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Loal Authority Proposal (early development) – Review and Reduction of the SEND Funding Floor
Introduction, Background and Benchmarking
1. [bookmark: _Hlk175901244]This report discusses what is known as “targeted funding” that may be allocated from the High Needs Block to supplement the notional SEND budget of a mainstream primary or secondary school or academy. This is non-ringfenced funding, not attached to EHCPs (not funding named individuals), that may be allocated to schools / academies in support of SEND.

2. Our SEND Funding Floor is a “targeted funding” mechanism. Our current SEND Funding Floor was first introduced at April 2021 and has been continued since, with some revision to the levels of the triggers that are used. How our Funding Floor operates is set out in more detail at the back of this report. We have repeatedly stated in consultations and in budget guidance that the continuation of the Funding Floor is subject to annual review.

3. The national high needs funding system works on the basis that mainstream primary and secondary schools and academies are required to contribute £6,000 (Element 2) from their already delegated formula funding derived budgets to the cost of support for pupils with EHCPs on their rolls. Mainstream schools and academies must also use these delegated budgets to support the wider SEND and alternative provision needs of all their pupils. A Notional SEND Budget is calculated for each school / academy in order to support this. A separate report is presented on Notional SEND.  “Targeted funding” mechanisms are permitted to be used where a school’s or an academy’s level of SEND is ‘disproportionate’ (compared with other schools and academies) and where their already delegated formula funding (including their Notional SEND Budget) is evidenced to be insufficient to meet their additional SEND costs. 

4. In respect of “targeted funding”, the DfE’s guidance states that, 

a. “Local authorities should have a formula or other method, based on their experience of distributing additional funding to their maintained schools and academies…In all cases, the distribution methodology should be simple and transparent, and devised so that additional funds are targeted only to a minority of schools which have particular challenges because of their disproportionate number of pupils with SEND or high needs, or their characteristics.”

b. “Any significant mismatch (between a school’s notional SEND budget and the costs of support) may be an indication that a school’s approach to identifying pupils’ SEN differs markedly from other schools’ practice. In some schools pupils not identified as having SEN would be so identified elsewhere. Other schools may too readily identify pupils as having SEN when their needs could be met within the normal teaching and learning environment. In some cases, however, a significant mismatch between the notional SEN budget and actual costs of SEN support may be because the school has a disproportionate number of pupils with SEN in relation to its size, phase and characteristics, or has pupils with needs of a particular kind that are not captured by the formula factors used. In other cases, a significant mismatch may be because a school’s small size creates diseconomies of scale in making provision for pupils with SEN. The local authority can provide targeted funding from its high needs budget to schools in such exceptional circumstances. This funding would supplement the school’s notional SEN budget as calculated under the local funding formula.”

The gist of the DfE’s guidance then is that funding should be targeted and exceptional. The DfE’s guidance also suggests that some assessment of a school’s / academy’s provision and practice is necessary within the assessment of  eligibility for additional funding support.




5.  We have carried out benchmarking of other local authorities. 

a. 32 other authorities declared in their 2023/24 APT returns to the ESFA that they have a “targeted funding” mechanism. Taking this at face value (recognising that there is a requirement placed on authorities to declare these mechanisms to the ESFA so that these can be checked, but that some authorities may have mechanisms that are not declared) only c. a third of local authorities appeared to operate any mechanism in 2023/24. This position has been broadly consistent over the last few years.

b. We have collected information from about two thirds of the 32 other local authorities. The majority of these authorities operate similar kinds of mechanisms, using Element 2 values, a number or proportion of EHCPs in comparison to a school’s / academy’s Notional SEND Budget and some form of “average” in order to identify eligible schools / academies that sit above this and, therefore, trigger funding. The majority of the 32 authorities operate a “fixed” type approach, calculating funding once or twice a year. The median average spend of these other authorities in 2023/24, as a % of their High Needs Block allocations, was 1.01%. 23 of the 32 local authorities declared cash budgeted spend of £750,000 or lower. 19 of the 32 local authorities declared cash budgeted spend of £500,000 or lower. It has been difficult to see in the information for all authorities how many schools / academies are in receipt of funding. Of the four authorities where this can be assessed, in one 17% of schools / academies were eligible, in two this was 19% and in one this was 29%. Generally, our assessment is that the sizes of the budgets that are set by the other authorities would mean that only a minority of their schools / academies would receive funding.
Bradford Is An Outlier
6. When comparing value of spend and scope (the number of schools / academies that are in receipt of “targeted funding”), Bradford is an outlier.

