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Executive summary  The Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) provides funding for pupils with 
special educational needs and disabilities (SEND). This grant is ring-
fenced but not sufficient to cover the growing number of pupils 
requiring support and rising costs of provision. The council is 
prohibited from contributing additional funds to the grant with the 
result the deficit is growing annually as considered in the Medium 
Term Financial Plan report on the meeting agenda.  

The proposal in this paper is one item in the action plan developed to 
manage the deficit. It is being recommended that mainstream 
schools are provided with higher funding levels for pupils with 
education, health and care plans (EHCPs) so that a greater 
proportion than currently can remain in mainstream schools instead 
of being placed in higher cost specialist provision. There is a risk that 
despite the extra funding, an insufficient number of higher cost 
placements will be avoided with the result that net savings will not 
materialise.  

Recommendations It is RECOMMENDED that Cabinet:  

 Note the increase in funding values for pupils with Education 
Health and Care Plans (EHCP) as contained in the body of this 

report following on from consultation with stakeholders. 
Implementation of the adopted new banding value option will 

commence from November 2022.   

Reason for 
recommendations 

The proposals and recommendations in this paper are in response to 
the recommendations in the Appreciative Inquiry, the deficit in the 
High Needs Block, and Children's Services Transformation 
Programme. They also form a key component of the Inclusion 
Strategy.     
 

The revision of the Special Educational Needs and Disabilities 

(SEND) mainstream banding descriptors and the adoption of new 
banding values emphasise the need for BCP Council to provide 
suitable financial support to mainstream schools to enable them to 
meet the needs of children and young people with SEND who reside 
in the local area and are attending BCP mainstream schools. It also 
supports BCP Council in delivering its commitment and aspiration of 
BCP being an inclusive place for children and young people with 
SEND to thrive.  
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Wards  All wards 

Classification  Decision 
Ti t l e:   

Background 

  
1. The review of SEND mainstream banding is part of Children's Services Transformation 

Programme, a response to the recommendations in the Appreciative Inquiry, a key 
component of the Inclusion Strategy and it should contribute to addressing the deficit in the 
high needs funding block of the DSG. The high needs block expenditure budget  is 
determined annually by the council after consultation with the Schools Forum, a statutory 
body of the council. It remains the responsibility of the council. High needs is one of the four 
funding blocks that makes up the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG).  See Appendix 1 for an 
overview of the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) and how pupils with SEND are funded. 
  

2. The main purpose of the review is to deliver the areas of improvement in the SEND Written 
Statement of Action and work in partnership to support BCP Council to:  
  

 Deliver its commitment and aspiration of BCP being an inclusive place for children and 
young people with SEND to thrive.  

 Reduce the overall overspend in the High Needs Block Budget long-term.  

 Provide better support to mainstream schools to meet the needs of children and young 
people with SEND.  

 Increase the numbers of children and young people attending mainstream schools.  
 Reduce growth of children and young people attending Alternative Provision.  

 Reduce growth of children and young people attending Independent Non-Maintained 
Special Schools (INMSS).  

 

3. The number of children and young people who require help and support because they have 
special educational needs and/or disabilities continues to grow. BCP has seen a 14.6% 
increase in the numbers of children and young people with an Education, Health and Care 
Plan (EHCP) between March 2021 and March 2022. Covid-19 has also been a contributor to 
this growth, evidenced by a 17.1% increase in the number of EHCPs with Social, Emotional 
and Mental Health (SEMH) identified as a primary need between March 2021 to March 
2022.    

 

4. Local government re-organisation (LGR) in 2019 required savings to be made within the high 
needs block and for consistent band funding levels to apply for all schools. Legacy councils of 
Bournemouth and Dorset (for Christchurch schools) had already reduced band funding levels 
by circa 45% in seeking to manage their growing DSG deficits prior to LGR. Band funding for 
Poole schools was brought into line as it was not affordable to increase to the Poole level.  At 
this lower funding level, mainstream schools report that they are unable to provide the 
required   support and services to children and young people with an EHCP  

 

 



5. A consequence of insufficient funding, is that higher numbers of children with an EHCP who 
could and should attend a mainstream setting are attending special schools (it is important to 
note that funding is one of a number of barriers to the inclusion of SEND children and young 
people in mainstream schools; staff not having the relevant expertise to meet need, limited/no 
staff resources, availability of accommodation and impact on non-SEND pupils are also key 
factors - see Appendix 2 for Headteachers responses to inclusion barriers) . Spaces in special 
schools are therefore limited for children and young people with more complex needs 
resulting in these individuals attending independent maintained provision which is costly for 
the council.    
  

