that the LA
retained some statutory functions including EHCP process management and delivery.
Maxine further advised that the number of children with SEMH was increasing as was
the identification of Autistic-spectrum conditions, with or without formal diagnosis.
Maxine advised that the presenting need should be addressed via mainstream
provision (with or without support) and that a refreshed understanding of the statutory
framework for SEN in mainstream settings was needed. Maxine advised of the
importance of Headteachers’ understanding of their legal responsibilities under the
Children and Families Act in order to reduce risks associated with legal challenge.
Discussion followed. Maxine advised of the requirement for local areas to keep SEND
processes under review, including consultation, and co-production, with parents. The
Forum noted the need to engage and involve parents. Maxine advised that options
would be brought back to the Forum in July and that parental voice would need to be
arranged prior to this. It was noted that the current mix of provision was generally
successful though there was not enough provision overall. Maxine outlined the
implications for funding, as it was not an option to leave needs unmet. Maxine advised
of the need to understand gaps and to consider where additional investment would be
needed.
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In response to a question regarding the link between EHCP plans and funding, Richard
Hartle advised that costs above £6k per pupil were currently funded. In response to a
question regarding the costs relating to an increasing number of pupils with additional
needs but without formal plans, Maxine advised of the need to submit views to the DfE
call for evidence. Richard advised that DSG funding was available from the LA but that
SEND was not taken into account during the calculation of the funding allocation to the
LA from the centre. Maxine advised that the default position was that the majority of
children should have their needs met in mainstream education. Further discussion
followed.
Tricia Head outlined the role of the EHCP and the quality of information as children
moved through the system to post-16. Tricia emphasised the need for a clear
description of the issues relevant to each child.
Maxine advised that post-16 options were a key area for development. Amanda
Hatton further advised of the work being undertaken with adult services colleagues on
transition arrangements, with adult services considering different ways of delivering
support using technology. Amanda suggested that schools would also need to think
differently in order to enable children and young people to move securely into adult life.
Maxine outlined the needs being identified by parents and ways in which the LA and
schools might build parental confidence in the system. Maxine acknowledged
pressure on mainstream settings and emphasised the need for a supported approach.
It was noted that the steering group had identified pressures across all phases.
Further discussion followed, with Forum members noting the role of parents in
establishing packages of support and the challenge that this brought.
Maxine outlined the pilot work being undertaken in the early years on speech,
language and communication needs, with input from a variety of services. Forum
members noted that the outcome of the pilot and a toolkit would be shared.
Maxine advised that the review had identified a lack of capacity in Enhanced Resource
Provision (ERP) at primary level and that the steering group was considering further
provision of the type in place at Haxby Road Primary Academy. The Forum noted the
pressure on Early Years provision. Further discussion followed.
The Forum discussed the model established by the Wellbeing Worker Service to
increase capacity and how this might be used as a model for SICF projects on
workforce development relating to SEND support.
Tricia Head outlined the model in place with primary schools which had supported
increased capacity overall.
The Chair advised that the secondary headteachers meeting taking place in the week
commencing 13th May would focus on the inclusion review. The Forum noted that a
strategy paper would come to its July meeting.
Amanda outlined directorate priorities and the focus on an evidence-based approach.
In response to a question regarding the recently advertised role of School Inclusion
Advisor, which had referenced the inclusion review but had not been discussed by the
steering group, Maxine advised that this role was being established to address a gap
identified around LA statutory duties which were being addressed as a separate issue.
Maxine advised that the role would contribute to the overall work relating to the review
but in the context of LA statutory duties including the requirement to challenge schools.
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The report was noted.
Action: Recommendations would follow in July.
Dee Patton-Statham left the meeting at 3.30pm.
10.

Schools Forum forward plan
Richard Hartle outlined the forward plan:
July 2019
• School Improvement Commissioning Fund
• Inclusion review
• Schools outturn balances
• DSG outturn report
• Local Management of Schools Scheme – revisions requested by the DfE / LA

11.

Any Other Business
There was no other business.

12.

Date and time of next meeting
The next meeting would take place on 5th July 2019 at 9.00am.

The meeting closed at 3.35pm.

Chair

Date
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SCHOOLS FORUM ACTION PLAN / ACTIVITY LOG – 2018/19
Minute
Action
Outcome
reference
04/02/19
Meetings and workplan to be arranged to Recommendations are available for
progress Phase 3 of the inclusion review. approval in July and implementation from
Item 10
September 2019.
04/02/19
Item 6
04/02/19
Item 6
04/02/19
Item 3
28/09/18

Timescale

Status

Maxine Squire (Jenny Rogers/
Helen Gration / Tricia Head /
Adam Booker / Andrew Daly)

05/07/19

Update
item 9

Trevor Burton

05/07/19

TBC

Frequently asked questions document to Headteachers understand the impact of the
be produced for circulate to headteachers. potential loss of DfE funding and other
Carried forward.
issues related to the broadband contract.

Roy Grant / Richard Hartle

With
minutes

TBC

Maintained secondary representative to be The Forum is fully populated and all groups
identified to fill remaining vacancy.
represented.
Carried forward.

Trevor Burton

05/07/19

Update
item 5

Update on schools broadband contract to Forum members are kept informed of
be taken to next meeting.
development of the contract.

Laura Conkar

04/02/19 Complete

Further information and business plan to Forum members are able to consider the
be
requested
from
Huntington request when considering budget
Headteacher regarding School Wellbeing allocations for 2019/20.
Worker Service funding.

Trevor Burton

04/02/19 Complete

Secondary
headteachers
views
on Headteachers / key schools staff input to
broadband tender process to be arranged. tender process.
Carried forward.

Responsibility

Item 7
28/09/18
Item 13

Updated June 2019

Information Item 6

York Schools Forum

5 July 2019

Report of the Corporate Director of Children, Education & Communities and the Deputy
Chief Executive & Corporate Director of Customer & Corporate Services

SCHOOL BALANCES 2018/19
Summary
1

This report sets out and analyses the level of financial reserves held by maintained
schools at 31 March 2019. All balances relating to those schools converting to
academy status prior to 31 March 2019 have been excluded from this report and
annexes.

2

In total headline school reserves (i.e. including capital and revenue balances) have
fallen from £2.699m at 31 March 2018 to £2.535m, a decrease of £0.164m or 6.1%.
This decrease is the net of an increase in capital reserves of £0.247m (84.3%) and a
decrease in revenue reverses of £0.411m (17.1%). Further information is given in
paragraphs 5 to 12 below and a detailed analysis is provided in the tables and
graphs at Annexes 1, 4 and 5.

3

The report also provides information on action taken by officers in accordance with
the principles previously agreed by the forum regarding the recycling of excessive
reserves under the terms of the LMS Scheme.
Background

4

The Schools Forum had previously identified the level of school balances as a key
concern. As a consequence projected and actual levels of balances are reported
regularly to the forum. This report sets out the final position for the 2018/19 financial
year for all maintained schools, concentrating on the actual outturn figures based on
schools’ statutory Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) returns. In addition, brief
information on the national context is provided in paragraphs 13 to 16 and Annex 2
using data gathered by the DfE and published on their website.
Analysis

5

In summary the headlines are that:
• Total reserves (including both revenue and capital) have fallen by £0.164m to
£2.535m (a decrease of 6.1%). This compares to schools’ original projections
(per start budgets) of a £1.174m fall to £1.525m (a projected drop of 43.5%).
• Total capital reserves have risen by £0.247m to £0.537m (an increase of 84.3%).
This compares to schools’ original projections (per start budgets) of a decrease of
£0.28m to £0.265m (a projected decrease of 9.6%). In general, many schools are
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saving funds from their 2018/19 allocations, and in a few cases their 2017/18
allocations as well, to use on funding capital projects planned for 2019/20.
• Total revenue reserves (including committed and uncommitted / general
contingency) have decreased by £0.411m to £1.625m (a fall of 17.1%). This
compares to schools’ original projections (per start budgets) of a £1.147m fall to
£1.259m (a projected decrease of 47.7%).
• Total revenue reserves at 31 March 2019 represent 2.8% of schools’ total
resource allocations compared to 4.9% of resource allocations at 31 March 2018.
• Uncommitted revenue reserves (general contingency) have fallen by £0.292m to
£0.986m (a decrease of 22.8%).
• Uncommitted revenue reserves at 31 March 2019 represent 1.7% of schools’ total
resource allocations compared to 2.2% at 31 March 2018 and 3.0% at 31 March
2017.
6

Although the overall movement in revenue reserves is downwards, the increase in
the special school sector offsets the decrease in the primary and secondary schools.
Table 1 sets out the position as at 31 March 2019.
Table 1: Revenue Balances by Sector at 31 March 2019
All
Primary Secondary
Schools
Schools
Schools
Total Revenue Reserves
£1.625m
£0.826m
£0.338m
Balance as at 31 March 2019
Movement in year
Percentage of Resource Allocation
Uncommitted Revenue Reserves
Balance as at 31 March 2019
Movement in year
Percentage of Resource Allocation

Special
Schools

(£1.260m)
(43.7%)
2.8%

(£0.849m)
(50.7%)
2.8%

(£0.226m)
(40.0%)
1.4%

£0.460m
(£0.186m)
(28.8%)
7.3%

£0.986m
(£0.292m)
(22.8%)
1.7%

£0.791m
(£0.164m)
(17.2%)
2.7%

(£0.081m)
£0.088m
52.1%
(0.3%)

£0.276m
(£0.216m)
(43.9%)
4.4%

Uncommitted revenue reserves show a similar picture across sectors to total revenue
reserves with the falls in primary and special schools being partly offset by a small
increase in the secondary schools leaving an overall decrease.
7

The figures above represent the net position as at 31 March 2019. This hides the
fact that there are 6 schools with deficit revenue balances totalling £0.198m at 31
March 2019, compared to 8 schools at 31 March 2018 whose deficit revenue
balances totalled £0.493m.
In-year Monitoring

8

Graph 1.1 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual outturn balances for the last three
financial years and their in year projections of total reserves during 2018/19. This
shows that, despite predictions of a significant reduction in reserves at the time of the
2018/19 start budgets, the projected level of reserves rose at the end of the year
following a similar pattern to that seen in previous years. The 2018/19 final outturn
figures were, however, lower than those for 2017/18, 2016/17 and 2015/16.
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9

Graph 1.2 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual revenue balance at 31 March for
the previous three financial years and their in year predictions of total revenue
balances during 2017/18. This reveals a similar pattern to that for total reserves as
well as that seen in previous years. It also confirms the picture given in the table at
paragraph 6 above; i.e. although partly offset by the rise in the special school sector,
overall total revenue balances for 2017/18 have decreased significantly from the
position in 2016/17, 2015/16 and 2014/15.

10

Graph 1.3 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual capital balance at 31 March for
the previous three financial years and their in year predictions of total capital
balances during 2018/19. This demonstrates a similar pattern to that for both total
and revenue reserves in terms of schools’ forecasts but unlike these shows an
overall increase in capital outturn balances overall, although the picture is mixed
across the three school sectors.

11

Since 2011/12 schools have only been given one year funding settlements. During
2011/12 and 2012/13 the DfE carried out a full review of education funding. The
results of this review involved considerable changes to the funding formula that were
implemented in the 2013/14 financial year. The same formula, subject to some
relatively small changes, was then used through to 2017/18. However for 2018/19
the DfE has introduced a new National Funding Formula (NFF) which has resulted in
some significant changes to the funding for most of York’s schools (average increase
of +3.7% per pupil within a range of +0.5% to +13.4%).

12

Despite these changes, the overall levels of funding (up to 2017/18) have not
changed whereas general levels of inflation have continued to rise possibly
contributing to the reduction in balances held by schools since 2013. Furthermore,
due to demographic trends the number of pupils in Primary schools is increasing.
Owing to the difference in timing between the academic and financial years these
pupils have to be educated for two terms before the school receives funding for
them. This puts added pressure on school reserves. Balances held by schools as at
31 March 2019 have decreased compared to those held at 31 March 2018,
continuing the decline seen in recent years.
National Picture

13

Data gathered by the DfE is used in Annex 2 to compare the level of revenue
reserves as a percentage of total revenue income. Percentages for York are
compared with those for other Unitary Authorities, our education statistical
neighbours, regionally and nationally.

14

It is important to note that these figures are two years behind those given elsewhere
in this report. As with the data given for York schools it does not include that for
schools that have converted to Academy status.

15

Chart 2.1 in Annex 2 shows that at 31 March 2017 York schools overall were below
the national average as well as the averages for our education statistical neighbours,
unitary authorities and the Yorkshire and Humberside region. This is also the case
across all sectors with the percentage for York Special schools being significantly
lower than all comparator groups.

16

Chart 2.2 shows the change in the percentages between figures compiled at 31
March 2016 and those for 2017. This shows an overall increase for York schools as
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well as in the Yorkshire and Humber region. The national average as well as that for
our education statistical neighbours and other unitary authorities decreased slightly.
The increase in the primary sector is higher in York and the Yorkshire and
Humberside region than for our education statistical neighbours, unitary authorities,
and the national average. Percentages for secondary and special schools follow the
overall pattern, however, the increases in the percentages for York are higher than
those for the Yorkshire and Humber region in these sectors.
Recycling of Excess Surplus Revenue Balances
17

Under DfE regulations, the LA has the power to recoup excessive surplus balances.
The regulations allow the recoupment of revenue reserves in excess of 5% of the
current year’s budget allocation for secondary schools and in excess of 8% for
primary and special schools. Any reserves recouped would have to be redistributed
within the Schools Budget and cannot be used to fund central LA expenditure. The
relevant extract from the York LMS Scheme is attached at Annex 3 for information.

18

Graphs in Annex 4 show comparisons for each school of their • Total revenue reserves (Graphs 4.1 to 4.3),
• Uncommitted revenue reserves (Graphs 4.4 to 4.6), and
• Total and uncommitted revenue reserves as a percentage of resource allocation
(Graphs 4.7 to 4.9).

19

Annex 5 sets out the detailed figures for each school in tabular format and assesses
their 2018/19 outturn position against the requirements of the LMS Scheme. This
shows (in column J) that no schools have declared uncommitted revenue reserves in
excess of their maximum permitted balance.

20

Many schools have avoided falling into a recoupment position because they have
identified significant amounts of their revenue balances, £1.015m in total (compared
to £0.598m in 2017/18, as being committed (column D) and therefore eligible to be
held above the maximum permitted limits (column I). The amount of each school’s
committed reserves that have prevented it falling into a potential claw-back position
is shown in column K.

21

In addition to unspent funding received as grants; the LMS Scheme provides five
categories of specific purpose (see Annex 3) to which governing bodies may commit
their revenue balances. Information on committed revenue reserves was collected
with the year end reconciliation statements. To confirm that amounts have been
properly assigned the LA has received copies of minutes of the appropriate
governing body meetings.

22

The Schools Forum is, however, required to consider on a case by case basis all
amounts that schools wish to commit to purposes other than one of the five standard
categories. Annex 6 provides a list of all requests by schools falling into this
category together with officers’ recommendations on whether or not these should be
permitted.

23

Annex 6 shows that, following the principles established in the LMS Scheme, 3
schools (Skelton, Stockton on Forest and Elvington) could be liable to recoupment
for 2018/19. Given that these schools are amongst the smallest in York and that we
already know that York’s smallest schools are likely to be detrimentally affected
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under full implementation of the DfE’s new national funding formula, officers are not
recommending the claw back of any balances for 2018/19.
Recommendations
24

The Schools’ Forum is asked to note and comment on the information contained in
this report, and approve the LA officers’ recommendations on claw back (Annex 5 &
paragraph 23) and exceptional committed items (Annex 6).
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ANNEX 3
EXTRACT FROM THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL MANAGEMENT OF SCHOOLS
SCHEME
4.2 Reporting on the intended use of surplus balances
Surplus balances held by schools as permitted under this scheme are subject to the
following restrictions with effect from 1 April 2007:
a. the Authority shall calculate by 31 May each year the surplus balance, if any,
held by each school as at the preceding 31 March. For this purpose the balance
will be the recurrent balance as defined in the Consistent Financial Reporting
Framework;
b. the Authority shall deduct from the calculated balance any amounts for which
the school has a prior year commitment to pay from the surplus balance and any
unspent grants received in the previous financial year;
c. the Authority shall then deduct from the resulting sum any amounts which the
governing body of the school has declared to be assigned for specific purposes
permitted by the Authority, and which the Authority is satisfied are properly
assigned. To count as properly assigned, amounts must not be retained beyond
the period stipulated for the purpose in question, without the consent of the
Authority. In considering whether any sums are properly assigned the Authority
may also take into account any previously declared assignment of such sums
but may not take any change in planned assignments to be the sole reason for
considering that a sum is not properly assigned.
The condition outlined here is intended to ensure schools can build up reserves
towards particular projects or make early efficiencies to support their mediumterm budgeting in a tighter financial climate, but cannot defer implementation
indefinitely. In deciding whether a sum is properly assigned the Scheme may
make explicit the right of the Authority to take account of a school’s previous
plans for any surplus balances in the event that such plans have changed.
However, the Authority may not take a change in the plans of a school as the
only criterion by which it can consider a sum to be properly assigned or not.
d. if the result of steps a-c is a sum greater than 5% of the current year's budget
share for secondary schools, 8% for primary and special schools, or £25,000
(where that is greater than either percentage threshold), then the Authority may
deduct from the current year's budget share an amount equal to the excess.
Funds deriving from sources other than the Authority will be taken into account in
this calculation if paid into the budget share account of the school, whether under
provisions in this scheme or otherwise.
Funds held in relation to a school's exercise of powers under s.27 of the Education
Act 2002 (community facilities) will not be taken into account unless added to the
budget share surplus by the school as permitted by the Authority.
The total of any amounts deducted from schools' budget shares by the Authority
under this provision are to be applied to the Schools Budget of the Authority.
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Specific purposes permitted by the Authority under paragraph 4.21.c are defined as:
a. Capital building or refurbishment projects
b. Major ICT or equipment acquisition or replacement
c. Specific redundancy or early retirement costs outside the scope of the LA
scheme.
d. Dealing with the short-term implications of falling pupil numbers whilst class
and/or staffing structures are reorganised.
e. Provisions for long-term unexpected staff sickness for those schools not in
the Staff Absence Scheme.
Other purposes may be considered in exceptional circumstances on a case-by-case
basis by the Schools Forum
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ANNEX 5

DfE
No.

Total
Total
Committed
Total
Capital
Revenue
Reserves
Balance @ Balance @ Balance @ Identified
31/03/2019 31/03/2019 31/03/2019 by Schools

School Name
Column reference

A

B

C
A-B

D

Uncommitt ed Balance
E
C-D

Core
Funding
2019-20
Resource
(see Note Allocation as
below)
5% or 8%
F

G
F x 5% or 8%

Minimum
Level
H

Maximum
Permitted
Balance
I
Greater of
G or H

Total Claw
Back Amount
based on
Uncommitted
Balance

Amount of
Committed
Reserves
Offsetting
Clawback

J
E-I

K
C-I-J

1000
St Paul's Nursery (incl'g ERC)
2002
Carr Junior
2003
Carr Infant
2007
Dringhouses
2008
Fishergate Primary
2013
Copmanthorpe Primary
2014
Poppleton Road
2015
Yearsley Grove Primary
2017
Westfield Primary (incl'g ERC)
2018
Clifton Green Primary
2058
Ralph Butterfield Primary
2169
Skelton CP
2227
Stockton on Forest
2240
Wigginton Primary
2241
Headlands Primary,Haxby
2386
Bishopthorpe Infant
3002
St Barnabas
3003
St Paul's CE Primary
3152
Elvington CE Primary
3156
St.Oswald's CE (incl'g ERC)
3158
Lord Deramore's Primary
3159
Naburn
3222
St Mary's
3401
St Aelred's RC
3402
St.George's RC Primary
3403
St Wilfrid's
3904
Our Lady Queen of Martyrs'
Totals for Primary Schools

6,474
(36,690)
71,470
103,225
73,941
166,948
50,208
85,523
155,800
36,130
109,073
87,245
66,859
67,699
70,806
6,131
(26,276)
6,632
97,172
147,863
59,951
58,707
63,594
19,164
(32,104)
39,004
8,758
1,563,306

19,140
7,919
3,899
19,528
25,468
36,651
15,391
25,181
26,481
18,971
22,684
4,977
6,859
(4,904)
1,595
17,433
3,152
203
13,117
15,257
13,981
10,707
6,177
(1,051)
(11,458)
0
0
297,358

(12,666)
(44,609)
67,571
83,698
48,473
130,297
34,817
60,343
129,320
17,159
86,389
82,267
60,000
72,602
69,211
(11,302)
(29,428)
6,429
84,055
132,606
45,970
48,000
57,417
20,214
(20,646)
39,004
8,758
1,265,948

0
0
0
0
40,000
29,425
2,326
0
28,404
0
22,898
47,885
10,882
0
66,472
17,139
2,108
0
29,064
66,396
25,342
24,448
28,500
23,575
0
10,575
0
475,439

(12,666)
0
(44,609)
1,153,723
67,571
1,112,507
83,698
1,111,788
8,473
1,155,288
100,872
1,376,244
32,491
1,414,081
60,343
1,530,281
100,916
2,092,716
17,159
1,703,864
63,491
1,140,001
34,382
380,031
49,118
449,161
72,602
965,089
2,739
1,087,684
(28,441)
605,022
(31,536)
881,228
6,429
660,871
54,991
582,073
66,210
1,479,051
20,628
790,064
23,552
329,428
28,917
470,626
(3,361)
832,748
(20,646)
814,272
28,429
991,395
8,758
1,466,499
790,509 26,575,735

0
92,298
89,001
88,943
92,423
110,100
113,126
122,422
167,417
136,309
91,200
30,402
35,933
77,207
87,015
48,402
70,498
52,870
46,566
118,324
63,205
26,354
37,650
66,620
65,142
79,312
117,320
2,126,059

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
675,000

25,000
92,298
89,001
88,943
92,423
110,100
113,126
122,422
167,417
136,309
91,200
30,402
35,933
77,207
87,015
48,402
70,498
52,870
46,566
118,324
63,205
26,354
37,650
66,620
65,142
79,312
117,320
2,151,059

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3,980
13,185
0
0
0
0
0
8,426
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
25,590

0
0
0
0
0
20,197
0
0
0
0
0
47,885
10,882
0
0
0
0
0
29,064
14,282
0
21,646
0
0
0
0
0
143,956

4063
Huntington
4508
Joseph Rowntree
4702
All Saints RC VA Secondary
Totals for Secondary Schools
.
1100
Danesgate Community
7032
Applefields School
Totals for Special Schools
.
Totals for All Schools

(146,087)
665,679
(144,295)
375,297

39,893
98,806
0
138,699

(185,980)
566,873
(144,295)
236,598

0
317,699
0
317,699

(185,980)
7,117,817
249,174
6,486,653
(144,295)
6,357,403
(81,101) 19,961,873

355,891
324,333
317,870
998,094

25,000
25,000
25,000
75,000

355,891
324,333
317,870
998,094

0
0
0
0

0
242,540
0
242,540

177,737
418,785
596,522

71,220
27,073
98,293

106,517
391,712
498,229

56,036
165,748
221,784

3,022,530
3,264,197
6,286,727

241,802
261,136
502,938

25,000
25,000
50,000

241,802
261,136
502,938

0
0
0

0
130,576
130,576

2,535,124

534,350

2,000,775

1,014,922

985,853 52,824,335

3,627,091

800,000

3,652,091

25,590

517,072

50,481
225,964
276,445

Note 1 Core Funding comprises a School's Section 251 Resource Allocation for Mainstream schools, Place and High Needs Funding for Special Schools, plus Infants Class Size Funding, EYSFF
Allocations and Sixth Form Funding.
st
2 For the purposes of this Report all the Balances relating to all those schools that converted to Academy status on or before 31 March 2019 have been excluded.