7. Prior to the introduction of our current Funding Floor at April 2021, the annual cost to our High Needs Block of our previous “targeted funding” mechanism was in the region of £0.50m, which would sit closer in comparison to the other 32 authorities. In establishing the new Funding Floor for 2021/22, we understood that we were increasing the scope of the mechanism. The 2021/22 planned budget was set at £2.16m. At this time, due to the funding settlements, we had budget headroom within our High Needs Block, and we were seeking to use this headroom to support SEND across all sectors, including the mainstream sector. 

8. The annual cost of the Funding Floor has significantly increased since introduction. In 2023/24, Bradford set a budget of £2.65m, after having adjusted the triggers seeking to control cost escalation. £2.65m was 2.27% of our High Needs Block allocation. As a % of HNB income, this was the 6th largest budgeted spend of the 33 local authorities. If we were to have set a budget at the median average of 1.01%, our budget would have been £1.177m. This position is a little distorted, however, as 3 other local authorities declared very significant budgeted spend (in excess of £5m). If these 3 significant outlier authorities are removed from the comparison, the median spend was 0.75% of High Needs Block income and, if we had spent at this median, our spend would have been £0.872m.

9. In Bradford, at July 2024, our annual equivalent spend on our SEND Funding Floor is already £2.812m. 45% of mainstream primary and secondary schools and academies receive funding, with 50% of primary schools / academies in receipt and 26% of secondary schools / academies in receipt. We forecast that, with continued growth in our EHCPs between September 2024 and March 2025, the full final cost may be in the region of £3.0m to £3.2m. £3.2m would be 2.62% of our 2024/25 High Needs Block allocation.
Bradford – Key Issues to Address / Aims of Proposed Changes
10. Whilst our SEND Funding Floor is an important mechanism that financially supports mainstream primary and secondary schools / academies, and supports the inclusion of pupils with SEND in mainstream settings, and we wish to continue a mechanism, there are immediate and growing issues with our current arrangement that must be addressed:

a. Our Funding Floor has developed to be out of line with DfE guidance regarding the scope of the mechanism, which is to allocate support funding to a minority of schools / academies in exceptional circumstances. The focus of our mechanism should be reset to align with this guidance. Our benchmarking confirms this and confirms that we are an outlier when compared against other local authorities. Whilst it is understood that the Funding Floor allocates funding to mainstream schools and academies and that this supports inclusion, the key purpose of “targeted funding” mechanisms is to support exceptional circumstances. All schools / academies are expected to develop high quality inclusive universal and SEND provision within their already delegated funding.

b. Our current mechanism is 100% formulaic and does not contain any steps that enable the Local Authority to assess a school’s / academy’s SEND practice and provision, to evidence that additional support funding is required because of the exceptional circumstances that the school or academy faces, rather than because of poor or unexpected practice. Adding such a step will provide a more robust evidential basis for allocating funding and will also provide opportunity for the Authority to support the development of good practice in schools / academies. Our current mechanism also does not contain any steps that require schools / academies to evidence that additional support funding is required. For example, if a school / academy holds a significant carry forward balance, the Authority would challenge why the school / academy is not using this balance to support its SEND provision prior to the allocation of additional funding. We feel that this steps should be inserted into our process.

c. The overall cost of our Funding Floor is now more significant than we have previously planned and can continue to afford. In the context of the forecasted deficit in our High Needs Block, and our wider assessment as set out above, we must now review and significantly reduce the scope and cost of the Funding Floor. Again, whilst it is understood that the Funding Floor allocates funding to mainstream schools and academies and that this can support inclusion, the purpose of “ targeted funding” mechanisms is to support exceptional circumstances. In continuing a Funding Floor, even reduced in scope, our research indicates that we would still be in the minority (only about a third of authorities declared a mechanism in the 2023/24 APT) to the benefit of our mainstream sector.

d. The overall cost of our current Funding Floor cannot be controlled within a fixed budget, because allocations update each month, currently resulting in overspending. In 2024/25, we assess that the final total cost will exceed the budget that we have originally set by £0.20m to £0.40m. In the context of the forecasted High Needs Block deficit, not being able to keep within a planned budget is a significant issue. In our research of other authorities, we have found that most allocate funding on a more fixed basis, with calculations taking place either once or twice a year. Moving to a more fixed approach we see will better support our High Needs Block financial planning and deficit management.
Summary - Decision Making Process
11. For amendments to the SEND Funding Floor, the Schools Forum acts as a consultative body with the Local Authority being the decision maker. “Targeted funding” mechanisms are required to be declared within the annual APT return and the ESFA checks general compliance with guidance e.g. on fairness and transparency of approach.