6. In BCP, as at March 2022 there were a total of 3,125 children and young people with an 
EHCP, of which 33% were attending mainstream schools and 11.3% were in independent 
and non-maintained provision. Compared to national and statistical neighbour averages 
(January 22) the proportion of children and young people in BCP attending independent and 
non-maintained provision is significantly higher – national 5.2% and statistical neighbour 
6.8%.  It should be noted that all three legacy councils had benchmarked high in this category 
over many years and so it cannot be attributed to relatively recent reduced funding levels, but 
it may now be a contributing factor.   
  

7. The Schools Forum is the formal consultation and decision-making body on matters relating 
to the funding of schools and plays a role in the discussions on the overall funding contained 
within the Dedicated Schools Grant. The Schools Forum is made up colleagues from BCP 
Council, Councillors and Heads of Schools and was pivotal in moving this banding review 
forward. To take this review forward a ‘SEND Mainstream Banding Review’ working group 
and subsequent sub-working groups were established in October 2021. Members of the 
working group included officers from BCP Council, school, and partner agency 
representatives. The sub-working group that revised the descriptors included parents/carers.    

 

Banding Descriptors and Values 

 

8. Banding descriptors – these continue to be arranged by the four areas/types of special 
educational need outlined in the SEND Code of Practice (2015) and by four levels of severity 
of need. However, the descriptions within each of the four areas of need have been 
broadened (see Appendix 4 for proposed descriptors). The four areas of need are:  

  

 Cognition and Learning  

 Communication and Interaction  

 Social, Emotional and Mental Health  

 Sensory and/or Physical Needs  
  

9. Banding values – these are in a resource ladder format and the current banding and values 
are detailed in the table below:   

 

Existing     
Banding 
Values  

Band 
Z 

Band A Band B Band C Band D 

£0 £1,000 £2,300 £3,600 £5,000 

   

Options Appraisal 

  
10. To ensure revision of the banding values was the best way forward for all stakeholders, four 

considerations were reviewed. The four considerations are as follows (see Appendix 3 for a 
high-level scoping document):  
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

11. Option 2 was considered to be the optimum way forward.  Within Consideration 2, three 
banding options have been calculated and finalised based on the findings from the pilot 
exercise and the savings that BCP Council need to make over the next three years (see 
section: Summary of Financial Implications for the three options).  

 

Pilot Exercise 

 

12. During April and May 2022, 9 schools (8 primary and 1 secondary) volunteered to be part of a 
pilot exercise which trialled the revised banding descriptors with new and existing EHCPs.  In 
addition, a desk exercise was undertaken by SEND Team Managers and SENCOs which 
involved reviewing EHCPs (new and existing) in a total of 56 schools (primary and secondary) 
and pre-schools.  A total of 198 EHCPs were reviewed (equating to 22% of the total number 
of EHCPs maintained by BCP) against the existing banding descriptors and the proposed 
descriptors. The outcome of the pilot exercise has informed the financial modelling of the 
banding values for Consideration 2: Adopt new descriptors and values.  

 
13. Senior Leadership Team and the High Needs Block Recovery Board selected and approved 

the option that was deemed to be the most viable for schools and BCP Council in June 2022.  
The approved option was then consulted on.  

 

14. The revisions of the banding descriptors and values were communicated to residents and 
stakeholders via a month-long consultation exercise which commenced on 28 June 2022 and 
ended on 27 July 2022. The consultation sought the views of BCP residents and stakeholders 
on the proposed changes and these were considered by BCP Council, and the consulted 
option was deemed to be most viable. See Appendix  5 

 

15. Once approved, it is anticipated that the implementation of the revised descriptors and 
banding values will commence from November 2022, on all new EHCPs and at point of 
annual review for existing plans.   A monitoring plan and framework is in development and will 
be finalised by the end of October 2022.  This framework will monitor and track the 
implementation of the revised bandings and values and will inform future evaluation efforts.  
Updates will be provided to the Schools Forum, the SEND Improvement Board and the High 
Needs Board at regular intervals – please see Appendix 6 for a list of indicators that will be 

included.    
  