ANNEX 6
Table 6.1 : Requests from schools to commit Revenue Reserves to purposes other than those specified in section 4.22 of the LMS Scheme
DfE
No.

School Name

2169 Skelton

2241 Headlands

Resource Maximum
Total
Uncommitted
Allocation Permitted Revenue
Balance
2018-19
Balance Balance @
31/03/2019
379,895

30,392

82,267

1,010,451

80,836

69,211

Total
Claw Back Claw Back
Committed
if request if request
Requests from schools
Officer Recommendation
Reserves
approved
not
Identified by
approved
Schools
Amount
Reason given by School
34,382
16,775
16,775 Pension Top Up Costs for staff beng made
0
0 Approve
redundant who are near retirement age
(assumption staff leaving at end of August
2019
2,739
6,641
6,641 1:1 Support Staff costs to support SEN child
0
0 Reject - should be funded from in
for whom the school receives no higher needs
year revenue funding allocations.
funding
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Report of the Interim Corporate Director of Children, Education & Communities and the
Deputy Chief Executive & Corporate Director of Customer & Corporate Services

DEDICATED SCHOOLS GRANT OUTTURN AND BALANCES 2018/19
Summary
1

This report presents the summary financial outturn position for the services funded from the
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) in 2018/19 and sets out how the balance carried forward to
2019/20 has been applied.

2

Headline gross DSG expenditure for 2018/19 totalled £133.994m, an overspend of £2.756m
(2.1%) compared to the budget of £131.238m. This was offset by higher than budgeted DSG
and post 16 income of £1.433m (1.1% of the £131.495m total grant income budget). The net
effect of these two variations resulted in an overall in year variation to the net budget of
£1.323m. This has resulted in a net carried forward of deficit DSG into 2019/20 of £0.827m.
Background

3

2018/19 is the first year when the DSG has been treated as separate allocations and
freedom to transfer resources between blocks without restrictions has been removed. From
2018/19 an additional Central School Services Block has been created and transfers
between the Schools Block and other blocks are now subject to significant controls and
restrictions.

4

Because of this additional information on how the net DSG outturn balance carried forward to
2019/20 has been applied across the four new blocks has been provided.
Analysis

5

Details of the outturn position for each block within the 2018/19 DSG is provided in the table
at Annex 1. The following paragraphs provide further explanations of the figures at Annex 1
for each block:
Schools Block

6

Annex 1 shows that there are significant variations in the maintained schools and academy
recoupment expenditure figures. The budgeted amounts reflect the position at the time of
the LA’s Section 251 submission to the Education & Skills Funding Agency. The Section 251
requires that only schools that have converted to academy status prior to the start of the
financial year are budgeted as such. This means that as further conversions occur during
the year there will be significant divergence from the original budget position.

7

Some of the variation in central expenditure relates to the fact that the budget for school
improvement commissioning is used to finance activity across the 2017/18 academic year.
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This means that any unspent balance will need to be carried forward to 2018/19 to fund
expenditure up until August 2018. The remaining underspend is mainly due to lower than
budgeted prudential borrowing costs.
Central Services Block
8

Annex 1 shows a net £0.281m surplus carry forward into 2019/20 which relates to unspent
School Improvement Commissioning resources and will be used to fund commitments made
for the 2018/19 academic year that had not been paid at 31 March 2019.

9

Given the significant pressures being experienced within the High Needs Block in relation to
SEND expenditure, current practice is for any remaining surplus balance to be transferred to
the High Needs Block. For 2018/19 this transfer was £0.118m.
Early Years Block

10

Net in year expenditure within the Early Years Block has been £0.558m lower than budgeted
for. This has been as a result of the expansion of the free entitlement to 3 and 4 year old
childcare up to 30 hours per week. The early years element of the DSG is calculated on the
basis of actual take up of hours. However the final adjustment, based on the January 2019
early years census, has not yet been made. This resulted in a £0.158m surplus carry
forward.
High Needs Block

11

Net in year expenditure within the High Needs Block has been £1.880m higher than
budgeted for and £2.186m higher than the funding allocated by government. The major
variations compared to budget are as follows:
• Danesgate Alternative Provision +£1.093m
• Post 16 Provision +£1.168m

12

The in year deficit of has been supported by a brought forward balance of £0.802m from
2017/18 and the transfer of £0.118m from the Central Services Block. This results in a final
deficit carry forward of £1.266m to 2019/20.

13

Overspends at this level are clearly unsustainable and further work, as part of the inclusion
review that is currently underway, is essential to ensure that high needs expenditure is
maintained within the funding available through the high needs block of the DSG.

14

Under the new school funding arrangements for 2018/19 the DfE introduced ring fences
around the transfer of resources between blocks. However, under these rules the DfE does
allow LAs to make a request to their Schools Forum for up to a 0.5% transfer of funding from
the Schools Block to the High Needs block. As part of the LA’s agreement to move schools
onto the NFF for 2018/19 and 2019/20 it was also agreed that no transfer request would be
sought in these two years. However, given these pressures it is now thought highly likely
that the LA will need to consider such a request in 2020/21.

Recommendations
15

The Schools’ Forum is asked to note and comment on the information contained in this
report.
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Annex 1
DEDICATED SCHOOLS GRANT - 2018/19 OUTTURN
Budget
Actual
Variance
£m
£m
£m
Schools Block
Maintained Schools Expenditure
54.888
46.034
(8.854)
Academy Recoupment
42.759
52.236
9.477
DSG Funding
(94.178)
(94.134)
0.044
Post 16 Grant
(3.733)
(4.400)
(0.667)
Net Expenditure
(0.264)
(0.264)
0.000
Brought Forward from 2017/18
0.264
0.264
0.000
Carried Forward to 2019/20
0.000
0.000
0.000
Central Services Block
Expenditure
DSG Funding
Net Expenditure
Brought Forward from 2017/18
Transferred to High Needs Block
Carried Forward to 2019/20

3.754
(3.653)
0.101
(0.101)
0.000
0.000

3.355
(3.653)
(0.298)
(0.101)
0.118
(0.281)

(0.399)
0.000
(0.399)
0.000
0.118
0.281

Early Years Block
Expenditure
DSG Funding
Net Expenditure
Brought Forward from 2017/18
Carried Forward to 2019/20

10.377
(10.777)
(0.400)
0.400
0.000

10.434
(10.992)
(0.558)
0.400
(0.158)

0.057
(0.215)
(0.158)
0.000
(0.158)

High Needs Block
Schools/Providers Expenditure
Direct Places Recoupment
Central Services Expenditure
DSG Funding Gross
Post 16 Grant
Net Expenditure
Brought Forward from 2017/18
Transferred from Central Block
Carried Forward to 2019/20

14.630
1.578
3.252
(18.527)
(0.627)
0.306
(0.802)
0.000
(0.496)

15.636
2.821
3.478
(19.082)
(0.667)
2.186
(0.802)
(0.118)
1.266

1.006
1.243
0.226
(0.555)
(0.040)
1.880
0.000
(0.118)
1.762

DSG TOTAL
Gross Expenditure
DSG Funding
Post 16 Grant
Net Expenditure
Brought Forward from 2017/18
Carried Forward to 2019/20

131.238
(127.135)
(4.360)
(0.257)
(0.240)
(0.497)

133.994
(127.861)
(5.067)
1.066
(0.240)
0.827

2.756
(0.726)
(0.707)
1.323
0.000
1.323
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Agenda Item 8

York Schools Forum

5 July 2019

Report of the Corporate Director Children, Education and Communities.
School Improvement Commissioning Fund – 2019-20
Summary
1

At its last meeting (9 May) the Forum asked for a further paper on the School
Improvement Commissioning Fund (SICF). In addition to recommendations on the
allocation of funding for 2019-20, the forum requested the development of core
principles for the use of this funding to strategically address key issues for
improvement in the York system. This paper addresses the Forum’s requests and
provides, in advance of the completion of end of year reports by the leaders of
School Improvement Projects in 2018-19, a further update on this year’s activity.

2

The money in the SICF is specifically designated for the LA’s statutory duties for
School Improvement. The Forum has already committed funding to schools causing
concern, the School wellbeing Service and to Pathfinder TSA (to support a core CPD
offer for schools in the city). This paper focuses on the remaining funding which is
known as the School Improvement Project Fund (SIPF).
Background

3

School Improvement project funding has moved in 2018-19 to allocation to projects in
which groups of schools participate and which are focused on addressing city wide
improvement priorities. This move has been coupled with a requirement that projects
are evidence informed, with transparent monitoring and evaluation procedures
through the LA’s Effectiveness and Achievement team and the Research School.

4

A progress report on this year’s projects was provided for the Forum’s May meeting
and further monitoring activity and support activity has taken place, including a
Sustain event to support project leaders in producing evaluative end of year reports
(held at the Research School on 5 June). End of year reports were due to be
submitted on 28 June (after the deadline for completion of this paper) and a summary
will be produced for consideration by the York Schools and Academies board (YSAB)
on 15 July. This summary will also be circulated to all Headteachers in advance of a
dissemination event in the Autumn Term.

5

Alongside the progression of School Improvement Projects, a range of other local,
regional and national activity and policy developments has taken place with York’s
system leaders (MATs, Teaching School Alliances and the LA) actively involved. In
York the Inclusion Review has progressed and the Social Mobility Project has secure
leadership and a defined strategic approach. The sub-regional Teaching Schools
Council is a key link to nationally funded initiatives such as the Whole School SEND
Gateway and DfE School Improvement offer. Regionally, the LA is actively
supporting initiatives on standards (Primary reading) and inclusion (work with The

Difference). Confirmation of the Ofsted Inspection Framework for September 2019
has also highlighted the need for concerted, and collaborative, focus on curriculum
review and development.
Principles for use of SIPF
6

It should be remembered that another element of SICF is dedicated, through YSAB,
to addressing significant issues of risk in schools causing concern. Interventions
addressing particular areas of high risk in single schools should be addressed
through that route.

7

The principles proposed below are based on the ways of working established this
year and on the discussion and recommendations contained in the 9 May report to
the Forum:


The LA will provide a list of priorities for improvement in the York system which will
regularly updated and shared (Annex 1). This will be developed through the LA’s
risk assessment and horizon scanning activities and through engagement with
YSAB and the wider school and education community. Only projects addressing
these system priorities will be supported.



School improvement projects and activities commissioned using SIPF will be based
on implementation of clearly targeted, evidence informed interventions or proven
packages developed from them.



Rigorous, costed delivery plans, interrogated by YSAB, will be supported when a
strategic review or project group has been established to drive improvement of a
key priority.



Where an evidence based package, which has achieved positive outcomes, has
been developed by York partners (eg. Write Time, Reading for Real), shared risk
assessments at YSAB should be used to identify schools, above schools causing
concerns thresholds, for which SIPF can be used to commission participation in a
package.



Similarly, SIPF can be used to commission externally developed packages of this
nature which are available at a cost which delivers value for money.



Given the availability of schools causing concern funding, and of packages
addressing some key issues, it is not anticipated that single school project
proposals will be funded.



Groups of schools identifying a common area for improvement can submit
proposals for projects, if they are not involved in other SIPF activity. The funding
initially available to them will not exceed the total of the combined allocations that
would be made if funding were allocated to schools on a pupil numbers basis.



Activity funded through SIPF is intended to be sustainable through development of
capacity at school and city level. Where funding supports additional staffing, this
must be short term and built into school / MAT structures to sustain successful
interventions in the longer term.



All projects should include clear evaluation processes, will be required to deliver
progress reports and will engage with monitoring and quality assurance activity. The
LA and Research School will provide support and challenge for evaluation.



All projects will be required to support dissemination and sharing of outcomes city
wide, including through feedback at appropriate events and forums and providing
documentation for a School Improvement area which will be developed on the York
Education website.



The future of the SICF as a whole is uncertain under national funding arrangements
and its use therefore merits close scrutiny and care. The total sum available for any
academic year will not necessarily be allocated in that year.



Termly reports on the progress of SIPF funded activity will be provided for Schools
Forum with direct communication to all Headteachers through Director’s Briefings.

Progress update on 2018-19 projects
8

As stated above, end of year progress reports from projects running in the current
year were not available at the time of writing. Most projects launched in the second
term of this year, so their existing funding allocations will cover activity for next term.

9

Following further engagement with project leads and participating schools through
the Sustain event the following can be added to the report of 9 May (projects are
listed in the same order as in the previous report):

10

11

12

13

Ebor AT – Reading for Real
Pilot schools in the regional project are reporting positive impact based on externally
benchmarked assessments and internal tracking. In the SIPF funded schools, the
training has been well received and classroom implementation is perceived as
delivering wider benefits such as improved discussion and comprehension skills in
other subjects and improved behaviour due to reduction in arguments and more
“respectful challenge”.
Pathfinder MAT (Secondary) – FSM attendance
The project continues to deliver improved attendance from the cohort of pupils
involved.
Maths Partnership Network – Consistent progress and expectations in
Mathematics
Teachers from primary schools and secondary schools have now taken part in
exchange visits. Feedback from participants has been mixed and it is clear that, for
various reasons, the project has a higher profile in some schools than others. At the
Sustain event, Steering Group members discussed the possibility that the next phase
could involve fewer schools and focus on KS1 to 2 transition.
South Bank MAT – Empowering the disadvantaged
Following the last report to Schools Forum the Headteacher of one of the schools
contacted the Effectiveness and Achievement Team and a visit was subsequently
made to their school. At the level of that school there is evidence that attainment of
disadvantaged pupils has improved, but there has been a lack of collaboration across
schools.

Recommendations for deployment of SIPF in 2019-20

14

15

Social Mobility Project
This issue has consistently been highlighted by the LA, with a focus on addressing
disadvantaged pupils’ speech, language and communication needs (SLCN) in the
early years. The DfE Social Mobility Plan (“Unlocking talent, fulfilling potential”,
December 2017) has, as its first ambition, addressing SLCN. Rob Newton (Social
Mobility Project Manager) has, with the project steering group, developed a plan for a
pilot project in the west of the city. It has strands on strategy and communication,
workforce development and communication and community. This work was
referenced in the previous Schools Forum Paper and the plan was considered in
detail by YSAB (10 June). YSAB members unanimously voted to support the
proposal and its funding through SIPF. The plan presented was costed at £93k for its
first year. YSAB members were keen to spread this work beyond the west if the pilot
goes well. In order to allow additional resource for planning to be undertaken to that
end it is recommended that £100k is allocated to this project.
SEND
At this meeting the forum has also received a paper covering the progress of the
Inclusion Review. This includes an option around developing a programme of SEND
related CPD focused on improving the quality of classroom practice and improving
the leadership of SEND.

16

The Whole School SEND consortium and gateway (referenced in the Inclusion
Review report), through the sub-regional Teaching Schools group, offers training and
support for a peer review and challenge model focusing on improving provision. The
Ebor AT Inclusion Expert project is also based on a self evaluation and review
process. It is recommended that secondary schools and a cohort of primary
schools be supported through development of a challenge and review process
through Whole School SEND with a York based project incorporating the findings
and experiences of the Ebor AT project. A model and costings to be developed for
implementation next term following approval through YSAB (10 Sept).

17

In 2018-19, the LA asked Pathfinder TSA to coordinate a project supporting the
improvement of teaching and learning for SEND in primary schools. It has also
attempted to raise schools’ awareness of different approaches to managing
challenging / vulnerable pupils following feedback from schools about the challenges
they face (The Difference, Pivotal Education). It is recommended that the progress
of the Pathfinder project and feedback from schools on the potential for
engaging with alternative approaches be reviewed and inform the development
of a SEND related CPD offer to improve classroom practice.

18

Curriculum review and renewal
In light of the importance of curriculum to the quality of education judgement in the
new Ofsted inspection framework, the LA is engaging in a “Year of the Curriculum”
with regional partners. In particular it is important that curriculum review and renewal
in York benefits all pupils and that it has school, local and regional dimensions. It is
recommended that a programme supporting a “Year of the Curriculum” in York
be supported with a model and costings to be developed for implementation next
term following approval through YSAB (10 Sept).

19

20

21

22

Primary reading and writing
As noted above, there is evidence of impact for Reading for Real, which has also
been well received by schools in the first phase. It is recommended that a further
group of seven schools, identified by shared risk assessment, be supported to
participate in 2019-20 with funding to include 5 days of supply cover needed. The
cost of this recommendation is £27.3k.
31 York schools have been supported through the writing project (now known as
Write Time) over the last two years. It is therefore likely that most schools with a clear
deficit in standards and teaching of writing have been involved. However, outcomes
in 2019 may identify further schools. It is recommended that the participation of
further schools, identified by shared risk assessment to be in need of support
with writing, be funded. The cost per school, including two days of associated
supply cover would be £2.4k.
Existing projects
Projects this year have been required to produce an end of year report (28 June).
The Forum meeting on 5 July will be provided with brief feedback; the Effectiveness
and Achievement and Research School teams meet to review them later that day. A
fuller review will be discussed at YSAB on 15 July. Feedback to project leaders will
be delivered before the end of term. It is recommended that existing projects be
invited, or otherwise, to submit proposals for project extensions on the basis
of end of year reports by 27 September and that a fuller timeline for monitoring,
evaluation and support be provided for the start of next term.
New proposals
As per the principles outlined above, it is recommended that further proposals should
be invited before the end of this term for submission by 27 September with approval
(or otherwise) by 18 October. As above a fuller timeline for monitoring evaluation and
support be provided for the start of next term.
Recommendation

23

The forum is asked to note the contents of this report and agree the
recommendations for deployment of SIPF in 2019-20.
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Effectiveness & Achievement
School Improvement priorities
Headline priorities, including themes from recent Ofsted inspections
Groups of pupils whose outcomes (attendance, exclusion rates, academic outcomes,
progression) compare unfavourably with their peers in York and similar groups nationally:
 FSM / FSM Ever 6
 Children Looked After
 Pupils with SEND (especially SEND support)
Development of language and communication skills, especially for disadvantaged
children, in the Early Years
High prior attainment / more able pupils – getting more to higher standards
Further improve standards in KS2, especially reading (comprehension and inference)
Spelling, punctuation and grammar (Key Stage 2 outcomes)
Curriculum review and renewal, linked to Quality of Education judgement in new Ofsted
EIF
Subject / middle leadership effectiveness (Primary inspection feedback)
Personal, Social and Cultural development – understanding of contemporary life (“British
Values”, multi-cultural environment, LGBTQ etc) (Primary inspection feedback)
Effective deployment of Teaching Assistants (Primary inspection feedback)
Standards in maths (Primary inspection feedback)
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Report of Assistant Director, Education and Skills.

Inclusion Review Update
Summary
1.