12. We are still in the process of developing the technical details behind our proposed changes and we wish to further consult and work with the Schools Forum (subgroup) as these proposals develop. We anticipate that we will include our proposals in the High Needs Block formula funding consultation, which will be progressed across the autumn term. The Schools Forum will be asked to review the consultation feedback and to make its final recommendations at the meeting to be held on 15 January 2025. Council will then decide on formula funding arrangements for 2025/26, taking account of the Forum’s formal recommendations.
Outline – Proposed / Anticipated Changes
13. We are still developing the technical details of proposals for change and will continue to discuss these with the Schools Forum. In outline, we propose to move to a new two-step process for the allocation of Floor Funding: 
Step 1 – Application of a formula.
Step 2 – Local Authority Assessment. 

In Step 1, as now, we will apply a formula to initially identify schools and academies that may be eligible for support funding. In a new Step 2, for the schools / academies that are eligible for funding, after the application of Step 1, the Local Authority will assess the school’s / academy’s provision and financial position against criteria and will decide whether the funding that has been calculated by Step 1 is paid. The Local Authority can decide in Step 2 to vary from the Step 1 value, but schools / academies that do not qualify for an allocation under Step 1 are not expected to be eligible for support funding. There may be occasional exceptions to this, which would be assessed on a case specific basis and with reference to moderated SEND data.

14. Regarding Step 1, we anticipate that we would:

a. Retain a similar formula as now to initially identify schools / academies that may be eligible for Funding Floor support, calculating a ‘Part A’ and a ‘Part B’ and using the difference between Part A and Part B to identify eligibility.  We anticipate that we will continue to use the number of EHCPs on roll for Part A. For reference, the other local authorities that we have researched use a very similar formulaic approach. Many use Notional SEND budgets as the basis for their Part B calculation. However, we do not propose to do this. Our current wider definition of Part B gives a more holistic view of a school’s / academy’s overall Additional Educational Needs and formula funding, which is felt to be a better way of initially identifying the possible need for additional funding support.

b. Adjust the formula to reduce the scope of the Funding Floor to target a much smaller number of schools / academies. This means that we would:

Uplift the % average trigger thresholds so that we reduce the number of schools / academies that trigger i.e. schools / academies have to be ‘ exceptional’ to trigger eligibility.

Introduce a ‘deminimis’, meaning that if the formula generated an allocation for an individual school / academy that is lower than the deminimis, this allocation would not go forward. Setting a deminimis is assessed to be a way of further targeting funding, avoiding small values that would be spread across a larger number of schools / academies. 

We have a small number (14) of primary schools / academies that are currently receiving protected Funding Floor allocations. These are schools / academies that received Floor funding prior to the change in April 2021, where the new Floor does not allocate funding at the same level and where these schools / academies have not benefited from the introduction of the Minimum Levels of Funding (MFLs). We anticipate that we would continue to protect these specific identified and named small primary schools and academies, but that the actual allocation of funding would be subject to the application of the deminimis (meaning that if the protected allocation is lower than the deminimis, the protection would not be funded) as well as to the ‘Local Authority Assessment’ Step 2.

15. Regarding Step 2 ‘Local Authority Assessment’, we anticipate that we will establish clear criteria for the Authority’s assessment of a school’s / academy’s SEND provision and practice and financial position. The key purpose of this assessment will be so that the Authority can ensure that the school / academy that has been identified as potentially eligible for support funding actually needs this funding (its financial position) and that this need comes from exceptional circumstances in a school / academy that has high quality inclusive practice, rather than is the result of poor or unexpected practice or provision. We wish to use the SEND Funding Floor to support high quality inclusive practice. We anticipate that a group of key Authority officers, across SEND, School Improvement and Finance, will develop these criteria and will manage the Step 2 process. It may be the case that a school / academy that has been identified in Step 1 does not receive funding (or full funding) following the application of Step 2. Whilst we expect that Step 1 would set the maximum amount of funding that would be allocated, we anticipate that the Local Authority will be able decide in Step 2 to vary from the Step 1 value. However, schools / academies that do not qualify for an allocation under Step 1 are not expected to be eligible for support funding. There may be occasional exceptions to this, which would be assessed on a case specific basis and with reference to moderated SEND data. Step 2 will require schools / academies to engage and to provide information to the Authority, including financial information. A school / academy that does not engage under Step 2 would not receive funding.