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Considerations 

1.  
No change in the existing process 
 
 

2.  
Adopt new descriptors and values (resource ladder) 
 
 

3.  
Delay implementation – increase banding values with the 
stipulation the schools to buy back support from BCP 

4.  
Delay implementation – minimal increase to banding values 
and create a package offer of support to schools 



Summary of financial implications 

16. The table below details the proportions of children and young people by provision type in BCP 
compared to the national proportions as at January 2022: 

 

  

Provision Type 
BCP % 
 

National % (January 22) 

INMSS 14.9% 5.2% 
Special Schools 28.0% 29.6% 
Mainstream Schools 29.3% 40.5% 
Alternative Provision 10.8% 2.0% 

  
  

17. If BCP had mirrored national proportions of children and young people by each provision type 
in 2022/23,  this would have meant that out of the 552 children and young people with an 
EHCP that currently attend an INMSS, 432 would attend a mainstream school and 120 into a 
special school.   
 

  
18. Taking into account the savings currently declared as per the High Needs Block Savings 

Plan, the revised descriptors and feedback from headteachers, three options have been 
proposed for increasing the banding values: 

 
Existing     
Banding Values  

Band Z Band A Band B Band C Band D 

£0 £1,000 £2,300 £3,600 £5,000 
Proposed 
Options 

Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Band 5 

Proposed 
Option 1 

£0 £2,500 £4,200 £6,000 £12,000 

Proposed 
Option 2 

£0 £2,000 £4,000 £6,000 £14,000 

Proposed 
Option 3 

£0 £2,000 £4,000 £8,000 £16,000 

 

  
19. The tables below provide an overview of the financial implications for proposed banding 

options ‘top-up’ values, the full year impact, movement of pupils from the existing bands to the 
new bands. The financial modelling has been based on a sample size of 22% (198 
EHCPs).  These savings figures are based on the current number of EHCPs: 

 
 Banding Values (£)  SAVINGS (£) 

Net saving by 
year 3 – 

24/25 
(£m) 

Average 
funding for 
mainstream 

‘top-up’ 
(£) 

Proposed 
Options 

Band 
1 

Band 
2 

Band 
3 

Band 
4 

Band 
5 

Annual 
Cost 

(£m) 

Ending 

payments 
for 

additional 
AP in MS 

(£m) 

INMSS 
growth 

prevention 
target of 3 
pupils per 

month over 

3 years 
(£m) 

1 0 2,500 4,200 6,000 12,000 1.57 0.3 3.17 1.90 5,000 

2 0 2,000 4,000 6,000 14,000 1.63 0.3 3.16 1.83 5,063 

3 0 2,000 4,000 8,000 16,000 2.24 0.3 3.12 1.18 5,721 

 

 

 

 



 

              Breakdown on net savings per year  

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Year 1 net saving / (cost) - £  5,680 -7,183 -140,666 

Year 2 net saving / (cost) - £  365,135 306,808 -298,467 

Year 3 (full year) net saving / (cost) - £ 1,897,933 1,834,980 1,181,704 

  
  
           Movement of pupils from existing bands to the new bands  

Old Band 
Z A B C D 

Total 
£0 £1,000 £2,300 £3,600 £5,000 

New Band  

1 2 0 0 0 0 2 

2 0 8 26 7 0 41 

3 0 2 10 27 18 57 

4 0 0 1 5 48 54 

5 0 0 2 1 41 44 

    2 10 39  40  107 198 

 

Recommended Option 

20. From the 3   options that were scoped, option 1 provided the potential for no increase in costs 
in year one and the greatest potential for savings overall. The High Needs Deficit Recovery 
Board (comprising officers, relevant Cabinet Members and Chair of the Schools Forum) 
recommended that schools were consulted on this option. It is this option that the review is 
recommending for approval and implementation. 

 

 
 

 

 

Summary of legal implications 

21. The support for children and young people with SEND is regulated under the Children and 
Families Act 2014 and SEN Code of Practice. The starting point for the legal position is the 
right to request an Education Health and Care needs assessment. 