This paper will provide an update on the progress being made to deliver the intended
outputs of phase 3 of the Inclusion Review. The work that has taken place to date
has highlighted the complexities involved in reviewing provision, processes and the
financial arrangements supporting children with special educational needs and
disabilities and those needing to access alternative provision. The proposals outlined
in this paper have been developed in response to that complexity and will need to be
further developed through a co-produced approach involving all stakeholders to
ensure that there is a shared responsibility for achieving the intended outcomes of
the review. The intended outcomes are that:
•

There is a shared vision for the inclusion of children and young people
across the Local Authority and School Community

•

There is greater clarity around the use of the DSG to ensure that limited
resources are used more effectively

•

There is a 'meeting in the middle' between achievement and inclusion;
recognising outcomes for children and young people in terms of academic
progress (rather than attainment) as well as engagement.

•

There are clear and agreed pathways for children and young people with
SEND (including learning needs analysis, referral, assessment, planning,
review, transition, multi agency engagement)

•

These pathways are described across a continuum of support from school
level, ERP in school arrangements and out of school arrangements.

•

Appropriate and sufficient alternative provision is in place which ensures that
children and young people are supported to return to mainstream
settings/schools

•

Remodelled support arrangements to increase capacity, confidence and
skills across the school community so that more children and young people

can remain in mainstream settings and schools, including systematically
sharing best practice
•

New evidence based enhanced resource provision for primary school
children

•

New evidence based secondary satellite provision

•

Reviewed BAP arrangements for the City that are informed by and support
the new approach to inclusion.

•

Reviewed governance arrangements and roles across the LA and school
community that ensure progress and compliance against the new vision/
strategy.

•

Reviewed pathways will secure positive longer-term outcomes in terms of
educational success, destinations and 'life skills'.

Main points
2. On 3rd May 2019 the government launched a call for evidence about the financial
arrangements funding provision for children with special educational needs and
disabilities and for those who need alternative provision (annex 1). The call for
evidence outlines the ambitions and objectives of government in providing funding
through the high needs block which are to ensure that children “achieve well, find
employment and go on to live happy and fulfilled lives”. It highlights the importance
of funding being used to deliver child centred decision making which meets needs
whilst delivering value for money to secure best outcomes in a transparent and
accountable system. The document also highlights some concerns about aspects
of the current system which may be causing:
•

decisions to be taken primarily to avoid financial pressures from falling on a
particular institution by transferring costs elsewhere;

•

a continuing drift from mainstream school provision to special school and
alternative provision, which is raising overall costs to the system without
improving outcomes for children;

•

disproportionate pressure falling on some mainstream schools and colleges,
especially if they get a reputation for providing good SEN support, or are
small and so cannot easily manage exceptional costs within their budget;

•

over emphasis on securing an education, health and care (EHC) plan to
guarantee a particular level of financial support, rather than making the
special educational provision necessary to meet the needs of the child, with
or without and EHC plan.

3. The work that is taking place through the Inclusion Review has had alignment with
some aspects of the call for evidence and has focused on reviewing current
arrangements in the city to ensure that they are configured in the most effective

ways to meet need and to deliver stronger long term outcomes for children and
young people which are sustained through transition to adult life.
4. The most significant areas of overspend in the high needs budget are related to the
top up payments for children and young people placed out of area and the increase
in transport costs. In total these two areas of spend created a £1million pressure.

Progress on delivering the intended outcomes
5. The vision for inclusion in York is that all children and young people can access
appropriate provision to meet their needs which focuses on building the skills they
need to deliver sustained destinations post maintained education and to live
successful lives fully included in their local community.
6. The recent changes to the Ofsted Education Inspection Framework have
highlighted the importance of leaders having “a clear and ambitious vision for
providing high-quality, inclusive education and training to all. This is realised
through strong, shared values, policies and practice”. This is consistent with the
vision for inclusion in York.
7. In order to ensure that we have the right provision in place work has been taking
place to review the effectiveness of our current provision and to identify the gaps to
better support children and young people, their parents and carers and schools.
8. The review of current provision has shown that York already has many successful
elements in place however, the growth in the numbers of children identified with
SEND, combined with the introduction of education, health and care plans, changes
to school accountability measures and pressures on school funding mean that
some of our current systems and provision are under increasing pressure.
9. The vast majority of children with SEND in York continue to be taught in
mainstream schools. This is central to the reforms introduced by the Children and
Families Act in 2014 and also to the vision we have for maintaining an inclusive
school system. The work we have done has identified that the mixed provision we
have built over time has demonstrated good practice e.g. enhanced resource
provision, satellites and kestrel classes in supporting inclusion in mainstream. The
city’s headteachers remain committed to ensuring that they keep as many children
and young people as possible learning alongside their peers in mainstream
settings. However there are new pressures on mainstream provision which require
the development of resources to support schools to meet specific educational
needs associated with complex behaviours (often linked to adverse childhood
experiences) and social, emotional and mental health needs (particularly in Key
Stage 4).
10. The current pressures on high needs funding cannot be reduced if there continues
to be an increase in the numbers of children and young people leaving mainstream
education to access places in special schools or alternative provision. Based on the
current total costs of provision including staffing premises, resources and transport
the average cost place in one of the city’s special schools is £22K (this includes the
satellite and Orchard provision), with the average cost of a place at the Danesgate
Community being £17k. The actual costs per pupil vary according to the levels of
top up funding each individual attracts linked to their needs assessment but the
place funding for pupils in specialist provision is £10K. The average cost of a place

in enhanced resource provision is £12k, but actual per pupil costs vary across the
different ERPs. It is important that we have a sufficient number of places available
in specialist settings to meet the highest levels of need for those children and young
people who cannot thrive in mainstream. However, we also need to ensure that we
have provision in place which keeps children included in mainstream where it is
appropriate to do so and developing options which ensure that mainstream settings
are supported to meet need is an important outcome of the Inclusion Review.
Meeting need in mainstream setting and schools
11. Proposal 1:
schools.

Further develop early intervention support for settings and

This would involve a focus on early identification and intervention to address
emerging need beginning with a focus on speech, language and communication
needs in the early years. Addressing these needs pre-5 can make a significant
difference to children being able to thrive when they reach statutory school age.
York has been successful in gaining support from the national Early Years SEND
Partnership which has been contracted by the Department for Education to improve
outcomes for SEND children in the early years and promote social mobility. As part
of this project we have secured expert support from The Communication Trust to
begin to develop a Speech Language and Communication Needs Pathway. This
work together with the West social mobility project will provide a basis for the
development of a strong early intervention approach 0-5 to support better transition
for children when they reach statutory school age
In order to develop early intervention approaches 5-16 it is proposed that school
inclusion teams are developed bringing together the expertise and resources from a
range of existing services to extend the early intervention capacity of schools and
reduce the risks of children and young people achieving good outcomes in
mainstream schools . These will be multi-disciplinary teams co-ordinated by the
local authority but attached to secondary schools to provide support for cross phase
school based interventions to ensure that barriers to learning and attendance are
tackled early through preventative approaches and evidence informed ‘team around
the school’ interventions, which focus on addressing the causes of the child’s
barriers to learning rather than treating the symptoms.
12. Proposal 2: Support workforce development : Supporting settings and
schools to meet need and improve outcomes for children and young people
with SEND
Develop a city-wide programme of professional development for early years
settings, primary and secondary schools in partnership with the teaching schools
and research school. This would ensure that there is a graduated programme of
evidence informed CPD (continuing professional development) which would focus
on the improving the quality of classroom practice and improving the leadership of
SEND. This would include training to support the use of the SEND whole school
peer review process. Restoring parents confidence in the quality of mainstream
provision will help to reduce the pressure on specialist provision and requests for
statutory assessment.

13. Proposal 3: Remodel the Behaviour and Attendance Partnership
The purpose and protocols underpinning the Behaviour and Attendance Partnership
(BAP) are being reviewed. The BAP arrangements in York have historically served the
city well however, in the last few years there have been concerns about the
effectiveness of the current arrangements and the changes that have taken place in
both the national and local context mean that it is time to review and refresh the current
arrangements. Central to the review will be to ensure that more resources to support
schools with early help are in place to ensure that pupils coming to BAP have been
through a transparent and consistent process of evidence informed and evaluated
school based intervention. BAP would be at the highest tier of the graduated pathway
and would only accept referrals following significant early intervention work with each
child/young person. This review includes a focus on the use of ‘managed moves’ as an
intervention. There is increasing evidence that this practice is not helping to improve
outcomes for children and young people as increasingly many are failing to have their
needs addressed or achieve stability through the process of managed moves. In fact
for many children and young people multiple managed moves are adding to their
trauma as it can result in further feelings of rejection. In order to improve the BAP
arrangements it is proposed that in future the BAP would not be used for managed
moves but that the work of the partnership would focus on:
•

progressing fair access in a timely way, including considering parental requests;

•

reviewing the impact of interventions for ‘high tariff’ pupils;

•

ensuring that decisions to permanently exclude pupils have been consistently
made through rigorous peer review and challenge;

•

ensuring that permanent exclusion is proportionate and is the last resort.

Develop a graduated Alternative Provision pathway
14. Currently the majority of alternative provision in York is co-ordinated by a single
provider, the Danesgate Community. The Danesgate community currently works
with a wide community of need and provides support for:
•

children at risk of or subject to permanent exclusion;

•

children requiring education other than at school due to a range of
conditions including severe anxiety;

•

children with education, health and care plans with SEMH as their primary
need;

•

children in care both in city and in out of city placements.

Danesgate is due to become an academy and will join the South York MultiAcademy Trust (MAT) in November 2019. This means that the local authority needs
to put in place a commissioning contract with the South York MAT which will agree
the number and type of commissioned places. The local authority proposes to agree
a set number of commissioned places to meet its statutory duties to have provision in
place for children who are permanently excluded and to commission places for
children and young people with education, health and care plans. The development
of this contract will ensure that Danesgate and the South York MAT have clarity
about the number of commissioned places and this will ensure that they are able to
develop a clear financial planning model and will reduce the level of in-year variance
that is currently being experienced.

In order to develop a graduated AP pathway there are a number of options that
needs to be considered and are outlined below. There is a merit in considering
whether a combination of these options would be the best way forward in the future
and build a system which develops these elements in to a clearer graduated pathway
rather than over reliance on one central provider.
 Option a: Develop dispersed alternative provision bases across the city
This would be achieved by the development of alternative provision (AP) on school
sites. This will build on the ‘kestrel model’ developed by the Danesgate community
but would keep children and young people on the roll of their ‘home’ schools. The
dispersed AP provision would be managed by the ‘home’ school but could draw on
specialist advice and support from the Danesgate Community or other specialist
providers. Dispersed AP provision would help to reduce the costs of transporting
children and young people across the city to a central provision. This would help to
deliver the transport savings that have previously been identified and would also
create the opportunity to provide a small revenue budget to support the development
of dispersed AP provision.
 Option b: Commission kestrel provision from the Danesgate Community
Following the academisation of the Danesgate Community the local authority and
schools will need to have a contract in place with the Danesgate Community. An
aspect of developing this contract could be that the dispersed PRU model is
commissioned from the South York Multi Academy Trust. This would mean that the
children would receive a focused intervention from the Danesgate Community and
would be dual registered during the period of the intervention. Clear exit criteria will
be developed to support re-integration back to mainstream.
 Option c: Develop a directory of quality assured alternative provision to allow
schools to directly broker support
The local authority would develop a directory of quality assured alternative provision
providers to signpost to schools and this would support schools to directly broker
access to alternative provision rather than it being brokered centrally via a single
provider or by the local authority
 Option d: The local authority will continue to commission places from
Danesgate for children who have been permanently excluded from school to
meet our statutory duty.
 Option e: Commission specialist SEMH provision from the Danesgate
Community
York does not currently have a special school for SEMH however the Danesgate
Community has an increasing number of complex young people with education,
health and care plans who do not meet the criteria for places in the satellite
provision or Applefields. The local authority proposes to commission Danesgate to
provide as more specialist provision for these young people that would provide
them with personalised pathways to support stronger post 16 destinations for them.
The aim would be to develop an education offer which meets their needs and
gradually reintegrates them from 1:1 into small group learning when appropriate
and would prioritise building the skills they will need to move on to secure
destinations post 16, reducing the numbers of young people not in education,
employment or training by the age of 17.

15. The issues to resolve are the need to reduce the numbers leaving mainstream
permanently to access AP and to reduce the costs of transport associated with our
current model of AP, which are rising year on year and currently have created a
pressure on the high needs block. This will mean developing an AP transport policy
for each of the models outlined in the options. This policy should consider under
what circumstances the local authority would not provide transport and the costs of
this would then have to be built in to the recharges to individual schools from the AP
providers.

Specialist provision for children and young people with special educational
needs and disabilities
16. Proposal 4: Developed a combined assessment and admissions process for
the specialist provisions and Danesgate
Currently an admissions panel exists to manage admissions to the ERPs, satellites,
Applefields and Hob Moor Oaks. In order to ensure that children and young people
are able to access the support that best meets their needs it is proposed that a
combined assessment and admissions process is developed which manages
admissions for all the specialist provisions including the specialist provision at
Danesgate (this provision is for children and young people with EHCPs whose
primary need is SEMH). This would ensure that the admissions process is clear,
transparent and consistently applied across all the specialist provisions and should
help to ensure that children are able to access the provision that best meets their
needs and minimises delays caused by trying to find a suitable placement.
17. Proposal 5: Develop additional primary ERP provision and open an additional
secondary satellite at Millthorpe
Annex 1 provides information about ERP and satellite provision and has identified
the pressures on the current ERP provision related to the growth in autism, speech,
language and communication needs and SEMH.. This means that we need to fully
review all the current ERP provision from early years through to the secondary
phase to ensure that the commissioned provision meets the changes in the needs
of the SEND cohort. It is clear that there is a pressure on places in both the ERP
and satellite provision, which if this remains unresolved will increase the pressure
for places in the special schools and may result in some families taking the decision
to electively home educate through a lack of sufficient provision. Phase 2 of the
Inclusion Review recommended the need to provide additional ERP and satellite
provision and as a result both primary and secondary schools were invited to submit
an expression of interest to run ERP and satellite provision. Expressions of interest
have been received from Millthorpe School and Lakeside Primary Academy. In
order to fully develop new ERP and satellite provision there will be a capital cost
and this will need to be approved by the council’s Executive. A small scale pilot
satellite provision using existing space within the school will be developed at
Millthorpe School in partnership with Applefields School and this is due to open for 3
pupils in September 2019.

18. Proposal 6 : Ensure that specialist resources in the local authority are
focused on supporting early intervention and capacity building
Review the shape and structure of the specialist resources in the local authority to
ensure that its role in supporting early intervention and prevention is clear to schools
and families. Referral processes are clearly communicated and the structure of teams
is kept under review to ensure that they are configured in the most effective ways to
support needs led commissioning.
19. Proposal 7: Recruitment of a local authority commissioner for SEND and
alternative provision
The recruitment of a SEND and AP commissioner would ensure that more transparent
and consistent approaches to commissioning and contract management are in place
for SEND and AP. This would ensure that commissioning is needs led, best value is
achieved and would be an ‘invest to save’ appointment. Currently the commissioning
and contract management functions sit across a number of different teams which
creates inefficiencies and means that an holistic view of the costs of provision
packages is difficult to achieve.
20. Proposal 8: Review local authority panel and decision making processes
The local authority is beginning a review of the panel and decision making processes,
this will include the EHC Panel and the Combined Panel which informs post maintained
provision for High Needs young people with education, health and care plans. The
concept of developing a front door for SEND which results in stronger integrated
assessment is something that has been developed by East Sussex County Council and
is highlighted as a case study in the ISOS report, ‘Developing and Sustaining an
effective local SEND system’ (see annex 2). This may be a concept that we would
want to consider, refine and develop for our local context. The outcomes of this work
will be to ensure that processes are clear and transparent for all stakeholders, support
integrated decision making and joint commissioning, minimise delays and improve
communication with children and families.
21. Proposal 9: Continue to develop the post 19 local offer and improve transition
to better prepare children and young people for adult life
The introduction of the education, health and care plan has increased the number of
young people who are continuing in education to the age of 25. Over the last 5 years
York has successfully developed aspects of its local offer in partnership with local FE
colleges and social enterprises. This has successfully improved outcomes and
reduced the numbers of young people with complex needs in out of city residential
placements. In September 2018 the Minster provision was successfully launched at
Askham Bryan College. This has introduced new provision for high needs learners and
is an innovative collaboration between Applefields School and Askham Bryan College.
Work continues to support the development of the local offer with Blueberry Academy
and Choose 2.
The post 19 offer is under continuous review and an important element of this work will
be the development of more integrated working with adult social care to ensure that
young people and their families are being better supported to transition in to adult life
through developing a ‘whole life’ approach to communication and planning.

There continues to be a need to develop better learning to work pathways for young
people with SEND through traineeships, supported internships and supported
employment.

Next Steps
22. To develop a decision paper for the council’s Executive which will provide details
about the proposals that will be taken forward and will include both revenue and
capital costs associated with these delivering the preferred proposals. The outcomes
of the government’s current Call for Evidence will be considered in the development of
the finalised proposals.

Recommendations
23. The members of Schools Forum are asked to:
(i) Discuss and provide feedback on the work taking place to address the intended
outputs of phase 3 of the review
(ii) Consider the proposals for developing the provision pathways for children and
young people with special educational needs and/or disabilities and to provide
feedback on preferred proposals to inform a decision paper for the council’s
Executive group.
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Provision for CYP in the City of York Autism and other communication and interaction needs
Setting the scene
Across the City there has been an increase in the number of Children and Young People (CYP) with a
diagnosis of autism

The rise in numbers of children with a primary need of autism is evident in both mainstream schools and
specialist provision.
In York, those with a primary need of autism account for the largest proportion of those CYP with an EHCP.
Current specialist provision
Primary Model - Haxby Road ERP
26 places for Y1 to Y6
In 2017 the ERP was altered to include 8 full time places for children with a diagnosis of autism who could
not manage the transition and unpredictability of a split placement. These children were included into the
three classes of children with SLCN who have part time dual registered places
2018-19 There are now 9 children with a full time place and 17 with a part time SLCN place (although four
of these children do have a diagnosis). 16 children have an EHCP (essential for a full time place). Those
children with a full time place are working towards full access to the mainstream classes (with specialist
support) for the afternoon sessions.
Teachers in the ERP have or are working towards Post Graduate degrees in either Autism or Language and
Communication Impairment in Children. All staff are SCERTS trained and TAs have the ELKLAN qualification.
Outreach
For schools with a dual placed child there is an outreach package with training offered every week to
teachers, TAs, parents or SENCos. The ERP lead and class teachers also make regular visits to the home
schools and do joint moderation of work.
SLCN outreach is currently available to all primary settings – reports issuing advice and guidance are
provided following visits. The ERP Lead ensures all potential applicants have had a lesson observation prior
to panel.
Teaching staff at the ERP provide training for Haxby Road, other schools in the Local Authority and families.
This training involves specialist advice on communication and interaction needs including autism and SLCN.