16. We aim / expect to significantly reduce the annual cost of the Funding Floor. Whilst this is still in development and is not a final position, an initial ‘end point target’ within our development work is that the total cost of the Funding Floor would not exceed £1m a year going forward. This would mean reducing spend to about a third of the current value.

17. We anticipate that we will operate the Funding Floor within a fixed budget, which will mean the following additional changes:

a. We would move from re-calculating Funding Floor allocations every month to calculating funding once or twice a year on a more fixed basis. This would also be a necessary practical change to facilitate the introduction of Step 2 in the process.

b. We would apply a ‘scaling factor’, if necessary, meaning that, following the initial application of the formula in Step 1, we would scale back allocations for individual schools / academies in order to ensure that the total cost of these allocations fits within the fixed budget.
Outline – Timing of Changes
18. We recognise that these changes are significant and will reduce funding in a number of mainstream schools and academies on current levels. We also recognise that the majority of our mainstream provision is now in academies, who budget on an academic year basis.

19. At this stage of our development of proposals, we anticipate that we would look to align changes to the academic year rather than to the April to March financial year. This means that we would not introduce a new approach until September 2025, but that we would introduce this in full at this time, rather than in incremental steps. We anticipate that we will publish detail and consultation on changes this autumn term, meaning that schools / academies will have time to respond before 2025/26 budgets are finalised.

20. We highlight that the future of “targeted funding” mechanisms may be affected by the national SEND and Alternative Provision reviews and that 2025/26 arrangements have not yet been announced by the DfE. We will need to review proposals following the DfE’s announcements and we will also need to continue to annually review our SEND Funding Floor arrangements in the light of wider national changes.
Appendices
Appendix 2a – The distribution of the current SEND Funding Floor at July 2024 (annual equivalent)









Current SEND Funding Floor (for Reference)

a. Our current SEND Funding Floor is aimed at ensuring that no mainstream primary or secondary maintained school or academy will have to manage, from their own delegated mainstream formula funding, an above phase-average cost pressure in respect of their commitment to meet the cost of Element 2 (£6,000) for their EHCPs. As well as supporting provision for pupils with EHCPs, this approach helps to protect the funding used by schools and academies to support their wider Additional Educational Needs, SEND and Alternative Provision activities. It directly financially supports schools and academies that have higher proportions of pupils with EHCPs, in support of inclusion, combining also to support schools and academies that may have lower levels of Additional Educational Needs formula funding (because they have e.g. lower levels of deprivation) but higher numbers of EHCPs, and also that may be smaller in size. It also supports schools and academies that may have some turbulence in formula funding as a result of pupil numbers changes.

b. The formula for 2024/25 is as follows:

Where Part A is greater than Part B, a school / academy receives a top-up for the difference between Part A and Part B.

A = is the Full Time Equivalent (FTE) number of EHCPs on roll at a mainstream school / academy, excluding early years and post 16 students that have EHCPs, multiplied by £6,000 (which is the value of Element 2). Part A is re-calculated on a monthly basis for changes in the number Education Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) on roll.

B = is the percentage of a school’s / academy’s Additional Educational Needs delegated formula funding that is required to be put to the Element 2 (£6,000) cost of a school’s / academy’s EHCPs, before the SEND Funding Floor will provide additional financial support. There are 2 elements to the Part B calculation, the ‘percentage’ and what is meant by ‘Additional Educational Needs delegated formula funding’. Unlike Part A, both elements of Part B are fixed at the beginning of the 2024/25 financial year and will not change.

The ‘percentage’ is the phase median average percentage of Additional Educational Needs formula funding that schools / academies contribute to Element 2 £6,000 costs in respect of their EHCPs. The phase average is rounded plus 3%. Separate percentages are used for primary and for secondary phases. The averages that are being used in 2024/25 are 16.60% for the primary phase and 12.40% for the secondary phase.

‘Additional Educational Needs delegated formula funding’ is calculated by taking the following funding factors that are included within the delegated formula funding allocations received by mainstream schools / academies. For academies, this funding / these factors are within General Annual Grant (GAG) funding. For maintained schools, this funding / these factors are within the Section 251 formula funding. Please note that this is not the same as Notional SEND funding. The SEND Funding Floor uses a wider definition of resources that are available to support all Additional Educational Needs:

100% of the English as an Additional Language factor
100% of the Free School Meals factors 
100% of the Prior Attainment factor
100% of the Minimum Funding Level factor
100% of the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) factor
 80% of Minimum Funding Guarantee factor
We continue in 2024/25 to protect the previous (2020/21 financial year) SEND Funding Floor allocations for the specific identified and named small primary schools and academies.