  
22. If a request is made for assessment the local authority has a legal responsibility to determine 

whether it may be necessary for special educational provision to be made for the child or 
young person in accordance with an EHC plan. Section 26(8) of the Children’s and Families 
Act 2014 states: (8) The local authority must secure an EHC needs assessment for the child 
or young person if, after having regard to any views expressed and evidence submitted under 
subsection (7), the authority is of the opinion that:  

 
a) the child or young person has or may have special educational needs, and 
   
b) it may be necessary for special educational provision to be made for the child or 

young person in accordance with an EHC plan. 
 

23. The options that have been provided in this paper, will not in any way affect the legal rights of 
parents or education providers to request an assessment for an education health and care 
plan. So, if a parent/carer or education provider feels that statutory support is required and as 
such, wish to request an assessment for an education health and care plan, they are still able 
to do so. However, the new methodology will provide the school with the financial resource 
required to be more inclusive and provide the support to better meet the needs of the child or 
young person.  

 

Recommended option 
Band 

1 
Band 

2 
Band 3 

Band 

4 
Band 

5 

1 £0 £2,500 £4,200 £6,000 £12,000 



24. Following advice from Legal Services and as per the Code of Practice, local authorities have 
a duty to consult. There is no statutory minimum or maximum period of consultation, but the 
following principles of consultation should apply: 

 
25. Consultation must take place when proposals are at a formative stage. 
 
26. Sufficient information must be provided in the consultation to allow those consulted to make 

informed responses. 
 

27. Sufficient time to respond should be given. 
  
28. Consultation responses MUST be taken into account/given due regard – this requires 

sufficient time for consideration of responses before any decision is taken.  
 

Summary of human resources implications 

29. Training on the understanding and application of the revised descriptors and adoption of the 
new banding values will need to be provided to all Case Officers, school SENCOs and all 
other professionals that contribute to the EHCP and Annual Review process.  

 
30. There is a risk of an increased workload on Case Officers as the introduction of the new 

banding values and descriptors will be applied to all existing EHCPs. However, this will be 
mitigated by a robust action plan which will be developed with the SEND Service, setting out 
clear targets and timeframes for annual reviews. Progress will be monitored and slippage will 
be dealt with urgently.   

 
31. There is a risk of increased workload for some members of the SEND Service due to potential 

process changes required to monitor and evaluate the revisions to the banding processes and 
other work being undertaken by the Written Statement of Action workstreams which overlap 
and interlink with this review.   

 
32. Resource and support will be required from the Children’s Performance Team to monitor and 

evaluate the impact of the revisions made to the Mainstream Banding.   
 
33. Resource and support will be required from the Children’s Finance Team to monitor and 

evaluate the financial impact of the revisions made to the Mainstream Banding.   
 
34. Resource and support will be required from the Data and Analytics Team to make necessary 

changes to the systems to facilitate monitoring and evaluation.   

Summary of sustainability impact 

35. No impact 

Summary of public health implications 

36. The reviewed bandings will enable mainstream schools to be more inclusive by providing the 
resource required by schools to retain children and young people with SEND in mainstream 
provision by support and meeting needs 

Summary of equality implications 

37. EIA conversation/screening document has been completed and was approved by the EIA 
panel on the 6th October 2022.   

38. Impact assessment summary is currently under review and a verbal update will be provided 

Summary of risk assessment 

39. If we continue as we are and do not implement an increase in banding values, then the HNB 
high needs budget deficit is projected to increase. Implementation of the revised banding 
means that there will be a percentage of pupils on existing plans who may receive a reduced 
funding amount depending on their level of need on the revised descriptors.  However, they 
will be receiving funding that meets their individual needs. 



40. There is a risk that despite the extra funding for mainstream schools, an insufficient number of 
higher cost placements will be avoided with the result that net savings will not materialise. 