Cost
SLCN - £10000 place funding (element 1 and 2 remains with home school) plus £96 - £1916 per person top
up funding
Autism - £10000 place funding plus £5253 - £12231 top up funding

There is a complex cohort who, prior to attending the ERP, were either out of school or attending school
part time. The outcomes from the ERP have been strong with good evidence of improvement for all the
children. All children being assessed using the SCERTS framework are making progress (on average 8.25
points per area, per quarter across partners and contexts evidencing ability to generalise skills). This
represents a strong level of progress. This year (Feb 19 data) 64% of the children in the ERP have higher
attendance than they had when they were last in full time mainstream. Some children have increased their
attendance dramatically, 3 children’s attendance is now over 50% higher.
Secondary Model – Fulford and Joseph Rowntree ERP
10 places in each for Y7-11 (currently 12 in JR ERP)
Both ERPs are for CYP with a diagnosis of Autism, hold an EHCP and have a level of complexity that means
their needs are best suited to an ERP. This is a different model to the primary ERP as the CYP spend the
majority of their time (approximately 80%) in the mainstream classes with specialist support and intervention
to enable this greater access to the mainstream curriculum. They will have completed the primary
curriculum but will require more support to manage the demands of secondary school environment, social
demands and curriculum. These CYP have literacy and general learning abilities within the range that would
be expected in a mainstream school and aim to work towards achieving qualifications at GCSE or equivalent
level but will require enhanced transition arrangements to further education or supported employment.
Both ERP leads have post graduate qualifications in Autism and have received SCERTS training. Many of the
TAs have additional specialist qualifications and/or are experienced in working with CYP with complex
Communication and Interaction needs.
Cost
Element 1 + average £11k per pupil high needs top up funding
Outreach
Whilst staff at the secondary ERPs do not offer outreach, the Service Level Agreement stipulates that they
are responsible for the in-reach within their school rather than accessing the STT. There is an expectation
that all staff in the school will be autism aware and the whole-school environment will be autism friendly.
More recently the STT have started to work in closer liaison with the ERPs to ensure consistency of support
across the City and to continue to monitor the progress of CYP. In Joseph Rowntree the STT have picked up
case work
Concerns moving forward
There is a lack of places in specialist provision particularly for those with autism.
• SEN Sufficiency Capacity paper from February 19 stated “There is a higher demand for autism places
at Haxby Road than places available, leaving some children with autism struggling to access
mainstream provision, despite high levels of support.” There were no primary places for 2019 and
children who applied were either offered places at Hob Moor Oaks or have remained at their
primary school with increased personalised provision and support. There is only one primary place
currently expected to be available for 2020. Haxby Road was over subscribed for both SLCN places

and Autism places. It is difficult to be exact on numbers as many settings report that they have not
considered making a request for a place as SENCos are aware there are no places.
• There are a number of children in the City whose social interaction and emotional regulation
development is preventing them either from accessing full time placements in their setting or from
having a school experience which involves a majority of their time away from peers.
• SEN team are investigating whether current SEMH and SLCN data may indicate that schools are
under identifying SLCNeeds
• One key concern about a gap in provision has been identified for children with autism moving on
from Haxby Road ERP for communication and interaction. Increased complexity of needs of the
children at Haxby Road ERP would indicate that there are some children who currently do not look
as though they will be able to attend mainstream settings at secondary even with the support of an
ERP. The secondary ERPs for autism are structured around each young person accessing the majority
of their timetable in mainstream lessons whereas the majority of children in Haxby Rd ERP with
autism are accessing only a few lessons within the mainstream classes.
• Fulford and Joseph Rowntree ERP are over subscribed. For September 2019, demand for places
exceeded supply (there was only one place available). This causes particular issues when CYP move
in to York from an autism specialist provision who do not meet the Cognition and Learning entry
requirements for Applefields secondary special school.
• There has been an increase in the number of complaints from parents regarding the support
available for CYP who are on the Autism pathway but are awaiting assessment. Currently the
outreach support for these CYP is a generic visit from a Specialist TA. The team do not have the
capacity to add these CYP to their caseload. In addition the team give advice specifically about needs
associated with autism. Some CYP on the pathway do not get a diagnosis and this advice may
therefore be inappropriate. The SLCN outreach team do not have the capacity to add these CYP to
their caseload.
Potential solutions
• More training for mainstream settings – how to develop communication friendly provision within a
mainstream setting; how to meet more complex needs. The SCERTS working group are working on a
range of resources and have discussed potential training offer
• A Nursery ERP which specialises in Communication and Interaction; three term, assessment places which
allow for accurate identification of need and support for families in deciding on the best provision
pathway to meet these needs longer term.
• Increased places primary ERP – possible additional two classes at another Ebor setting managed within
the same framework as the current Communication and Interaction team. The success of the current
model is the “mix” of children with a varied level of communication and interaction needs and the
proposal is for 2 classes of children (R to Y6), the majority of which would be dual registered places for
children with a breadth of communication and interaction need. The ratio of full time: part time places
would need to be agreed within a commissioning contract. This ratio would affect staffing costs. The
current finance model is a blunt tool which would also need to be addressed through the commissioning
contract; although the ERP banding document is completed, it is yet to be used (see appendix 1 and 2)
• Haxby Road Communication and Interaction team add to their offer; they include outreach support for
CYP on the Autism pathway. This could be worked in to the introduction of a new ERP with additional
commissioning to increase the amount/type of outreach the team would be expected to deliver

A secondary provision that could be more personalised and based on a nurture model with access to
mainstream lessons and curriculum, possibly on the same lines as the Orchard provision. This may be
more appropriate to meet the needs of the needs of the children with more complex needs at Haxby
Road.
• More personalised provision for the CYP with the most complex needs and challenging behaviours, who
require bespoke packages of support with a high staff to pupil ratio. (Danesgate?) This provision would
be working towards building independence and reintegration to settings with their peer group; building
relationships within their community and developing behaviours for learning and achieving their
personal, wider outcomes
Where might potential solutions impact on current provision ladder?
•

Similar provision set up or
extension to this provision
More training to
improve this offer

More training to
improve this offer

More primary places

More outreach for those
on the autism pathway

More training to
improve this offer

More primary places

Developing and
sustaining an
effective local
SEND system
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and partners
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Introduction
The context and aims of this project
In recent years, there has been an increasing public focus on the nature and quality of support
provided to children and young people with special educational needs and disability (SEND). It is a
certainly a welcome development that public debates, in both policy circles and the media, are
increasingly considering how effectively services support children and young people with additional
needs. Often, however, these debates centre on the challenges that local services face in providing
the right support at the right time. From our discussions with local councils and their partners through
this project, and our wider work with local areas across England, there was a strong view that local
areas are feeling considerable pressure and facing significant challenges in providing the support
needed by young people with SEND.
The aims of this project are not, however, to detail those challenges. In part, that is because other
pieces of work have been undertaken or are underway that are seeking to describe and evidence those
challenges, and to influence the way in which they might be redressed. (For example, we are carrying
out a parallel research project commissioned by the Local Government Association (LGA) to detail the
nature of the funding pressures on local area’s resources for children and young people with SEND
and high needs.) In part, this is because there is also an important role for a complementary piece of
work, which takes the current system and its challenges as they are. This project seeks to consider
what partners in local areas can do at the level of the local system to establish and sustain effective
practice in identifying needs, providing support, using existing resources to best effect, and achieving
the best outcomes for children and young people with SEND. In much of our work on SEND and
inclusion, we often find local areas contending with a similar set of challenges. Furthermore, in many
of the local areas with whom we have work, we have come across effective initiatives and projects to
address those challenges. Often, however, there are few opportunities for leaders from local areas to
come together to share promising approaches to addressing common challenges.
For this reason, the LGA commissioned Isos Partnership to undertake a project to work with local
councils and their partners to:
a. draw together what partners in local areas have done to develop and sustain effective,
system-level approaches to supporting young people with SEND;
b. from these approaches, distil some key practical messages that could be used by partners in
local areas across the country, adapted to their local circumstances and priorities; and
c. share, develop and refine these key messages formatively and iteratively through coproductive discussions with leaders from local areas across the country.

How we have approached the project
Throughout this project, the emphasis has been on learning from some of the practices that strategic
leaders and partners in local areas have developed to support young people with SEND. We have
approached the work in two distinct phases.
In phase one, we facilitated three workshops for:
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a. officers and elected members from local councils;
b. partners from voluntary and community sector (VCS) organisations working within local areas
on SEND, facilitated by colleagues from the Council for Disabled Children (CDC); and
c. national decision-makers and policy-formers from the Department for Education (DfE) and
the LGA.
The aim of these initial discussions was to draw together an initial set of key messages about effective
practice in establishing and sustaining a good local SEND system.
In phase two, we facilitated a series of six regional workshops for elected members and officers from
local councils to share and spread these messages, but also to refine them and gather additional
examples of effective local approaches. In total, members and/or officers from 63 councils have
contributed to this project. This report summarises the key messages and some of the examples of
effective practice that we have taken from these discussions.

The scope of the project
The scope of the work has been a broad one: when we refer to SEND, we are referring to children and
young people (referred to as ‘young people’ throughout this report for brevity) aged from birth to 25,
and those supported at the level of SEN support as well as those with statutory Education, Health &
Care Plans (EHCPs).
Throughout this report, we also talk about the concept of a “local SEND system”. We use this term to
refer to the arrangements, relationships, support, services and provisions that relate to SEND within
the local area covered by a local authority.
Because of the breadth of the scope of this work, we have found it helpful to structure our discussions
with council colleagues and partners around six broad themes. These themes capture the key
relationships in an effective local SEND system – recognising that SEND is a partnership endeavour,
and ensuring effective support is not within the gift of any one organisation. These themes also cover
the continuum of SEND support, ranging from what is offered in mainstream and universal settings,
to more targeted services, and through to specialised provision. The six themes are as follows:
1. partnership working and co-production with parents and carers, and with young people;
2. strategic partnership working and joint commissioning across education, health and care;
3. identifying, assessing young people’s needs and ensuring they can access the support that
they need;
4. building inclusive capacity in mainstream schools and settings;
5. developing responsive, flexible and effective local specialist provision; and
6. preparation for adulthood.
In this report, we have used these six themes to set out the key messages about SEND good practice
that we have taken from our work with the councils and their partners who have participated in this
work.
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About this report
This report has been written as a concise, practical summary of good practice in developing and
sustaining an effective local SEND system. It has been written with the intention that this will be of
use to elected members and officers in local councils, but equally to local strategic partners in clinical
commissioning groups (CCGs) and local health services, schools, early years settings and colleges,
groups and networks of parents, carers and young people, VCS organisations and others with an
interest in ensuring that there is effective local support for young people with SEND.
As we have noted at the outset of this introduction, the aim of the project has not been to explore the
nature of the challenges faced by local SEND systems, but the practices developed by local areas to
develop practices that are effective in mitigating those challenges and providing support for young
people with SEND. A strong message from council colleagues throughout this project has been that
the key messages and practices captured in this report are not a panacea that will allow local SEND
systems to avoid challenges and pressures all together. Instead, they are necessary steps in seeking to
provide support, meet needs, ensure effective use of local resources and achieve good long-term
outcomes for young people with SEND in what they considered a highly challenging context.
We are grateful to all of the councillors, officers and partners from local areas, as well as colleagues
from national organisations such as the LGA, CDC and DfE, who have engaged with this project, shared
examples from their work, and helped to shape this document. We hope that the messages we have
captured through this project offer useful, practical ideas that can inform the work of leaders and
partners in reflecting on and strengthening practice within their local SEND systems.
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Summary of key messages
Theme 1: Partnership working and co-production with parents and carers, and with young
people
•

Demonstrate commitment to sharing challenges and solving problems in a spirit of coproduction. Ensure that co-production feels meaningful, and not tokenistic, by engaging at a
formative stage, openly sharing a problem and enabling parents, carers and young people to
generate ideas and shape solutions.

•

Empower and enable local groups of parents and carers to play a strategic role within the
local SEND system. Identify specific opportunities for parents, carers and young people to
influence the local SEND system at a strategic level and build the capacity of local groups and
networks to play this role.

•

Focus on broadening participation by engaging an ever-wider range of young people and
families. Make broadening participation, and hearing from as broad a range of parents, carers
and young people as possible, an explicit aim of the local SEND system.

Theme 2: Strategic partnership working and joint commissioning across education, health
and care
•

Develop and embed strong routines and processes for making decisions and commissioning
provision across key agencies. Ensure that there are explicit processes and protocols – about
decision-making and the use of resources – that are used to consider commissioning of
individual packages of support and overall services.

•

Ensure joint commissioning delivers better, joined-up support by planning pathways of
support for specific types of needs. Identify key areas of need – autism or mental health –
and plan a coherent, seamless pathway of support for young people and their families.

•

Put in place effective governance structures and processes to ensure strategic decisions can
be taken swiftly and effectively. Whatever the make-up of council and CCG boundaries,
ensure that there is a clear partnership governance structure in place that enables partners to
make joint strategic decisions swiftly and effectively, and use existing governance mechanisms
(such as the Health & Wellbeing Board) to ensure that there is an appropriate focus on support
for young people with SEND.

Theme 3: Identifying, assessing young people’s needs and ensuring they can access the
support that they need
•

Focus on strengthening core processes and building a consistent understanding so that
needs can be identified early and accurately (and the right support put in place). Central to
this is having a widely understood and consistently applied vocabulary for identifying a young
person’s needs (not for its own sake, but as a first step to putting in place the right support).

•

Ensure that information about local support is accessible and helps families and
professionals to navigate the local system easily. Part of this is about ensuring that the local
offer is a useful tool that enables families and professionals to understand what is available,
which services are best placed to support them, and how to access those services. Part of this
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is also about ensuring that there are mechanisms for local services to respond flexibly in
instances when a young person requires a more bespoke package of support.
•

Put in place open, transparent and outcomes-focused processes for assessing young
people’s needs. Ensure that assessment processes take a holistic view of a young person’s
needs while also identifying the support that is needed, and that decisions are taken in an
open, informed and transparent manner.

Theme 4: Building inclusive capacity in mainstream schools and settings
•

Ensure that there is a clear strategy for building inclusive capacity in mainstream schools
and settings. This will require there being a set of consistent expectations about the support
mainstream settings and schools will offer, but also a clear offer of support to build their
capacity to deliver this support effectively.

•

Ensure that schools and settings have access to an explicit offer of targeted inclusion
support. Be clear what targeted support can be accessed, what will be part of a “core” offer
open to all schools and settings (without requiring a statutory assessment and plan), and
where there is an additional offer that settings and schools can tap into by using their own
resources.

•

Ensure that inclusion support provided by education services is part of a broader, holistic
and joined-up offer of support for young people’s care and health needs. Recognise the
importance of supporting a child’s needs in their education setting, but also that those needs
may be linked to issues related to their family, home or health needs that will require joinedup support from a wider range of non-education-based services.

Theme 5: Developing responsive, flexible and effective local specialist provision
•

Work with local specialist providers to develop robust routines for considering local needs
and shaping local provision to meet them. Developing an evidence-informed and
collaborative approach to planning places in specialist SEND provision – both the state-funded
and independent / non-maintained sector – so that there is an effective, collective plan for
how local provision can meet local needs.

•

Develop a range of “mainstream plus” options. This will include working with local
mainstream and specialist providers and developing models for meeting young people’s needs
in learning environments that match their educational and wider developmental needs, and
allow them to remain connected to their local communities.

•

Develop collaborative processes for considering bespoke placements for young people with
the most complex needs. This will involve bringing local specialist providers together to work
collaboratively to consider how they could develop bespoke packages of support to enable
young people with the most complex needs to be supported in their local communities. This
will also entail developing strategic and effective commissioning of placements in the
independent and non-maintained sector, including working collectively with neighbouring
local areas.

Theme 6: Preparation for adulthood
•

Be pro-active in gathering feedback from young people about their aspirations and use this
intelligence to commission pathways that will enable young people to pursue their goals.
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Engage young people who are likely to require further support or bespoke pathways to pursue
their aspirations, and convene local education providers and wider partners to shape
corresponding pathways.
•

In parallel, pro-actively engage local employers, and support them to develop opportunities
for young people with SEND to make a successful transition to the world of work. Take an
incremental approach to working with local employers (in the private or third sectors, but also
in the public sector – including the local council and health services) to develop pathways for
young people with SEND to move into the world of work. Help employers to understand the
needs of the young people with whom they will be working and to put the right support in
place. Use this learning to show other employers how this can be done as well as the benefits
of employing young people with SEND.

•

Ensure that there is a strong, joint local offer of education, health and care options to enable
young people with the most complex needs to make a successful transition to adult life.
Ensure that there are effective processes for early planning of a young person’s transition to
adult life, as well as enabling agencies to work together to put in place holistic packages of
support that will enable a young person to thrive in adult life.
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Chapter One: Partnership working and co-production
with parents and carers, and with young people
Why this matters in local SEND systems
Co-productive relationships are at the heart of local SEND systems. The nature of young people’s
needs and the fact that the SEND system spans a child’s early years, their statutory school age, and
their early adulthood means that there will often be several agencies, services and organisations
involved in supporting a young person and their family. Getting it right for a young person with SEND,
let alone across a local system, is not within the gift of any single organisation or body. As such, a key
focus of the national SEND reforms (following the Children and Families Act 2014) and work within
local systems since then (as we describe in the next chapter) is around local partners working together
to ensure the local SEND system delivers effective support and achieves good outcomes for young
people.
The principles of partnership working apply across all aspects of the local SEND system, and none more
so than in work with parents and carers, and with children and young people. The importance of
partnership working and co-production – working with those involved with or affected by something
to find shared solutions – have been a strong theme in the local area SEND inspections carried out by
Ofsted and the Care Quality Commission (CQC). In their 2017 summary of the themes from the first
year of local area SEND inspections, Ofsted and CQC stated, ‘typically, where strategic co-production
has been most successful, the local area’s parent and carer forums have sought and used the views of
parents to inform their discussions with leaders and their role in co-production.’ The comments from
one local area’s inspection report highlighted the importance of effective partnerships with parents
and carers.
‘In [the local area], local area leaders and [the parent and carer forum] have established strong and
effective working practices. The forum draws on its members, keeping them informed of meetings,
consultations and imminent changes in provision using a range of social media and other devices.
This means that parents are represented at all partnership meetings between leaders in education,
health and care.
‘Local area leaders are clear about and sensitive to the impact of decisions and changes on families.
They take this fully into account when planning strategically for the future. Parents feel valued and
part of the improvement planning for provision in the city, including understanding the reasons why
decisions are taken.’

In this chapter, we highlight three key messages, drawn from our discussions with council members
and officers, as well as from VCS organisations, about how to establish and sustain effective coproductive relationships with parents, carers and young people.

Demonstrate commitment to sharing challenges and solving
problems in a spirit of co-production
The colleagues we engaged through this research described two contrasting approaches to working
with parents, carers and young people. The first they described as co-production in name only. This
approach was characterised by councils and other agencies working in a traditional way, spotting a
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problem, working up a solution, and then “consulting” a group of parents or young people as if to “tick
the co-production box”. They described such an approach as tokenistic. There was no attempt to
ensure those affected by a problem or decision could take ownership of this, and limited opportunity
to shape the eventual outcome.
By contrast, the second approach, and one of more genuine co-production, was based around sharing
a problem at an early stage, fostering shared understanding of the issue, and solving the problem
through collaborative and formative discussions. This involved being committed to working in a
different way, as well as a high degree of mutual trust. Several local areas with whom we worked
described how, as a first step in building a culture of co-production, council officers and parent and
carer groups had worked together to develop some clear principles and protocols defining what coproduction meant and how each would seek to work in a co-productive way.
Having an explicit “co-production charter” can be useful, both as a reference point, but also as an
initial project on which to test out and start to develop a more co-productive culture of working
between the council, partner agencies and parents, carers and young people. Ultimately, however,
co-production has to move on from being something new and discrete to being part of the culture of
the local SEND system. Particularly for councils and partner agencies, which by their nature will be
large and multi-faceted organisations, the challenge will be ensuring that the principles of coproduction are embedded and applied in all work that concerns young people with SEND and their
families. As one council officer put it, ‘co-production must be everyone’s business and it must be
routine.’ As such, some council colleagues who contributed to this project described how they had
developed a co-production tool, that enabled services and providers, including schools, to assess
themselves in terms of their co-productive working with families.

Fostering a culture of co-production in Durham
A big focus of Durham’s work around the local SEND system in recent years has been on developing
and embedding principles of co-productive working between the Council and local parents and
carers of young people with SEND. To build on this, and ensure these principles and practices are
applied consistently across the local SEND system, Durham has developed a participation strategy
and corresponding “co-production benchmarking tool”. The tool has been developed by Making
Changes Together (MCT), the Parent Carer Network, with support from Durham County Council.
MCT engaged a wide range of parent groups, and children and young people to learn of their
experience highlighting the barriers to effective co-production and also where co-production has
been enabled. This is designed to be used by individual services, settings, schools and colleges, in
order to ensure that there is consistently effective co-productive working with parents and carers,
as well as young people, in the work of all services and providers. This has been particularly
important in ensuring that parents and carers are involved in informing, shaping and strengthening
system-wide initiatives and the work of individual services – for example, working with schools to
shape a clear offer for pupils at SEN support. The Local Area Quality Improvement Board has
committed all local area partners to completing a benchmarking exercise about their current
coproduction practice and, in six months’ time, to reassess their position following implementation
of the strategy.

Furthermore, council colleagues noted that, even where it was done well, co-productive working was
often undertaken by one agency acting alone – the council may engage some co-productive working
with parents and carers, while a local health service engaged in a parallel piece of work. Colleagues
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noted that there would be value in looking at opportunities for multi-agency co-production. Some
local areas that contributed to this project discussed how they were exploring opportunities to do this
when re-designing specific support pathways in which several agencies were involved – for example,
support for young people with autism or mental health needs, which we describe in more detail in
chapter two.
The final aspect to developing a culture of co-productive working was to show that co-production
could deliver tangible benefits. Colleagues emphasised that it was important to avoid a scenario in
which engagement was undertaken, feedback gathered and expectations raised, and then parents,
carers and young people heard nothing about what had happened. One way of demonstrating the
benefits of co-productive working is to be able to point to specific improvements in support or
services. Several local areas had developed routines for updating parents, carers and young people
through “you said, we did” features on their local offers. As council colleagues emphasised to us,
however, in some instances, issues may take longer than anticipated to be worked through, potential
solutions delayed, or challenges found to be more difficult to overcome. A crucial aspect of coproductive working in these instances is to keep the dialogue going with parents, carers and young
people – to ensure those with whom agencies are working are kept informed about the process by
which an issue is being worked through and have an informed understanding of what will be required
to see it through to its conclusion. To complement the “you said, we did” approach, some local areas
had added to this with a “you wanted, we have not been able to” feature, so that there would be
complete openness and transparency between councils, partners and local families.

Reshaping the offer of short breaks with parents and carers in Nottinghamshire
In 2016, Nottinghamshire decided to review the county’s offer of short breaks for parents and
carers of children with disabilities in partnership with the Nottinghamshire Parent Carer Forum
(NPCF). What was then the current offer had been in place for several years, but the Council
recognised that, with rising demand and increasing pressure on available resources, the offer in its
then form was not sustainable. The Council wanted to co-produce a new offer with parents and
carers.
As a first step, the Council held a series of consultation events across the county together with an
online survey. While part of the challenge was about the pressure on Council resources, parents
had a strong interest in ensuring that there was a fair and equitable offer of short breaks for families
across the county. The County Council, the NPCF and parents / carers formed a co-production
working group. The co-production working group then worked together to agree an overall offer
that was affordable, sustainable and met the principles that parents had put forward. These
included the offer being fair, the criteria for accessing support being transparent, and there being
some level of support available to all families who needed assistance.
As such, rather than keep the offer the same but raise the eligibility threshold, parents and the
Council co-produced an offer that rebalanced the level of support but ensured there continued to
be some form of short break offer for all parents and carers that had been eligible under the
previous model. Council officers reflected that, as a result of working co-productively with parents,
Nottinghamshire had been able to develop a new short breaks offer that was not necessarily what
the Council would have developed had they been working on this alone, and was seen by parents
as being fair, transparent and sustainable. The new offer went live in September 2018.
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Empower and enable local groups of parents and carers to play a
strategic role within the local SEND system
Mutual challenge is an important part of the relationship between parent and carer organisations and
councils and partner agencies. Feedback about things that have not worked is an important source of
intelligence and, when used appropriately, can help to identify broader issues and drive improvements
across a local SEND system. The risk, however, is that relationships characterised mainly by challenge
can become wholly adversarial in ways that can impede partnership working and co-production. This
is not to underplay some of the challenges of the local SEND system experienced by families, but rather
to recognise that there are important practical steps that can be taken by local partners, including
parent and carer groups, to ensure that these experiences can be used to improve and strengthen the
local SEND system.
In our discussions, council colleagues described the importance of seeking to build a partnership with
parent and carer organisations in which the latter had and was able to play a strategic role in ensuring
the local SEND system worked effectively for all local families. There are two parts to this. The first is
identifying specific opportunities for parent and carer organisations to play this role. Some local areas
had done this by commissioning the local parent carer forum (PCF) to design or deliver a specific
service. One local area, for example, had commissioned the local PCF to deliver an information and
advice service to parents and carers, with parents offering impartial advice and support to others
seeking to understand and navigate the local SEND system. Another example came from a local area
where the PCF had been tasked with designing a programme of training and support for parents and
carers of children who had been diagnosed with autism, enabling those families to understand their
child’s needs and how best to support them. Common examples were of parents and carers being part
of project or task-and-finish groups, helping to co-design a service, improve the local offer, or develop
a set of guidelines for mainstream schools around effective engagement with parents of children with
SEND. Overall, what is crucial is identifying opportunities where a new way of delivering support or
service is required, and framing this as an “ask” of parents, carers and/or young people to come up
with new ideas.

Strategic co-production with parents and carers in Wiltshire
Wiltshire’s Parent Carer Council (WPCC) represents around 2,500 parents and carers of young
people with SEND across the county. Council leaders and WPCC colleagues have sought to develop
a strong strategic partnership whereby parents and carers are at the heart of strategic decisions
and can play an active role in new initiatives relating to the local SEND system. There are two ways
in which they do this.
First, the Council and WPCC have sought to ensure that there is a clear and formal agreement about
how they will work together. This covers basic, but fundamental, things like how the Council and
WPCC will consult one another and share intelligence, and even how and when meetings will be
held – simple things, but crucial to ensuring the relationship works smoothly. WPCC has good links
with political leaders and senior officers, including the Leader of the Council and Director of
Children’s Services.
Second, the Council has recognised the need to support and empower WPCC to play a strategic role
in the local SEND system. As a result, the Council has used funding to invest in building the capacity
of WPCC to provide some key local services. Funding enables WPCC to employ five members of staff
– a Director, Chair of Participation, and three Information Officers.
11

•

Information and advice – WPCC is funded by Wiltshire Council to provide a dedicated
information and advice service, run by parents and carers for parents and carers. This has a
separate, but complementary, focus to the local SEND Information, Advice and Support
Service (SENDIASS). WPCC’s service has been running since 2011, and is designed to
signpost parents and carers to the correct services and enable services to join-up in the
right way, rather than parents and carers being referred between different services. This
has a practical benefit to Wiltshire’s families, but also provides a valuable source of
feedback and intelligence for WPCC and the Council.

•

Participation – WPCC receives funding of £30,000 to foster participation among parents
and carers. This enables WPCC to cover travel expenses and overcome other barriers to
parents engaging in consultations and other events. This is crucial in a county the size of
Wiltshire. As a result, attendance at workshops for parents are very good.

•

Support in Wiltshire: Autism Parent Programme – WPCC were commissioned and now run
a bespoke set of age-specific programmes for parents of children with autism. WPCC have
worked with parents to develop an information pack and the content of the courses so that
these are responsive to local needs. The programme is now co-run by parent-facilitators,
who have been through the programme and can share their experience to support other
families.

As one senior Council offer put it, ‘our work with WPCC is part of a whole-system approach. There
is nothing we do that does not involve WPCC. The decisions we have taken have always been better
because they have been properly informed. The process of making what have been some very tricky
decisions has been made so much easier because we have a good, honest and trusting working
relationship. We can say with a high degree of confidence that we know what works and what
doesn’t work in our services.’

The second part of enabling parents, carers and young people to play a strategic role in the local
system is to build their capacity to take on this role. What this entails will depend on the specific “ask”.
Where local areas were asking the local PCF to take on a particular function (delivering an information
and advice hotline), it had been important to support the PCF in developing the core processes to
support delivering this service. Where the “ask” had been around designing a particular form of
support for other parents or an offer of support, councils had supported parent and carer groups by
providing an initial induction into the service area and the broader context in which that service
operated so that any solutions generated were likely to be successful. Council colleagues stressed to
us the importance of putting in place some agreed expectations in advance. This was not done to
dampen aspirations, but rather to ensure that there was clarity about what to be achieved, over what
timescale, and with what level of resources.
Council colleagues noted that it required an investment of time and in some instances a small amount
of resources to support parents and groups to play a more strategic role within the local system, but
considered that this investment returned considerable benefits over time. First, this can help to
strengthen relationships between parents, carers and the council and its strategic partners. Working
co-productively can mean that new initiatives are seen as having been developed openly and through
partnership, and presented not as something the council is doing to families, but as something that
families and the council (and other partners) have developed together. Second, such an approach can
result in better decisions and solutions, with co-productive working having the potential to generate
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new ideas that had the broad backing of a wider group of parents, carers and young people. Third,
such an approach can provide the impetus to broaden the reach and strengthen the structures of local
parent and carer groups – for example, becoming formally constituted, being in a position to deliver
services, and with leadership and governance structures in place that can help to avoid groups
becoming dependent on a small cadre of committed volunteers.
These principles apply equally to co-productive working with young people. Council colleagues argued
that it was important to foster among young people the expectation that they would be involved in
shaping decisions about their lives from a young age. Colleagues emphasised the importance of
building opportunities for young people to express themselves, what they found helpful and not, and
their aspirations into the process of assessing a young person’s needs and planning their support –
both at school or setting level for children on SEN support, as well as through the statutory process
for those who may need or have EHCPs. Asking young people what they wanted, what would help
them, how they found a particular experience, how it could be improved, was seen to be valuable in
itself. Council colleagues also emphasised that doing so could help to lay the foundations for more
structured, strategic engagement with young people on specific, system-wide, co-productive projects.

Focus on broadening participation by engaging an ever-wider range
of young people and families
Formal groups of parents and carers, such as the local PCF, and likewise area-wide young people’s
groups often rely heavily on a cadre of committed individuals who dedicate significant amounts of
their time on a voluntary basis. This commitment is to be applauded, and in many areas is a strength
of the local SEND system. Nevertheless, council colleagues emphasised that, when seeking the views
of parents, carers and young people, it was important to ensure the wide range of voices and
perspectives within a local area were heard, as well as to avoid expecting groups like the PCF to speak
on behalf of all parents and carers. In particular, local areas noted that there was often a wider
network of parent and carer or young people’s groups based around very specific localities or arranged
around common sets of needs. These groups often provide vital support networks, but potentially can
also be an important set of partners when seeking to engage parents, carers and young people in a
spirit of co-production.

Parent champions in Manchester
In Manchester, parents and carers have been empowered to support one another in getting to grips
with and navigating the SEND system. Three years ago, feedback from local engagement exercises
and through the local offer team and SENDIASS suggested that parents valued being able to gather
information about SEND support and services from a range of sources, but particularly valued being
able to ask questions from other parents. In response, Manchester worked with interested parents
to set up a programme of “parent champions”, where parents are given training in understanding
the local system, using the local offer and SEND information reports, how to access local support
and how to give feedback on gaps in provision.
To fulfil the role, parent champions simply have to be available to have conversations with other
parents of children with SEND and to help other parents access Manchester’s local offer. Many have
taken a much more pro-active approach organising information, support and engagement events
within their local communities. So far, over 100 parents have been trained as parent champions.
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Feedback from those parents who have been trained and those who have been supported by the
parent champions has been extremely positive.
The parent champions complement the strategic work being undertaken by Manchester Parent
Carer Forum and together are making sure that parents and carers are key partners in improving
services for children and young people with SEND.

Furthermore, council colleagues noted that it was often the families of children with EHCPs who were
involved with formal consultation and co-production activities, since these tended to be the families
who were known to local SEND services. While it is important to gather the views from these families,
it is also important to note that the majority of children with SEN do not have EHCPs. They and their
families, however, will have experience of the local SEND system. It is important, therefore, that there
are opportunities for their feedback to be heard. Some local areas had sought to broaden their
engagement by working with schools to reach the parents and carers of children with SEN support,
and draw on the feedback from this wider group of parents and carers to identify improvements
needed across the local SEND system.
Council colleagues emphasised that it was crucial was to be pro-active in seeking to broaden
participation, and to be creative in continuing to find ways of engaging parents, carers and young
people who may not necessarily be comfortable being part of formal groups or traditional consultation
exercises. In particular, council colleagues highlighted the need to make broadening participation and
engagement an explicit aim of partnership working between the council, partner agencies, and
existing groups of parent and carer and young people. Some local areas had explicitly commissioned
their PCF to broaden participation: part of the agreement between the council and PCF was based
around increasing membership and involvement in consultation and co-production activities. Some
local areas had put in place practical measures to allow PCFs and similar groups to incentivise
membership (such as through offering local discount cards) or facilitate participation (paying for venue
hire and transport costs).
A strong message from some council colleagues was to think about engagement with parents, carers
and young people less in terms of traditional governance structures and more in terms of “networks”.
What they meant by this was to move away from seeing the engagement of young people (and to
some extent parents and carers) only in terms of being represented on formal, system-wide
governance structures, and more in terms of networks that linked together existing groups of young
people. Some of the local areas that contributed to this project described how they had developed
specific “co-production co-ordinator” roles, which entailed working with existing groups of young
people – in schools, colleges, youth clubs – on specific projects as part of a wider, local area network.

Enabling young people to shape the local SEND system in Cornwall
The local SEND system in Cornwall is overseen by a county-wide SEND Strategic Board. There was a
Young People’s Board that fed into and, over time, helped to shape the work of the overall SEND
Strategic Board. This arrangement has worked well – the members of the Young People’s Board
provided challenge to local SEND services and leaders, and developed materials and videoclips for
other young people about the local SEND system. Reflecting on these arrangements, however, the
Council recognised that the arrangements did not necessarily allow young people who could not
easily travel across the county to the Board’s meetings or who might not be comfortable giving their
views in a formal meeting to have a voice in shaping local SEND developments. As a result, Cornwall
have now moved to a “network-based” approach. The Council has commissioned Young People
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Cornwall to offer a facilitation service, going out to existing young people’s groups in schools,
colleges, youth clubs and suchlike, consulting them on specific “live” issues, gathering their views,
and linking them together. The activity still links with the SEND Strategic Board. This has ensured
that the voice of young people with a wide range of needs and across different parts of the county
are at the heart of decisions made about the local SEND system in Cornwall.
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Chapter Two: Strategic partnership working and joint
commissioning across education, health and care
Why this matters in local SEND systems
The SEND system is one in which demand has been growing at a faster rate than the resources
available to meet that demand. This is a trend that we explore in further detail in our parallel research
on high needs funding, which we are also carrying out on behalf of the LGA. The left-hand chart below
shows the year-on-year proportionate increases in the numbers of children and young people with
EHCPs: there were 12.1% more children and young people with EHCPs in January 2017 compared to
January 2016, and a further 11.3% more EHCPs in January 2018 than the previous year. The chart on
the right then takes the total high needs block allocations across the country and calculates the
average amount available for each EHCP. This is a crude calculation, since not all children and young
people supported by resources from the high needs block will have EHCPs. It illustrates, however that
the resources available to spend on one of the main groups of young people with high needs has fallen
from £26,700 in 2014-15 to £23,800 in 2017-18.

This places a premium on making the best use of all resources within local SEND systems, which in
turn requires effective and mature partnership working at a strategic level, but also at the level of
providing support for individual young people who may require support from a range of agencies and
services. As with the previous chapter, here, we highlight three inter-related practical messages,
informed by our discussions about practice in local areas, about establishing and sustaining effective
strategic partnership working across the local SEND system.

Develop and embed strong routines and processes for making
decisions and commissioning provision across key agencies
Packages of support for young people with the most complex needs will often require input from a
range of agencies. An effective local SEND system will have well established protocols and routines
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through which decision-makers from key agencies can come together to agree their respective
contributions. This will include, first, decisions about packages of support and placements for young
people with the most complex needs. Often this will be done through a complex needs placement
panel, with decision-makers from health, social care, education and other services. Second, this will
also include formal governance arrangements through which decisions are taken about emerging
trends, projections of future needs, and the commissioning (or de-commissioning) of specific services.
In each instance, what is crucial is there being sign-up across agencies to the protocols and processes
through which these decisions are made:
•
•
•
•

how decisions are to be taken;
according to what criteria;
who has the authority to take decisions; and
what each agency can and will contribute in terms of support and resources.

As one council offer described in their local area, the having formal protocols in place between local
agencies has meant ‘we no longer have the argument about money every time there is a decision to
be made.’

Ensure joint commissioning delivers better, joined-up support by
planning pathways of support for specific types of needs
As with co-production, an important first step when local partners start talking about joint
commissioning is to be clear what is meant by the term and how it will make a practical difference in
the local system. One of the ways local areas have sought to translate aspirations about joint
commissioning into tangible activities has been to focus on specific support pathways. Often, these
have been pathways that will require the input of different agencies and services. Common examples
include autism and social, emotional & mental health (SEMH) needs, and early support for children in
their early years, which will require input from a range of health, care, education and wider support
services.
In these instances, commissioners have thought about a type of need not from the perspective of
what services are available currently. Instead, they have considered how the pathway of support for
a young person with a specific need would look from the perspective of the young person and their
family, regardless of which agency is responsible for providing that support. They have asked whether
the local system is able to articulate clearly a seamless offer of support, in terms of what support is
available, at what level, what should be accessed at what point, and what the route is to accessing
that support. They have also considered together what available evidence and intelligence can tell
them about current and future needs, what outcomes they want to achieve for children and young
people with SEND in the local area, what services would be required to achieve those outcomes, how
that matches what is available currently, and how those gaps could be addressed.
Often, local areas have looked at their local offer, and used this as a tool for testing whether the
current offer of support can be presented in this way. If not, they have used this as a prompt to
consider where there are improvements needed in how the offer of support is presented and appears
to families, or whether there are gaps in the pathway of support itself.
Key ingredients to developing an effective approach to joint commissioning highlighted to us included:
•

aligning key sources of data and intelligence in the form of a joint dataset on children and
young people with SEND (which may underpin the local area’s Joint Strategic Needs
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•
•
•

•

Assessment), so that partners can take decisions about joint commissioning based on a broad
and shared understanding of current and future needs;
having an agreed set of outcomes that partners are seeking to achieve together through the
services that they commission;
being clear on the resources required to meet current needs and achieve agreed outcomes,
and what each agency will contribute;
bringing together frontline practice as much as possible, integrating services where possible
but also doing simple things like organising joint training for staff across different agencies
and ensuring that there is a common language and a consistent approach to support young
people with SEND and their families across all agencies; and
pulling all of this together in the form of a genuinely joint strategy, developed by agencies
together, rather than being developed by one and on which other agencies are consulted later
– this is another instance of the importance of applying the principles of co-production to
relationships across the local SEND system.

Put in place effective governance structures and processes to ensure
strategic decisions can be taken swiftly and effectively
The last key message for establishing and sustaining effective strategic partnership working
highlighted by the colleagues we engaged in this project related to governance structures. Effective
partnership governance is crucial to providing an overall framework in which partnership activities can
take place. Colleagues emphasised that these structures, such as strategic SEND boards, the Health &
Wellbeing Board and the Children’s Trust Board, helped to provide the authority for partners to take
decisions together and the mandate to work together on key partnership projects. They also noted
the way in which elected members and senior officers could play their role as champions of young
people and families by asking questions, providing informed challenge, and ensuring that there was
an appropriate focus on support for young people with SEND within these partnership fora.
Colleagues also emphasised the importance of seizing partnership opportunities, such as the
development of local initiatives based around Future in Mind (focused on mental health) or
establishing local sustainability and transformation plans (STPs). Several local areas stressed the
importance of using an Ofsted and CQC local area SEND inspection, both the preparation and response
to the inspection feedback, for partners to consider the strengths of their partnership working and the
areas that need to be strengthened.
Colleagues noted, however, that different local areas contain different configurations of council and
CCG boundaries. In some, the council and CCG are coterminous – one council and one CCG cover the
same area. In others, however, there can be a large council (usually a county council) covering a
geographical area within which operate several CCGs. Conversely, there are areas where one large
CCG covers an area made up several individual councils.
Whatever a local area’s make-up, the argument from council colleagues was that it was crucial to have
a formal governance structure in place that was as integrated as possible so as to enable joint decisions
to be taken swiftly. Local areas had developed a range of ways of creating such structures. Some local
areas had created integrated commissioning functions – leadership roles and teams – across the LA
and CCG. Others had created parallel commissioning posts, so that there was one lead for the council
and one for the CCG with responsibility for commissioning SEND services. In local areas with multiple
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CCGs, what had often been put in place was a single commissioning lead / hub, who was responsible
for working with, representing and taking decisions on behalf of the CCGs within the local area.
Local areas were, however, keen to note that the strength of partnership working varied across local
areas, and that these could be dependent on local context, respective priorities and personalities.
Colleagues highlighted a number of ways that they had used to strengthen partnership working where
this had not been strong. These included:
•

•

•

•

using local area SEND inspections as an opportunity to assess and strengthen partnership
working across the local area, and secure commitments to developing certain areas of the
local SEND system that require input from partners;
find a “guiding coalition” of key leaders across agencies who are committed to improving the
local SEND system and find ways of engaging them by couching key priorities in the language
of their services and outcomes, and using this to create a mandate for working differently
across the partnership;
using this “guiding coalition” of senior leaders where necessary to help overcome blockages
and escalate governance issues – for example, if there are barriers to making decisions in a
key SEND partnership board, being able to raise the issue with the senior leadership and
governance of the CCG or NHS Trust;
empowering young people, parents and carers to articulate where they see the need for
support and services to be improved, including developing groups of “young commissioners”
who can provide insights into how services are working and can help to co-produce new ways
of delivering those services.

Council colleagues also highlighted the vital role that an effective designated clinical officer (DCO)
and/or designated medical officer (DMO) could play in helping to bring together input from local
health services. They argued that it was worth investing significant time in building the relationships
between the DCO / DMO, lead SEND officers and a range of key partners within local education, care
and health services. They saw the strength of these connections as being crucial to finding both quick
solutions and drawing together key partners on system-level strategic pieces of work.

Strategic partnership working in Bath & North East Somerset
In Bath & North East Somerset, there is a strong history of partnership working between the Council
and local health services. These have received a renewed focus since the creation of CCGs – in Bath
& North East Somerset, the Council and CCG are coterminous for the commissioning of children’s
services and support – and since the introduction of the SEND reforms in 2014, with a specific
emphasis on integrating functions and services where doing so would be beneficial in terms of local
support for children. The Council has a Director of People Services, covering both children’s services,
adult service and public health, who leads a fully integrated management structure across the
Council and health services. There is specific focus on bringing together commissioning functions to
create more effective, holistic and responsive local services. The Council is in the process of fully
integrating the remainder of the CCG’s commissioning functions into the council to deliver a joinedup approach across adult services.
At an operational level, there are strong joint working practices relating to the EHC assessment
process and a well-established joint agency panel for deciding on support for young people with
the most complex needs requiring multi-agency support. Staff from the Council and health services
have completed SEND leadership training together, and are using this as an opportunity to develop
a joint local quality-assurance framework for SEND services. Leaders from both services have
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recently worked jointly and with schools to develop a new set of descriptors for allocating high
needs funding, a new policy for supporting children with health-related needs and a graduated
approach to SEND in schools in Bath & North East Somerset. Overall, well-established decisionmaking structures, strong strategic governance and effective on-the-ground relationships and
practice help to ensure that partners can work together on shared priorities within the local SEND
system.
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Chapter Three: Identifying, assessing young people’s
needs and ensuring they can access the support that
they need
Why this matters in local SEND systems
Ensuring that young people with SEND get the support that they need when they need it requires that
professionals working across the local system are able to identify needs early, accurately and
consistently. For many young people and their families, as well as for frontline professionals working
with them, frustrations occur when needs are not picked up early or when there are barriers or delays
to accessing support – or, as we describe in subsequent chapters, when there is not the right offer of
support within the local SEND system.
In addition, the needs of children and young people with SEND are, by definition, changeable. It is
often commented on that young people’s needs are becoming more complex, with advances in
medical science and societal factors combined with more sophisticated identification of need. This is
undoubtedly true, but is also in the nature of local SEND systems. Over time, the local system needs
to be able to support the needs of young people that were once considered new and complex. The
challenge is to ensure that all services across the system are able to develop their practice in
identifying and build their capacity to meet those needs.

At a very high level, the chart above shows how, over time, there has been a shift in the identification
of needs of young people with SEND. The chart is based on the reported primary need of school-age
children in England. As such, it provides a useful, but partial, picture of children’s needs – it does not
capture further needs or combinations of needs, and, as we go on to explain, it can mask some
inconsistent approaches to identifying and categorising a child’s needs. It shows that, over time, there
has been a reduction in the proportion of children with a primary need related to cognition & learning
(C&L), and a rise in those with a primary need related to communication & interaction (C&I), which
includes autism. The proportion of children with SEMH as a primary need has remained relatively
stable, although many colleagues highlighted that, beneath these figures, the definition of this
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category of needs was changed by the 2014 Code of Practice to include mental health more explicitly.
The proportion of children with sensory and/or physical needs (S/P) has remained relatively stable
during this period. We highlight these trends here so as to underscore the importance of local SEND
systems having a shared understanding of and practice relating to the identification of needs.

Focus on strengthening core processes and building a consistent
understanding so that needs can be identified early and accurately
(and the right support put in place)
Much of the work to identify the needs of young people with SEND will be done without recourse to
a statutory assessment by professionals working in universal settings – early years settings, schools
GP surgeries and so on. Consistently effective identification of young people’s needs is vital to ensuring
that young people can access the support they need, as well as to ensuring that data and intelligence
on current needs, on which decisions about commissioning services are based, are accurate.
Council colleagues related examples to us of both inconsistent and inaccurate practice – the category
of moderate learning difficulties interpreted as meaning “multiple” learning difficulties, SEMH used as
a “catch-all” category for young people showing “behavioural needs”, or visual impairment (VI) being
listed as the primary need for young people who wore glasses. This reflected varied understanding of
certain types of needs, but also an underappreciation of the importance of recording this accurately
and the ways in which these data were used by the local system. As such, a key message from the
councils that have contributed to this work concerned the importance of putting in place a consistent
vocabulary and framework for talking about, exploring and identifying a young person’s needs. The
aim here was not to focus on labelling young people. Instead, the point here is to ensure both that
young people’s needs can be identified early and accurately, as a first step to putting the right support
in place, and that the local SEND system can base its decisions about the services it commissions on
robust data about current and future needs.
Councils described a range of approaches that had been used to strengthen practice and processes in
this area:
•

•

•

•

•

working with SEN co-ordinators (SENCOs), other SEND professionals to agree a common set
of descriptors for talking about children’s needs – building their understanding of how to
identify certain needs and what support is likely to be effective;
similarly, organising joint training for frontline professionals across agencies – education
staff, therapists, general practitioners (GPs), health visitors – so that there is a common
understanding of young people’s needs across different services;
comparing data sources to ensure needs are being identified accurately – for example,
comparing census data on the number of children with a specific primary need with the
caseloads of any local SEN support services (e.g. outreach team) for that type of need, and
analysing any discrepancies that suggest over- or under-identification;
quality-assuring census data on pupils with SEN – checking that data submitted by schools
on the primary needs of pupils with SEN as part of the school census are accurate, and using
any discrepancies to work with schools to support them to ensure their practice in identifying
pupils’ needs is consistent;
ensuring professional oversight of the use of data on primary needs – ensuring that
assessment panels and annual reviews are used to consider what a young person’s current,
main barrier to learning might be, and ensuring this is reflected in their plans and support, but
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•

also in data held at system-level so that informed decisions can be taken about commissioning
local services; and
considering a sample of EHCPs – to look at the consistency and quality of identification of
needs, and whether information is presented in a way the provides the information needed
by young people and their families, and by professionals and services.

The last point is an important one: council colleagues emphasised that, in many local areas, ECHPs
were an untapped resource. They argued that EHCPs played an important dual purpose: both setting
out a young person’s strengths, aspirations and the support they would need to pursue their goals,
but also, when aggregated together at system level, providing a rich source of intelligence about
current and future needs. Some LAs had started to study their EHCPs, or a sample thereof, to glean
intelligence about current trends, gaps in support and services, and the sort of sorts of long-term
pathways that would need to be in place for young people to pursue their aspirations. Capacity
permitting, several council colleagues described how they were planning to make more systematic
use of the intelligence that could be drawn from EHCPs to inform how they sought to shape local
support and services.

Ensure that information about local support is accessible and helps
families and professionals to navigate the local system easily
Often parents and carers, young people and professionals find is frustrating when it is not clear what
support is available, what they can access and how they go about doing so. Part of addressing this
concerns the clarity of information about available local support. The local offer should be a key source
of information and guidance. In some cases, however, the local offer has been constructed as a static
directory of services and provisions, which simply lists local services, sometimes with a brief
explanation of their role and contact details, without giving any sense how they fit together in an
overall continuum of support. This can be helpful if the parent or professional knows which service
they are looking for, but can be less helpful where they want to understand what forms of support are
available for young people with autism, for example.
As such, it is vital that the local offer is more than simply a directory of services, but operates as a
practical introduction to families and professionals about the local SEND system, the overall model
and pathways of support that are available, and how and when those can be accessed. In other words,
the focus should be on not simply listing all local services, but enabling families and professionals to
appreciate how they fit together as a continuum of support and to navigate to the right service. Where
local areas have undertaken recent work to strengthen their local offer, they have often sought to
consider this from the perspective of young people, parents and carers, or SENCOs and other SEND
professionals. In many instances, they have worked in a co-productive fashion with small groups of
these stakeholders to test how the local offer works for them and how it could be improved. Two key
potential improvements were highlighted to us.
a. Setting out an introduction to the local offer based around broad types of needs – most local
offers are constructed around geography (enabling people to search for services local to them)
or types of provision (a section on special schools, health services, family support). Often,
however, parents and carers, young people or professionals may go to the local offer seeking
to understand what mental health support is available, and what the criteria are for accessing
different levels of support. Having a way of navigating the local offer according to some broad
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types of needs, and providing an overview of the pathway of support for young people with
those needs was seen as one way of making the local offer a more useful practical tool.
b. Introducing the local offer with an overview of the continuum of local support, services and
provision – explaining the make-up of the local system, the roles of individual services and
forms of provision, and how these were arranged to meet the needs of young people with
SEND in the local system. This might include, for example, explaining the needs that were
supported in mainstream schools and settings, the forms of targeted support that were
available, the aims and role of resourced provisions or SEN units, and the specialisms of local
special schools.
Council colleagues noted, however, that the local offer was never going to be 100% perfect. For
instance, some families were more likely to get their information from peers or other professionals –
for many families, their first interaction with the local SEND system will be through a discussion with
a school SENCO, a health visitor or a GP. This serves to emphasise that the local offer needs to be the
reflection of a clear and shared understanding of the local continuum of SEND support, services and
provision, not a substitute for it: it no good having a sophisticated local offer if professionals are
providing contradicting advice to families about what services are available and how to access them.
Many local areas emphasised the importance of having a strong local SENDIASS, able to provide
impartial information, advice and support to families in navigating the local SEND system,
understanding and seeking to access available support, and interacting with settings, schools, colleges
or other services.
Furthermore, there will also be instances where it is not clear-cut which forms of support a young
person would benefit from, or where a young person’s needs require the input from several services.
In these instances, the local offer may not be a complete guide to how to access the right package of
support for the young person. Some local areas, recognising this, have developed a single point-ofaccess to local inclusion and SEND services. Through this, they have been able to say to professionals
and parents, “if, having consulted the local offer, you are not clear what support you need, there is a
single point-of-access that you can come to and get advice”. Often, this will be a way of contacting a
SEND professional by phone and/or email and getting advice about available support. In most cases,
this approach will cover inclusion and SEND services, but some local areas we engaged described how
they were beginning to explore developing multi-agency single points-of-access to SEND services.
Those local areas that had developed such an approach described several key benefits:
•
•

•

it allows for professionals and families to be signposted to available support – and avoids them
feeling that they have been “passed from pillar to post”, which is a common complaint;
where a young person’s needs are less clear-cut, rather than individual services saying, “this
isn’t a case for us”, the front door approach puts the onus on the council’s services, or indeed
the wider partnership, to work together to find a bespoke solution, rather than a school or
parent having to attempt to co-ordinate multiple services and partners; and
the process provides a valuable source of intelligence about requests for support and
potential gaps in services, which can, in turn help to inform future commissioning decisions.

Council colleagues argued that, while it did require an investment of time and staff resource to put in
place a front door / single point-of-access approach, this approach did not require additional resource,
nor did it generate additional needs. Instead, it allowed existing resources to be used more effectively
to meet needs that were not being met well within the current system.
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A “front door” to SEND service
At the time of the introduction of the SEND reforms, East Sussex County Council wanted to put in
place a straightforward process for schools to access inclusion and SEND (ISEND) support and
services. At the time, there were inconsistent approaches to inclusion across the county, frustration
from schools at the lack of clarity about how to access support, and no formal means for ISEND
services to co-ordinate multi-service responses where these were needed. Following consultation
with school leaders, the Council developed the idea of having a “front door” to ISEND services: a
single point-of-access that would enable signposting to the correct service or identify those cases
that required a more bespoke, multi-service response. Colleagues from a range of ISEND services
worked together to develop a proposal, which was then further refined and tested with school
leaders. The basic process comprises three steps.
1. Single point-of-contact – mainstream schools and settings have a single point-of-contact (a
phone number and an online form) to go to when they need support. The emphasis is on
this process being as simple and swift as possible.
2. Information gathering – the front door is staffed on a rota system, with expert
professionals (e.g. qualified specialist advisers, teachers or educational psychologists) on
hand to provide advice, supported by administrative staff who assist in gathering any
necessary information. Schools and settings are then directed quickly to the appropriate
service, or further information can be gathered for more complex cases prior to being taken
to the decision-making panel. Crucially, there is a set response time, so that schools and
settings can be confident in getting a quick reply and being updated as their case
progresses.
3. Panel decision-making – for complex cases, where the support a school or setting needs
does not fit the criteria for any single service, or where more than one service could support
the school or setting, information is passed to a panel of service managers who can decide
the appropriate bespoke package of support. The number of panel meetings required has
actually reduced over time, as more and more cases are being screened out and addressed
earlier in the process.
The front door handles around 1,200 requests for support annually. This has an implication in terms
of the time staff invest in operating the front door and attending panel discussions, but Council
colleagues feel this has been a valuable investment. The front door model enables staff time to be
spent offering the opportunity for professional dialogue with between schools and help services to
co-ordinate and implement support more intelligently. As the Head of Service put it, ‘Perhaps the
most significant implication of this approach is that it shifts the onus from the school or setting
having to find the service whose criteria their pupil’s needs fit, to the local authority services to
working together to provide a swift, and practical and holistic solution.’
Since the front door launch, inclusion and ISEND has continued to review the paperwork and
processes with SENCOs and school leaders to ensure the system is responsive to the changing needs
in schools. As well as having a more robust process for accessing support, over the last three years,
East Sussex has seen other significant benefits. These include more effective joint working between
services due to an improved understanding of individual service specialisms, and an increased
appetite in schools to engage ISEND services to maintain a pupil’s placement and ensure that pupil
is fully included.
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Put in place open, transparent and outcomes-focused processes for
assessing young people’s needs
The third key message from councils was to ensure that, where the identification of a young person’s
needs and the planning of their support required a statutory assessment to be carried out, this should
be done in a way that was open, transparent and outcomes-focused. They recognised that the way in
which assessments were carried out locally needed to balance both ensuring that assessments were
holistic, strength-based and meaningful for the young people concerned, as well as ensuring that the
assessments were clear in terms of the outcomes sought and what professionals needed to do to
achieve those. Council colleagues suggested four key ways in which this could be done.
a. Design the assessment process so that it is open, transparent and seen to be fair – councils
described developing clear decision-making criteria, protocols and processes to govern
decision-making relation to statutory assessments and plans. A key role was often played by
regular decision-making panels. Councils described the benefits of having a formal
membership, that involved representation from headteachers, SENCOs, parents and carers,
as well as attendance from health, social care services, education-based inclusion services and
wider SEND services.
b. Ensure that the process makes the best use of colleagues’ time and allows for appropriate
focus on young people’s needs – a common complaint is that assessment panels often have
so many cases to consider that they can struggle to do justice to the ones that require in-depth
professional discussion. Some local areas have developed forms of “triage” arrangements, not
to avoid panel discussion, but to identify those cases that are likely to require the most indepth discussion and ensure that appropriate time is spent on those cases.
c. Regular analysis of the process – councils described the importance of considering data on
numbers of requests, sources of requests, rates of refusal to assess, numbers of cases
considered by decision-making panels and so on, in order to identify bottlenecks or barriers,
ensure the assessment system is working as effectively as possible, and identify opportunities
where issues could be resolved through better early support.
d. A stronger focus on outcomes – treating EHCPs not only as a picture of a young person’s
strengths, aspirations and support, but also as commissioning documents with a focus on a
clear set of outcomes that providers, supporting the young person, were expected to meet.
Council colleagues argued that this could be particularly important in terms of ensuring that
all services supporting a young person, from early years settings through school and into
further study, were focused on a young person’s aspirations, long-term outcomes and their
contribution to preparing the young person for adulthood.

Empowering families through personal budget statements in Cornwall
In Cornwall, every child or young person with an EHC plan is offered a “personal budget statement”.
This provides a comprehensive but accessible summary of the financial resources that education,
health and care services are contributing to the support a young person receives. These brief
documents are proffered as part of the EHC needs assessment process, and can be requested or
updated at each EHC plan review. Council leaders have reflected that this has helped to demystify
aspects of local SEND support, services and resourcing, which can often be contentious issues. It
has empowered families to understand more about what can and cannot be made available as a
personal budget and supports young people and their families to shape the support they receive.
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When these were first introduced a frequent response was “I didn’t know you were spending so
much”. Most families and young people do not now request a “personal budget statement” but it
is readily available to those who do. It is felt that establishing the processes, and continuing to make
the information available, has increased trust about the allocation of resources.
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Chapter Four: Building inclusive
mainstream schools and settings

capacity

in

Why this matters in local SEND systems
The vast majority of children with SEND will be supported in mainstream settings. Just over 1 in 10
(11.7%) pupils in mainstream schools has an identified SEN and is supported at the level of SEN
support. A further 2.9% of pupils have statutory EHCPs, just under half of whom are supported in
mainstream schools. Many of those young people with EHCPs educated in special schools and other
settings are likely to have spent part of their education in a mainstream school or setting.
As such, effective practice in mainstream settings and schools in identifying young people’s needs and
putting in place the right support is at the foundation of the local SEND system. Getting this wrong can
create unsustainable pressure on more targeted and specialist forms of provision, and can close off
opportunities for young people and choices for parents. As the chart below illustrates, national data
suggest that proportionately fewer young people with EHCPs are being supported in mainstream
schools, particularly secondary schools, and proportionately more are being placed in special schools.

This trend is one that was remarked upon by the Secretary of State, Rt Hon Damian Hinds MP, in his
speech to the Association of Directors of Children’s Services (ADCS) conference in July 2018.
‘We know there has been a steady movement of children with special educational needs out of
mainstream schools and into specialist provision, alternative provision and home education. At the
same time, rates of exclusion have begun to rise after a period of having calmed down. And I hear
too many stories about off-rolling, with schools finding ways to remove pupils, outside of the formal
exclusions system. And of what is, essentially, pre-emptive exclusion …
‘And I want to be clear right now: this is not okay. SEND pupils are not someone else’s problem.
Every school is a school for pupils with SEND; and every teacher is a teacher of SEND pupils. And all
schools and colleges – alongside central and local government – have a level of responsibility here,
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it cannot just be left to a few. Nor should we forget that a significant consequence of this trend away
from mainstream schools into specialist provisions is extra pressure on council’s high needs budgets.’

As in the previous chapters, here we highlight three of the ways that councils can help to build inclusive
capacity in mainstream settings and schools as the foundation of support for young people with SEND
in their local systems.

Ensure that there is a clear strategy for building inclusive capacity in
mainstream schools and settings, built on shared expectations and a
clear offer of capacity-building support
There are four aspects of putting in place an effective strategy for building inclusive capacity.
a. Putting in place clear expectations about what needs mainstream schools and settings will
meet – this is not about defining what a “mainstream child” should be, not least since the
differences in the needs that are met by mainstream schools and settings in different areas
disproves that idea that there are fixed limitations on the needs mainstream schools and
settings can meet. Instead, this is about ensuring that there is broad agreement across the
mainstream education providers in a local area about the levels and types of needs that they
will commonly be expected to meet from their own capacity and resources, and the point at
which it may be appropriate to access additional support. The key point here is not having a
fixed boundary, but rather having a shared and consistent agreement about what mainstream
inclusion across the local system should look like. It is not straightforward to agree such
expectations across a diverse range of schools and settings – early years, primary and
secondary, maintained and academies – but pro-active engagement with school and setting
leaders and a focus on ensuring equity and consistency of support across a local area is crucial.
b. Backing these expectations with a clear offer of capacity-building support – agreeing
expectations is important, but equally important is ensuring that staff in local mainstream
settings and schools have access to support that can enable them to translate those
expectations into practice. This can be vital both in terms of ensuring consistency of practice
as well as offering a form of induction for staff who are new to the local area. This is something
that all schools and settings can benefit from, and it can be important to emphasise this when
engaging with setting and school leaders, multi-academy trust (MAT) chief executives and
other local education leaders. This offer of support need not be provided wholly by the
council. Engaging “system leaders” who can play a role in supporting practice beyond their
immediate school can be an important way of drawing on the expertise and building capacity
across the local SEND system. For example, some local areas described how they had worked
with a local teaching school alliance (TSA) to support the identification and designation of
specialist leaders of education (SLEs) with expertise in SEND. Colleagues also emphasised that
it was important to think about what the “core” offer of support available locally would be,
and specifically the role that SENCO networks could play in providing development
opportunities for SEND leads in mainstream schools and settings. What is crucial, council
colleagues argued, is that the offer of local support is aligned to strategic priorities and the
level of inclusion support that is expected of mainstream schools and settings.
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c. Be responsive in finding out what professionals need – council colleagues argued that it was
crucial to be pro-active in seeking feedback from SEND professionals in schools, gathering
information about the support that they and their schools and settings needed, and
responding swiftly. Some of the local areas that contributed to this project described how they
regularly gathered feedback from SENCOs and used this to inform training, development and
whole-school support around inclusion and SEND across the local system.
d. Link inclusion support to whole-school improvement support – key to ensuring effective
mainstream inclusion is engaging not just SENCOs, but headteachers, leaders and governors.
Council colleagues highlighted the importance of drawing the leadership and governing
boards of mainstream schools and settings into discussions about inclusion, and situating this
in terms of whole-school improvement support. Council colleagues described approaches that
involved gathering together data on individual schools that provide an overall picture of their
approach to inclusion. These “inclusion profiles” could include up-to-date information about
numbers of children with SEN in the school or setting (compared to what might be expected
in schools serving similar communities), data on attendance, profile of pupil’s primary needs,
requests for statutory assessments, and the progress of key pupil groups. This data could then
be used as the starting-point for targeted discussions and support around inclusion, linked to
wider school improvement priorities. This could be particularly important in ensuring that
changes in the leadership and governance of local schools did not lead to a significant
disruption to local expectations around inclusion. Such an approach could also be used to
identify issues in the transition of pupils with SEND from one setting or phase to another.

Building whole-school inclusion capacity in East Sussex
Colleagues in East Sussex undertake regular audits and consultations with SENCOs and school
leaders to engage schools in discussions about ISEND services and to gather their feedback. In a
recent audit of SENCOs, the vast majority said that they were confident about their own inclusive
practice but were less certain that their teaching colleagues had the skills and confidence to meet
the needs of pupils with SEND. Council leaders collated this feedback and played it back to
mainstream schools. As a result, it was agreed to develop a county-wide capacity-building and
professional development programme, focused specifically on the areas highlighted as
development needs by SENCOs and teaching staff. In response to audits outlined above, CPD in
2018 has included:
•
•
•

workshops for new to role SENCOs delivered by ISEND service professionals;
targeted workshops for trainee teachers and newly-qualified teachers on specific areas of
SEND; and
targeted SEND training for class teachers based on an innovative model that includes
opportunities to plan and deliver lessons with colleagues.

CPD sessions run through local SENCO hubs have also been established and are becoming
embedded across East Sussex. Local SENCO hubs have accessed co-ordinated advice and guidance
from colleagues from health services, parent support services and ISEND services – the agenda is
set by SENCOs based on current issues experienced in schools.
A lead SENCO Programme has provided a model for building additional capacity for school-to-school
support and improvement focused on SEND. Mental health and emotional wellbeing are key areas
of focus, and new advisory SENCO role has been created. Part of this role entails delivering bespoke
workshops for schools, which have been running during this academic year. The response from
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teaching staff has been very positive, indicating that there is a strong desire to develop strategies
and approaches for differentiating teaching and support in the classroom, particularly from
recently- and newly-qualified teachers. Further work is now being planned to develop an overall
offer of whole-school inclusion, with a focus on engaging headteachers / principals and the chief
executives / executive principals working across partnerships of schools. Over the last academic
year, East Sussex has seen improved outcomes for pupils at SEN support level at Key Stage 1 and
Key Stage 2.

Ensure that schools and settings have access to an explicit offer of
targeted inclusion support
Building on the preceding point, an effective local SEND system has a clear offer of support that can
be accessed by mainstream schools and settings at an agreed point and to enable them to keep young
people included. Colleagues argued strongly that, if the only way of accessing additional support was
by accessing statutory EHCPs, then this was likely to create greater demand for EHCPs. Council
colleagues argued strongly that the local system needed to have a mechanism for providing additional
support in a way that was not linked to statutory services, and in ways that were more flexible and
time-limited. Through this work, we came across examples of local areas having developed processes
whereby schools and settings could apply for short-term, time-limited inclusion funding. This could,
for example, be used to seek support for a young person with complex needs who had recently moved
into the local area, or to deal with a specific issue that required an immediate, short-term intervention.
Other forms of support could include advisory support, capacity-building support and direct work with
young people. Council colleagues considered that there was not a single best model: developing the
local offer of targeted support was likely to depend on the local context, and offered an opportunity
for co-production with local mainstream leaders and SENCOs.
As noted above, such support may also come in the form of outreach support, which could be provided
centrally or commissioned from local schools, mainstream or special schools. Council colleagues
emphasised the importance of ensuring that there was a clear understanding of the role of targeted
inclusion support services, how these matched local priorities, the outcomes these services were
seeking to achieve, and how leaders of the local system could see if these services were achieving
those outcomes.
During this project, we had several good debates about the role of “core” services (those provided for
all schools and settings across a local system) and those offered on a traded basis. Colleagues noted
that offering some services on a traded basis could be a sensible means of ensuring those services
remained available in a local system. Others cautioned, however, that offering inclusion services on a
traded basis could mean that children in schools that had not chosen to purchase those services would
get less support than their peers in other schools. Colleagues recognised that different local areas
would be in different positions when it came to what services they offered as part of a “core” offer to
all schools and settings and what was available on a traded basis. What they emphasised, however,
was the need to set out clearly what was included within the core offer, and to ensure that this was
aligned to the local SEND system’s strategic priorities. They argued that it was important to avoid a
situation where there was a mismatch between, on the one hand, the system’s priorities and needs,
and, on the other, the support that was available to schools and settings: for example, there being a
pressing need to develop mental health support in schools, but not access to capacity-building support
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or such support being available on a traded basis and only bought in by a subset of schools and
settings.

Developing support for pupils with autism in mainstream schools in Rochdale
Like many areas of the country, Rochdale was seeing a growing number of children with autistic
trends and needs relating to communication and interaction. Following discussions with school
leaders and SENCOs, SEND leaders at the Council recognised that there was a clear need to build
understanding of and confidence in meeting the needs of pupils with autism in mainstream
secondary schools. Working together with local secondary schools, Rochdale embarked upon a
programme of work the primary aim of which was to build the capacity of the local system to
support pupils with autism. In addition, colleagues noted that the programme was likely to have a
wider benefit in terms of schools’ ability to differentiate support and develop strategies for
including pupils with a wider range of needs.
The central aspect of this programme was providing all secondary schools in Rochdale with a budget
to test and develop new approaches to supporting pupils with autism. The programme involved
staff training, provided by the Autism Education Trust and the Seashell Trust, but was deliberately
non-prescriptive: applying the principles of co-production, the aim of the programme was to
engender school ownership of their own approaches to supporting pupils with autism. A recent
evaluation has shown that some approaches proved more effective than others, but, overall the
programme has boosted attendance and reduced exclusions in all secondary schools across
Rochdale. Programmes that focused on building capacity of staff (especially teaching staff) and
building a suitable environment have been particularly effective in ensuring a culture of inclusion is
sustained. Examples of this includes where specialist staff were brought in with the aim to upskill
current teaching staff with specific techniques to engage students, or where longer-term bespoke
curriculum programmes were developed, or where a physical base for pupils with autism was
designed within school. Through these initiatives, additional support (through a named keyworker)
for autistic pupils to make the transition from Year 6 to Year 7 and a wider programme of supporting
families of children with autism, the Council consider that this programme has been an effective
way of shining a light on support for pupils with autism, developing understanding and building
inclusive capacity.

Ensure that education inclusion support is part of a broader, holistic
and joined-up offer of support of support for young people’s care
and health needs
As a final point, council colleagues argued that, as well as providing inclusion support in schools and
settings through education-focused services, it was crucial that the offer of targeted support
recognised the way in which a young person’s needs in an education setting could be a manifestation
of things in their family life or related to their physical or mental health. As such, council colleagues
highlighted the importance of joining up the offer of education inclusion support as part of a wider,
integrated offer of early help, family support, and targeted support from local health services.

Developing a joined-up offer of early help and family support in Barnsley
Over the last two years, Barnsley have sought to develop a joined-up offer of early help and family
support across the borough. A key part of this has been transforming children’s centres, with a focus
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on children aged up to five years old, into family centres, with a multi-faced offer of support for
young people aged from birth to 25. Family centres provide a hub for offering a range of universal
and targeted support to families, as well as helping to co-ordinate early help support across
Barnsley and signpost families to support.
Crucially in Barnsley, responsibility for all wraparound family support services has been brought
together in a single service. As well as the family centres, this includes the education welfare service,
the youth justice service, and school place-planning, admissions and fair access. This means that
there can be a holistic approach to supporting the needs of children and young people at risk of
becoming marginalised or excluded from school, or where they or their family require additional
support at home. Combined with a new approach to collaborative working amongst schools and
with the Council, which is providing a greater sense of collective ownership of inclusion across the
borough, this means that there is both healthy mutual challenge but also a clear offer of early help,
family support and inclusion services that can be deployed to support young people and their
families.
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Chapter Five: Developing responsive, flexible and
effective local specialist provision
Why this matters in local SEND systems
It is vital that there is a strong, strategically-planned and coherent offer of specialist provision in a local
SEND system. The challenge, for local areas, is ensuring that the pattern of provision in a local SEND
system can respond swiftly and effectively to the needs of the local system, and operates as part of a
wider continuum of support, services and provision to ensure that young people with SEND can access
the support that they need, wherever possible within or close to their local communities. We noted
at the outset of chapter three that national data showed the overall profile of primary needs of schoolage children with SEN changing. This applies just as much to special schools, as the chart below shows.
Again, the data here relate to four broad categories of primary need: they do not take account of more
fine-grained definitions of needs, nor of the combinations of needs that young people in special
schools may have. It does, however, indicate that the overall pattern of needs that special schools are
seeing is changing, specifically with an increasing proportion of their pupils having communication &
interaction (C&I), including autism, as their primary need.

In this chapter, we highlight the three key practical messages that council colleagues said were
important in ensuring that local specialist SEND provision could play a responsive, flexible and
effective role within the local SEND system.

Work with local specialist providers to develop robust routines for
considering changing patterns of needs and shaping a profile of local
provision that can meet those needs
Many local authorities have developed sophisticated mechanisms for planning places in mainstream
primary and secondary schools. Unfortunately, planning places in special schools is not as
straightforward a task. Council colleagues whom we engaged for this work described some of the
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approaches they were developing to planning places in special schools. They reflected, however, that
these approaches were not yet well established in local areas across the country. In part, this reflects
the difficulty of predicting the demand for special school places, given that young people’s needs are
changing and the fact that parental choice plays a significant role in the decision whether a young
person attends a special or a mainstream school. In part, this also reflects the fact that places in special
schools are under increasing pressure, and thus the focus of council officers can often be more on the
day-to-day task of finding places for young people, with less scope and capacity for long-term strategic
planning and commissioning of provision.
Where councils had developed approaches to planning places in special schools, they had done three
things.
a. Triangulation of data and intelligence – council colleagues argued that planning places in
special schools was less of a strictly analytical activity, as compared to planning places in
mainstream schools, and required a more nuanced, fine-grained and strategic approach. In
practical terms, this means that planning special school places involves not only looking at
local demographic trends, but also triangulating this with data and intelligence about current
trends. These include trends related to the SEND system – proportions of pupils with EHCPs,
proportions being placed in special schools, types of needs of the pupils placed in special
schools. This also includes drawing on data and intelligence from a wider range of sources –
data held by local health services on births of children with complex needs, intelligence about
recent Tribunal cases, requests for exceptional funding, reasons for placements in provision
outside the local area, for example. Colleagues described a process whereby they would
develop an initial projections model, based purely on current trends, and then “sense-check”
this against broader intelligence about what was happening within the system – testing
whether the picture shown by the data matched what professionals and specialist providers
were seeing in their day-to-day work, but also considering the potential impact of local
strategic initiatives (for example, developing greater capacity to support pupils through
preventative, targeted services). One council that participated in this project described using
the concept of “confidence intervals” as a way of capturing the potential range in demand for
specialist provision, and the assumptions on which this was based, to inform local
commissioning decisions.
b. Putting providers in the picture – places in special schools are an important, sought-after,
highly-specialist and expensive local resource. As such, it is vital that this expertise is used to
meet the needs of the young people in a local area who would benefit most. For this reason,
it is important that leaders in local areas consider not only whether they have good local
specialist provision, but whether they have the right local specialist provision. If local specialist
provision is not aligned to the current needs of the local SEND system, this can result in gaps
in the local offer of support and a lack of choice or appropriate provision for young people
with SEND. It is, however, difficult for a special school, working in isolation, to have this
perspective on system-level trends (especially if places continue to be in demand) or to have
the confidence or resources to reshape their offer accordingly. As such, it is vital that councils
work closely with local specialist providers as a group, sharing intelligence and keeping them
informed about system-level trends and emerging needs, sharing challenges with them and
working collaboratively to shape an effective and strategically-planned local offer of specialist
provision. This is another example of the potential benefits of applying co-productive
principles to a key relationship in the local SEND system.
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c. Pro-actively engaged colleagues from the independent and independent and nonmaintained special school (INMSS) sector – almost all councils (all except 10, according to the
most recent published data) place young people with independent and/or non-maintained
special schools. Relationships and levels of partnership working between councils and INMSSs
vary across the country. During this work, we heard about examples of local areas that had
worked closely to develop stronger strategic partnerships with INMSSs and create a more
explicit role for those providers as a cost-effective way of filling gaps in local provision. For
example, we heard from one council that had worked with a local INMSS to offer local
provision for pupils with high-functioning autism, complementing the offer from other local
special schools, and working with local mainstream schools to reintegrate pupils into
mainstream education at the appropriate time for them. As we noted earlier, relationships
between councils and INMSSs vary considerably, but this example suggests that there may be
opportunities for councils to engage some key INMSSs on a partnership basis in discussions
about what the local area needs to commission, bringing them into the local offer, and helping
to shape a coherent and responsive offer of local specialist provision. Likewise, we heard from
a group of councils who were working collectively to co-ordinate their commissioning
conversations with local INMSSs to ensure they could plan provision strategically and get the
best outcomes and value-for-money. Such approaches appeared, however, to be relatively
rare.

An evidence-informed approach to planning need for specialist SEND provision in East
Sussex
A key aspect of an effective local SEND system is being able to shape local provision to current and
anticipated future needs. This, in turn, requires local areas to have effective means of projecting
and mapping likely future needs. In recent years, East Sussex have developed and refined a model
for projecting likely numbers and needs of children and young people with EHCPs. This has been a
vital tool in enabling East Sussex County Council to plan the capacity needed within local services
and provision, including informing the planning and successful bids for two new special free schools.
The model seeks to estimate the numbers of children aged 4-18 and young people aged 19-24 with
EHCPs broken down by their primary needs. It considers and seeks to triangulate a range of sources
of data and intelligence including:
•
•
•

recent trend data (the numbers of young people with ECHPs and specific primary needs
over the last six years);
other intelligence about local needs – e.g. information about likely future trends from local
support services, health services or family support services; and
broader data and studies of national trends – e.g. patterns of diagnoses, prevalence rates
for specific needs.

In 2016-17, the model’s projections of the number of children aged 4-18 (for 2017-18) with EHCPs
was within 1% of the actual figure.
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Develop a range of “mainstream plus” options to broaden choice and
ensure that there are a range of ways in which young people can be
supported in the environment and community that is right for them
Where local areas have sought to take a strategic approach to shaping local specialist SEND provision,
a key component of their approach has been to develop a broader range of “mainstream plus” models.
What we mean by “mainstream plus” are models of supporting pupils in provision that sits between
a traditional mainstream school model of support and that of a special school. A range of models
would fall under this heading, including special units and resourced provisions, although some local
areas may call these provisions additional resource bases or enhanced mainstream schools, for
example. Behind these terms, there can often be differences in the way in which support is provided
– the amount of time a pupil spends in mainstream classes relative to a specialist learning
environment, the nature of in-class support, whether the placement in the provision is full-time or
part-time, whether outreach support is offered. Likewise, the needs of pupils in which the provision
specialises vary across different settings and local areas, depending on the needs that are met by other
services and provisions (targeted services, special schools) in the local area.
From our discussions with council colleagues, there was no single right “mainstream plus” model.
Instead, council colleagues argued that it was important that there was clarity about the role that
“mainstream plus” models should play within the local continuum of inclusion support, services and
other more specialist forms of provision. This included making certain that there was a shared
understanding of the role, specialism, model of support and fit with other services across the
continuum of provision between the council and the school hosting the provision. Furthermore, it was
important that this was understood by a range of colleagues within the council and wider partnership,
including commissioners, those with responsibilities for making placements, those involved in
supporting school improvement, and other professionals who may give parents and young people
advice about schools. To avoid “drift” and a dilution of the clarity of roles, council colleagues it was
important that this understanding be set out formally, for example in a service-level agreement, and
there should be clear processes for considering trends, demands and future needs and adapting
provision accordingly.
The overall aim is to ensure that there are a range of choices and pathways of support for young
people whose families wish for them to remain in, and who would benefit from, a local mainstream
school with support. This can help to avoid creating additional pressures on mainstream schools and
specialist provision.

Develop collaborative processes for considering and developing
bespoke placements for young people with the most complex needs
It is likely that there will be instances where a young person’s needs cannot be supported in local
specialist provision, and alternative placements need to be sought. This can be because local special
school places are full, or because a young person’s needs require a highly specialist form of support
that is not provided in local special schools. In some instances, for example in the case of very low
incidence and complex needs, the numbers of young people requiring a certain kind of placement may
be so low that it would not be sensible for councils to maintain their own local provision. In these
instances, there is an important role to be played by highly specialist regional providers including those
in the INMSS sector.
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At the same time, however, while there may be placements made in specialist provision outside the
local area for positive reasons – because that placement is best for the young person – it is important
to avoid councils being in a position of having to seek placements outside the local area due to a lack
of available and/or suitable provision. Given the complexity of the young people’s needs and costs of
placements, the councils we engaged were keen to ensure that their use of specialist provision in
general, and placements outside the local area and/or in the INMSS sector in particular, was the result
of strategic planning and effective decision-making.
A key message from the councils we engaged in this project was that local areas need to have explicit,
strong and collaborative processes for considering placements of young people with the most complex
needs and determining the most suitable placement. This should enable strategic and planned use of
INMSSs, but also local solutions to be found by utilising local provisions and services in more flexible,
creative ways. Local areas described how they had sought to bring together special schools for
collaborative discussions about how they might, through working together, provide or develop more
bespoke placements so that young people had the choice of being supported in their local community
rather than having to be educated outside the local area. Many council colleagues emphasised that,
in addition to fostering collaborative working between local special schools and other local specialist
providers, involvement of other agencies, including health and care services (to consider input from
therapeutic services or links to wider family circumstances), was essential for this process to work
well.

The special schools partnership in Manchester
Several years ago, Manchester City Council and the leaders of the fourteen Manchester special
schools agreed to devolve some additional resources from the high needs block to the partnership
of special schools. This was done in response to the fact that the City was seeing growing numbers
and increasing complexity of need, and consequently more requests for additional support from
special schools and growing numbers of children needing to be placed in specialist provision outside
the city.
The aim of the special schools partnership was to enable special schools to consider collectively
what they would need – and what they could offer together – to support young people with the
most complex needs. The partnership meets half-termly to consider requests for additional support
from individual special schools to put in place bespoke packages in order to support young people
in local provision. There is an agreed criteria and process for requesting additional, time-limited
funding, which school leaders use to moderate one another’s requests. The partnership has a
budget of £500,000 – resources that are used to build capacity within local provision, which without
the partnership may need to be spent on securing placements outside the city.
Special school and Council leaders consider that this approach has enabled a more transparent,
cost-effective, swift approach for schools to access support, while it has also fostered collective
problem-solving and sharing of effective practice between schools. Crucially, it has also enabled
Manchester’s special schools to support children with the most complex needs more effectively
within local provision.
Manchester is, however, growing rapidly, which in turn has increased the pressure on school places.
For example, over four years, numbers of EHCPs have increased by 60%. Responding to these
pressures has been a challenge across the whole of the local education system, including among
special schools. Nevertheless, the special school partnership has been crucial in enabling special
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schools and the Council to work together to agree medium- and long-term plans for shaping
specialist provision to respond to the needs of Manchester’s young people with SEND.

In addition to ensuring that decisions about the placements of pupils with the most complex needs
are taken in a deliberate and measured way, council colleagues emphasised that it was important that
their placements were commissioned with a strong focus on outcomes. Some local areas described
how they ensured that, in their contracts for placements in provision outside the local area and in the
INMSS sector, they specified clear outcomes and goals for where the young person would be in one
year, two years and so on. In some cases, depending on the needs of the young person, there may be
an explicit outcome related to the transition of the young person back into less specialist provision, or
their progression onto the next stage of their development. Other local areas described how they had
focused closely on key transition points for young people placed outside the local area. They described
how they identified young people coming up to transition points – moving between Key Stages, or
moving into post-16 education – and putting in place a range of options to ensure they had a wide
range of choices to pursue their aspirations and progress in their education.

Reshaping specialist provision in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham
In 2013-14, the borough was facing significant demand pressures, which, if left unchecked, were
projected to result in a large overspend on the high needs block.
The Council adopted a number of long-term measures to address this challenge. First, it established
some core strategic principles, agreed with mainstream and specialist leaders, about the
importance of meeting needs in mainstream settings as far as possible and in local provision.
Second, they developed a strong local offer of additional resourced provisions in mainstream
schools. Third, they put in place a more robust panel decision-making process regarding top-up
funding and placement decisions, and direct reports on high needs block expenditure to the
Assistant Director and Schools Forum. A high needs block working group – a sub-group of the
Schools’ Forum, chaired by a headteacher – was established to ensure broad understanding and
ownership of the issue, with a dedicated professional responsible for overseeing and analysing
spend from the high needs block in real time.
A large part of the strategy was also reducing out-of-area placements. These had peaked at 70+ in
2013-14, with the LA making 15 new placements annually. The LA did three things. First, they
homed in on out-of-area placements being made straight from mainstream schools. Second, they
put in place sharper, outcomes-focused contracts when making placements, with clear exit plans
and transitions criteria. Third, they focused on children coming up to key transition points, and
worked on developing alternative, local packages for those children. Over three years, the number
of children placed outside the borough due to a lack of alternatives within Barking and Dagenham
has reduced by 50%.
The high needs block is kept under regular review, with the group currently working with the Council
to plan specialist places for the next five years. Leaders in Barking and Dagenham reflect that the
context remains challenging – demand for support and the population growth in the borough – but
that the actions taken in 2013-14 and since have ensured the borough is not facing a far greater set
of challenges and pressures that it would have otherwise.
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Chapter Six: Preparation for adulthood
Why this matters in local SEND systems
Many of the councils that we engaged in this work reflected that preparing for adulthood was the
aspect of their local SEND system where there was the greatest need for further development. We
highlight this as a theme here for two reasons. First, this is a significant area of growing demand in
local SEND systems. Those young people about the make the transition to adult life, namely those
aged 16-25, account for the largest proportion of the growth in EHCPs over the last five years. The
left-hand chart below shows the year-on-year increase in the proportion of young people aged 16-19
(which has doubled from 11% in 2015 to 22% in 2018) and 20-25 (which has increased from zero to
4.4%) among all young people with EHCPs. The right-hand chart shows that when the total increase in
the number of EHCPs are considered, 71% of the growth has come amongst young people in the 1625 age-range.1

The second reason for focusing on preparation for adulthood is that there is a gap in outcomes for
young people with SEND compared to their peers when it comes to their destinations after they leave
school. The chart below shows proportion of young people at Key Stage 5 in mainstream schools and
colleges in the 2014/15 academic year who sustained a destination in education or employment two
terms after the end of Key Stage 5 – in other words, those who progressed onto further study or
employment after Key Stage 5 and were still in that placement two terms through the next academic
year. The chart shows a clear gap between the proportion of young people with SEND who sustain
their destination (87% of those leaving mainstream school, 85% of those leaving mainstream college)
and their peers (91% and 88% respectively).

1

It is, however, important to note that some of these young people will previously have had Learning Difficulty
Assessments that have been transferred into EHCPs. Our point here is to recognise that there has been an overall
increase in the number of young people with EHCPs for which LAs are responsible for helping to plan and keep
up-to-date.
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We want to be careful not to conflate preparing for adulthood with post-16 and post-19 education,
employment or training. A key message throughout this project has been the importance of thinking
about a young person’s long-term aspirations and pathways from their earliest age. Council colleagues
emphasised the importance of having a joined-up approach to thinking about long-term outcomes for
young people that runs through early years settings, schools, colleges and other education providers.
In particular, they highlighted the need to build such an approach into processes for drawing up plans
for young people, both EHCPs and less formal plans for young people with SEN support, annual reviews
and consideration of medium- and long-term outcomes. What we would also emphasise, however, is
the importance of local areas having well-developed approaches to planning for and supporting young
people as they approach the transition to adulthood. This chapter sets out three key ways described
to us for councils to do this.

Be pro-active in gathering feedback from young people about their
aspirations and use this intelligence to commission pathways that
will enable young people to pursue their goals
Many young people with SEND will make the transition from school to further study, training or the
world of work successfully and minimal support. Others, however, may require their transition to be
planned carefully, with thought given to the support they need as they move between very different
settings and the types of study programmes that will allow them to pursue their aspirations. The
challenge, as described to us by council colleagues, was the potential for a mismatch between the
post-school study programmes available in the local area and learning and support pathways needed
by young people with SEND. Specifically, council colleagues noted that without careful and pro-active
planning, colleges and other post-16 education or training providers may not be in a position to put in
place the types of support and study programmes that students looking to join them may need. To
address this, some local areas have taken a pro-active approach to planning and commissioning post16 and post-19 pathways for young people. In the process, they have created “win-win” situations for
young people, colleges and education providers, and councils. There are two aspects to this.
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The first aspect of this approach is to engage specific cohorts of young people early – at the point
when they will have a reasonably clear idea about what they want to study after they leave school,
but leaving sufficient time that their feedback can be acted upon by local post-16 education providers.
This requires:
•

•

•

pro-active identification of cohorts of young people who are likely to need more intensive
support around transition – for example, young people in special schools, units or resourced
provisions, or those in mainstream settings likely to require support with the transition to
adulthood;
a clear process for consulting young people about their aspirations – this is valuable both in
terms of gathering intelligence that can be used to shape the local preparing for adulthood
offer and study programmes, but is also a key means through which to empower young people
to exercise their agency and rights to shape their own future as young adults; and
being able to capture and collate young people’s feedback – for example through pro-active
engagement of young people in Years 9 and 10 and through annual reviews of EHCPs, and
being able to draw out key themes and requirements for post-16 and post-19 study
programmes.

A crucial point emphasised to us by council colleagues concerned the need to focus on the aspirations
of the young person, and to empower the young people themselves to make decisions concerning
their future. Council colleagues recognised this could often require careful handling, since the
aspirations of the young people and the aspirations their parents or carers may have for their children
may not always align.

Planning personalised pathways and progression for young adults with SEND in North
Yorkshire
In 2011, North Yorkshire County Council conducted a mapping exercise to look at post-16 provision
for young people with complex needs. They found local providers were not confident in supporting
young people with complex needs, and that there was often no single co-ordinator to provide
reassurance and a point-of-contact for families. As a result of a lack of local options, most young
people leaving special school had to go outside the local area to continue their education.
In response, the LA worked with partners to pilot personalised learning pathways in one locality.
This started with a cohort of five students in 2011. There are three pathways – personal progress,
independence and employment. Pathway co-ordinators work from a “hub” to develop partnerships
with local employers, colleges and community organisations to put in place tailored packages for
young people to pursue their aspirations. Initially, this initiative came up against the expectation of
residential college provision from parents. By the second year, having seen the success of the first
cohort, there was growing confidence that the personalised pathways offered an effective,
alternative local offer. In addition, all young people have a “destinations statement”, agreed by the
young person, their parents and professionals so that there is clarity about expected outcomes at
the outset and progress can be tracked. This project has been rolled out to all five localities. At the
start of the 2018/19 academic year, there were 69 students on personalised learning pathways.
In addition, over the last two years, North Yorkshire have sought to broaden this approach and
strengthen preparation for adulthood planning for a wider group of young people with SEND. The
Council have put in place a new routine whereby they engage students with SEND in Year 10, to
gather information about their long-term aspirations and what they would like to study in Key Stage
5, as well as the support that they will need. This process is repeated for pupils in Year 12 as they
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prepare to leave sixth form at special school. The Council then collate this intelligence and share
this with local colleges, working with the colleges to develop and commission study programmes
that reflect young people’s aspirations and needs. The Council report that this has been beneficial
for young people (a wider range of options tailored to their ambitions), the Council (securing the
right pathways for young people) and colleges (being able to plan their programmes and support in
advance). In particular, it has been important in strengthening the transition from school to college
for young people on SEN support.
Outcomes have been positive. Sustainable transition-planning is at the heart of this work, and
young people have moved on into supported and full-time employment, supported internships and
further education.

Using this feedback, councils described how they could then bring colleges and local post-16/-19
education providers together to agree what the offer of local study programmes should be. Councils
noted that, often, there were fewer fora for colleges and post-16 education providers to come
together than there were for schools, but recognised the importance of convening the former
specifically to consider support for young people with SEND. This allowed for a conversation in which
the council could set out the types of study programmes and forms of support that young people with
SEND would need and inform a discussion about how local options could be put together to meet
those needs. Crucially, council colleagues argued, these discussions should take place at least one
academic year before the young people were due to start their study programmes, to allow the
colleges and providers time to plan their curricula, staffing and support programmes. Put simply, the
aim here is to enable a timely and strategic conversation about the likely need for study programmes
and support for young people with SEND so as to create a range of options in the local area through
which young people can pursue their aspirations.
Council colleagues argued that being able to go to local colleges and post-16 education providers with
a clear ask of “this range of study programmes, these forms of support, for these young people who
are likely to be coming to your setting” created a win-win situation for all concerned. It was beneficial
for colleges, since they could have confidence when planning their programmes about likely uptake.
It was also beneficial for young people, since there were more likely to be the programmes and
pathways that would enable them to pursue their aspirations. Lastly, it was beneficial for councils,
since it offered a better range of local provision and a wider choice for young people.
Council colleagues made one final point about the importance of having dedicated leadership and coordination of this agenda. They noted that these arrangements required there to be someone
responsible for co-ordinating feedback from young people, driving discussions with colleges and post16 providers, and shaping local packages of support. Without someone playing this co-ordinating
function and owning this agenda, it was less likely that there would be the right range of study
programmes and support pathways for young people with SEND as they continued their studies and
prepared for adult life.

Developing local options and improving long-term outcomes in Wiltshire
A key focus of work in Wiltshire has been on strengthening support for young people with SEND
making the transition to adulthood. There have been two ways in which Wiltshire have sought to
do this. First, to foster a greater focus on long-term pathways, destinations and outcomes from an
early age, Wiltshire have developed an integrated 0-25 service. This enables professionals to
provide a continuity of support for young people through their childhood and into early adulthood,
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without the need to navigate handovers and transitions between services. It also fosters earlier
planning of long-term destinations so all support can be focused on helping young people to achieve
their aspirations. As a result, since launching the 0-25 service, Wiltshire have seen a steady and
significant rise in the numbers of young people with SEND moving into good quality employment of
more than 16 hours per week.
Second, Wiltshire have also sought to avoid a lack of local choices meaning young people with SEND
having to look outside the local area for their education and training opportunities after they leave
school. They have worked closely with young people to gather intelligence about the aspirations
and plans. This has then enabled them to go the local colleges with information about likely
numbers, types of study programmes and forms of support that are likely to be needed for young
people with SEND in the future. This pro-active approach has enabled local colleges to build their
support and study offers, and enabled the Council to promote these opportunities to young people.
As a result, over the past five years, the numbers of students with SEND attending local colleges has
quadrupled from 67 to over 300.

In parallel, pro-actively engage local employers, and support them to
develop opportunities for young people with SEND to make a
successful transition to the world of work
Council colleagues argued that it was important, in parallel, to take a similarly pro-active approach to
broadening the range of pathways into the world of work for young people with SEND. We know, for
instance, that young people with SEND are less likely than their peers to find formal, paid employment
after they move on from formal education. We also know, however, that being able to work, support
themselves and live independently matter greatly to young people, including those with SEND.
Where councils had made strides in developing the pathways into the world of work for young people
with SEND, they had done two things. First, they had created a preparation for adulthood co-ordinator
role, or equivalent. Often, this role combined responsibilities for shaping study programmes as well as
employment pathways – and, as we describe in the next section, broader packages of independence
and care support. Again, the crucial point is having someone who is responsible for shaping local study
programmes and employment pathways, who can put together bespoke packages of support, and
who can take a creative and pro-active approach to engaging local partners.
Second, led by a preparation for adulthood co-ordinator or someone in a similar role, councils had
taken a pro-active and incremental approach to engaging local employers and starting discussions
about creating meaningful opportunities for young people to enter the world of work. The range of
local employers will differ across local areas, depending on the make-up, geography and economy of
the locality. In many local areas, major employers who could be engaged in this way included hospital
trusts, universities, high-street shops, sports clubs and local offices of large private sector companies.
Council colleagues reflected that it was vital to:
•
•

identify a key contact with the prospective employer with whom one could work to shape an
employment opportunity for young people with SEND;
support the employer to design and develop a pathway, providing support and advice about
how they could best support young people with SEND and any specific adjustments they may
need to make;
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•

•

•

work with the employer to roll-out a work placement, supported internship or apprenticeship,
for example, being on hand to provide support and refining how the placement and support
worked based on learning and feedback from the young people themselves;
work with the employer to test and evaluate the work placement, drawing out lessons for the
future, evidence of the benefits for the young people, but also evidence of the value for the
employing organisation; and
take an incremental approach to engaging other prospective employers, drawing on the
learning, evidence of impact from existing work pathways, and an understanding of what
works for the young people and for employers.

In many local areas, one of the largest local employers will be the council itself. Colleagues were keen
to emphasise the importance of the council playing its part in offering opportunities for young people
with SEND to enter the world of work by creating pathways within the council itself. Some councils
have started to offer supported internships or apprenticeships for young people with SEND. They
noted that this often required a co-ordinated leadership approach across several council areas, such
as education, employment, adult services and corporate functions. Corporate leaders and elected
members could play a key role in facilitating this join-up.

Developing routes into the world of work for young adults with SEND in Manchester
Ensuring that young adults with SEND have a range of pathways into the world of work has been a
local priority for leaders across the SEND system in Manchester. Many young people with SEND in
Manchester have described how they want to be able to travel, work and live in the city
independently. As a result, Manchester have been pro-active in creating supported internship
opportunities for young adults with SEND. There is a strong partnership between the Council, local
colleges, special schools, supported employment providers and host employers – the city currently
has supported internship and employment pathways in the Council, two local hospitals, Manchester
Airport, media city and a leisure centre provider, with plans in train to develop further, employerbased pathways. In 2018, over 70 young people are undertaking supported internships and there
are plans to increase by at least ten every year. Of those undertaking supported internships, 80%
of interns move into work. Since 2012, 91% of those young people have maintained their
employment.
In addition, there is a strong emphasis on what is termed “good week planning” across the city –
this means utilising the range of opportunities available in Manchester to provide young people
with a full programme of meaningful activities that will help them continue their education,
development, and prepare them to be as independent as possible in adult life. Staff in schools,
colleges, adult education, social workers and caseworkers in the SEND team work closely with young
people and their families to develop ‘good week plans’ that will help them achieve their preparing
for adulthood outcomes. This might be a personalised package including college or adult education,
work experience, travel training and community activities – giving the young person chance to
continue to learn, maintain friendships, keep active and have fun. As one Council officer put it, ‘the
preparing for adulthood agenda has absolutely been grasped by all special schools and colleges in
Manchester.’
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Ensure that there is a strong, joint local offer of education, health
and care options to enable young people with the most complex
needs to make a successful transition to adult life
Many of the local areas we visited described how they were focusing on strengthening the transition
between children’s services and adult services for young people with more complex needs who may
need support from adult care services as they entered adult life. Many council colleagues described
how they had sought to put in place structures to enable effective, joined-up planning – moving to
integrated 0-25 services or creating dedicated transitions teams, for example. A key message from
council colleagues concerned the dual importance of having an effective transition planning process
while at the same time creating an effective joined-up offer of support for young adults with SEND.
In terms of the process, council colleagues highlighted the importance of being pro-active in
identifying the cohorts of young people who were likely to require joined-up, multi-agency support as
they made the transition from childhood to adulthood. Council colleagues noted that it was often
helpful to think about three broad cohorts of young people who could require this support:
•

•
•

young people who were likely to require ongoing support from adult services due to having
profound care needs, often linked to physical and/or medical needs and very complex learning
difficulties;
young people about whom they may be safeguarding concerns, often combined with SEMH
needs, who may be placed in care and/or in residential provision during their childhood; and
young people, often on the autism spectrum, who have coped well in a structured school
environment but who find the transition to a large college and more independent style of
learning very challenging.

Councils argued that it was vital to have effective processes for identifying these cohorts (and other
young people likely to require more bespoke support in the transition to adulthood). This would often
involve effective joint working across education, health, and children’s and adult services colleagues.
It could also involve close working with schools to identify young people at risk of not making a
successful transition post-school. Council colleagues also noted the importance of starting these
planning discussions early, in a young person’s early teenage years rather than when the young person
was approaching their 18th birthday – both across services, but also through engagements with
families.
As well as having an effective transition planning process, however, it was also vital that those involved
in supporting a young person with SEND through the transition to adulthood had a clear sense of the
overall offer of services that could be drawn into that young person’s support plan. Council colleagues
emphasised that it was important to avoid a situation where each service or agency knew about their
own offer – e.g. SEND officers knowing about education study programmes, adult services knowing
about care packages – but had little understanding of how these could be fitted together to form
bespoke packages of support. Ensuring that there was a widely understood and collectively owned
local offer of preparation for adulthood support – ranging across education, care, health, employment,
adult education, housing, third sector partners and so on – was seen by council colleagues as a vital
pre-requisite for effective transitions to adulthood for young people with SEND. This enabled local
areas to develop approaches that fostered the creation bespoke packages, making use of all resources
and opportunities in the local area. This could help local areas to create full-time packages of support
for young people, avoiding parents feeling that they may have to sacrifice working in order to care for
46

their children once they left school. Overall, council colleagues argued that combining effective, early
planning processes with a joined-up offer across agencies and partners gave local areas the best
chance of being able to offer a wide range of opportunities and pathways for young people to pursue
their aspirations, develop independence, have their support needs met, and remain connected to their
local communities.

Piecing together the bespoke packages of support for young adults with SEND in
Calderdale
Colleagues in Calderdale found that, year on year, they were seeing growing numbers of young
adults with SEND aged 19 and older leaving school and moving into residential college placements.
Colleagues were concerned that, while such placements may be the right choice for some students,
other young adults were having to leave the local area and their local networks due to a lack of local
options and pathways for them to pursue their aspirations. In response, local leaders in partnership
with parent and carers sought to develop a range of bespoke full-time packages of support and
pathways offering local alternatives. They called this approach the flexible five-day offer. This has
involved piecing together inputs from a range of local services to provide an offer of full-time
education and development for young adults with SEND. For instance, Council officers worked
closely with:
•
•
•
•

the local college to develop the offer of study programmes and support for students with
SEND;
courses offered by the local adult education service to complement the programmes
offered through further education providers;
independent travel training providers to develop a more comprehensive training offer;
local businesses and voluntary sector organisations to develop a range of work experience
opportunities and routes into employment.

Colleagues reflected that there was a wealth of opportunities available locally, but the issue had
been that these had never been collated and pieced together. As such, a dedicated co-ordinator
was appointed to draw together local opportunities and develop bespoke full-time, five-day
packages for young people that included education, work experience and community activities.
While previously numbers of young people going to residential post-19 provision had been growing,
this year Calderdale placed only one young person into residential provision where this was a
positive choice based on the young person’s needs.
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Conclusion
Under each of the six areas of local SEND systems that we have explored in this report, there have
been some overarching themes that have been common across all aspects of the local SEND system.
a. Taking a pro-active, evidence-informed, strategic approach to shaping local support,
services and provision – whether this concerns the local offer, support in mainstream
settings, targeted services, specialist provision, or preparation for adulthood. Colleagues have
emphasised the importance of gathering and triangulating data, intelligence and feedback,
and using this to inform discussions with partners and stakeholders, as well as individual
young people and families, about the shape of local support and services.
b. Developing co-productive relationships – local SEND systems include many different
partners, organisations and sets of interests and responsibilities. Getting it right in supporting
young people with SEND effectively is not something that any one organisation or agency,
support group or provider can achieve on their own. Meaningful partnerships, based on a
shared appreciating of the context and challenges, and with solutions developed through coproductive working are crucial to effective operation of local SEND systems.
c. Effective processes and routines – given the multi-faceted nature of local SEND systems,
consistent practice in identifying needs, putting in place support, reviewing support plans,
planning for young people’s progression is crucial to enabling young people with SEND to
make the most of their education and childhood and pursue their aspirations as they move
into adulthood. This is not about having a “one-size-fits-all” approach, but rather than
established mechanisms that enable professionals to be pro-active, create and personcentred when working with young people with SEND and their families.
d. Focusing on long-term outcomes – a strong message that we have heard from council
colleagues throughout this project has been one of the need for a joined-up, coherent
approach to preparing young people for adulthood from their earliest years. Too often,
council colleagues noted, what goes under the banner of “transition planning” is simply
preparing the young person for their next placement, rather than something focused on the
young person’s long-term goals. Within local SEND systems, a focus on specific outcomes for
young people needs to be at the heart of system-level commissioning decisions as well as
individual support for young people and their families.
How can councils and their partners know whether, by putting in place such practices, their local SEND
system is operating effectively? This will, no doubt, vary from local area to local area, depending on
their context, their strengths, and the areas that they need to strengthen. From the councils that took
part in this project, we heard about:
•
•

•

the importance of having a regular cycle of self-evaluation across all partners;
having a clear understanding of the sorts of data and intelligence that will indicate whether
specific strategic approaches or practices have been effective – for example, being clear if one
success measure of an outreach service or a short-term provision is the proportion of young
people who can remain included in a mainstream setting or reintegrated successfully;
taking account of a broad range of data about how the system is operating, and triangulating
this with intelligence from the system – for example, considering school improvement,
progress and standards in the context of a holistic picture of the consistency of inclusion,
support and progress for young people with SEND;
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•

•

considering systematically the qualitative feedback from young people with SEND, and their
parents and carers, and being transparent in sharing strengths and areas for development
with them; and
most importantly, focusing continuously on long-term outcomes for young people with SEND.

It is, however, easier to list these points than it is to put them into practice. A key strength of many
local areas has been the relationships developed between councils, health services, education
providers, third sector partners, young people and families. While this is certainly a strength, it also
indicates one key vulnerability of local SEND systems, which is the reliance on the goodwill and
personal relationships between partners and agencies. Effective leadership, co-production and formal
governance arrangements can help to mitigate this risk, but council colleagues were keen to
emphasise how important it was to continue to invest time in fostering relationships and partnerships,
given their importance to the local SEND system and the risk that those relationships could change
very quickly.
Likewise, in some local areas, the challenges faced have led to and been reinforced by tensions in the
relationships between key local partners, which can in turn prevent leaders in those local areas from
putting in place some of the practices we described in this document. The council colleagues we
engaged through this project recognised the nature of some of these challenges. While not offering a
complete solution, they argued that one pragmatic approach in such instances was to do two things.
First, council colleagues highlighted the importance of identifying some key issues on which there was
agreement that things were not working as they should be and where partners had a strong interest
in improving the situation. This could include using data and evidence to demonstrate objectively that
young people with SEND were not being well served by the local system, or where parents considered
they had to battle to receive support, or where pressure on places in specialist provision was diverting
local capacity and resources from more preventative approaches. Second, council colleagues
suggested it could then be beneficial to bring other partners into the discussion – for example, working
with the Regional Schools Commissioner and MAT chief executives and directors where there were
concerns about rising levels of exclusions in a diverse local education system to bring together all types
of schools for a discussion about the implications of such a trend and what would be needed to reverse
it.
A second area of pressure and vulnerability that council colleagues identified related to the pressure
on local resources. As we noted at the outset of this report, this project has been focused on what
councils and their partners are doing and can do at a local level, within the current context, to
strengthen and embed effective practices within their local SEND systems. We are undertaking a
parallel piece of work, also commissioned by the LGA, looking at the nature of financial pressures
facing local areas. Nevertheless, it is important to note two things in the context of the present report.
First, while we have emphasised the importance of being strategic, taking stock of local support and
provision, and working creatively with young people families and partners, we note that there are
local areas that are locked in a cycle of having to respond reactively to pressures and crises. For some
local areas, not having the right offer of preventative support or provision locally has meant resources
are having to be spent on alternative and often more expensive provision, which in turn reduces the
resources available for early, targeted support and can exacerbate the problem. With pressures on
the SEND system and high needs block growing, this can leave local areas with little room for
manoeuvre when seeking to shift from a reactive to a more pro-active, planned and strategic
approach.
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As we noted at the start of this report, the council colleagues that took part in this project entered
into it willing to share their experiences, ideas and learning generously. We have sought to capture
and highlight what we have learned form them in this report. Council colleagues also, however,
wanted to caveat this by saying that these practical examples and reflections were offered in the spirit
of actions that could be taken to mitigate the effects of the challenges the SEND system is facing. They
highlighted that such practices could also help to ensure that local resources were used to best effect
to seek to achieve good outcomes for young people with SEND. They did not, however, consider that
undertaken on their own at local level, these practices were the whole solution to some of the
underlying causes of those challenges.
We hope, therefore, that the examples and practices described in this report are, in the immediate
term, useful for leaders in local areas, enabling them to reflect on their practice and compare it to
approaches that have been developed elsewhere. We also hope, that the overall themes described
here can help to inform constructive discussions between leaders within local SEND systems, in
councils and among their partners, and national decision-makers about how to support effective and
sustainable practices in local SEND systems.
***

The Local Government Association (LGA) is the national voice of local
government. We work with councils to support, promote and improve local
government.

We aim to influence and set the political agenda on the issues that matter to
councils so they are able to deliver local solutions to national problems.
www.local.gov.uk
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