 

Background papers 

41. None 

Appendices 

Appendix 1: Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), how SEND is funded by High Needs Block and 
how SEN is funded in Mainstream Schools   
Appendix 2: Headteachers Consultation summary  
Appendix 3: Options Scoping  
Appendix 4: Revised Banding Descriptors  

Appendix 5: SEND Mainstream banding consultation  

Appendix 6: Key Performance Indicators  
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 



Appendix 1: Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), how SEND is funded by the High Needs Block 
and how SEN is funded in Mainstream Schools  

  
 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) 

 

The Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) is a ring-fenced grant which can only be used to fund 
expenditure on the schools budget. Note also that although part of the General Fund, financial 

information for the Dedicated Schools Grant is shown separately as this is ring-fenced to 
education provision (i.e. Schools).  The DSG is made up of Four blocks: 
 
Block Detail 

Central Services Block This is one of four blocks of Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) allocated to 
local authorities to carry out functions on behalf of pupils in both maintained 
schools and academies. There are two distinct elements within this block: 
the ‘ongoing responsibilities’, comprising of funds previously separately 
specified by the Department for Education (DfE) and retained centrally 
(admissions, copyright licenses and servicing schools forum). the ‘historic 
commitments’ previously known as ‘combined services’. 

Early Years Block The early years block funds all factors relating to three and fouryear-olds 
and disadvantaged two-year-olds in nurseries, private, voluntary and 
independent settings, and maintained schools. 

High Needs Block The high needs block covers place funding for special schools/academies 
and units, top-up funding for high needs pupils, alternative provision and 
education otherwise than at school, and funding for local authority central 
special educational; needs services. 

Schools Block The schools block will fund all primary and secondary schools pupils that 
are not funded through high needs or early years blocks. 

 
 
How SEND is funded by the High Needs Block 

 
High needs funding is provided to local authorities through the high needs block of the dedicated 

schools grant (DSG). Local authorities must spend that funding in line with the associated 
conditions of grant, and School and Early Years Finance Regulations.  
High needs funding is also provided directly to some institutions by the Education and Skills 

Funding Agency (ESFA). The high needs funding system supports provision for children and 
young people with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND) from their early years to age 

25, enabling both local authorities and institutions to meet their statutory duties under the Children 
and Families Act 2014.  
High needs funding is also intended to support good 4 quality AP for pre-16 pupils who, because 

of 1 suspension or expulsion, illness or other reasons, cannot receive their education in 
mainstream or special schools. The high needs funding block provides local authorities with 

resources for place funding and top-up funding for institutions, and funding for high needs services 
delivered directly by the local authority or under a separate funding agreement with institutions 
(including funding devolved to institutions), as permitted by regulations 
 
See link for further details: High needs funding: 2022 to 2023 operational guidance - GOV.UK 

(www.gov.uk) 

 
How SEN is funded in Mainstream Schools  

 
All mainstream schools receive money for special education needs support and resources and 

decide how this is spent. This funding is divided into three sections:  
 

Element 1: ‘Age Weighted Pupil Unit’ which schools receive for every child whether or not 

they have SEN. This funding is based on actual pupil numbers.  
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/high-needs-funding-arrangements-2022-to-2023/high-needs-funding-2022-to-2023-operational-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/high-needs-funding-arrangements-2022-to-2023/high-needs-funding-2022-to-2023-operational-guidance


Element 2: ‘Notional’ or ‘delegated’ SEN budget to provide SEN support for children who 

need it. This funding is not based on the school’s actual number of pupils with special 

needs but on a locally determined formula. Element 2 funding amounts to up to £6,000 per 
child identified as having SEN and for those with an EHC Plan will fund the first £6,000 of 

additional provision for pupils in receipt of ‘top up funding’.  
 

Element 3: The ‘High Needs Block’ – sometimes called ‘Top up funding’ – paid by the 

council in addition to Element 1 and Element 2 funding to ‘top up’ support within the school 

for individual pupils whose required support costs more than £6,000. This funding is 
determined by an Education Health and Care needs assessment.  
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Appendix 2: Headteachers Consultation summary  
 

  

    
 
  

  

  
  
 
 
 



  
 

 
 

 



  

  

    

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Appendix 3: Options Scoping  

  
OPTION  1  2  3  4  

PROPOSAL  NO CHANGE  INCREASE BANDING 
VALUES   

DELAY IMPLEMENTATION - 
INCREASE  BANDING 
VALUES WITH STIPULATION 

SCHOOLS BUY BACK 
SUPPORT FROM BCP  

DELAY IMPLEMENTATION 
- CREATE A PACKAGE 
OFFER OF SUPPORT  

PROPOSAL DETAILS  Banding Descriptors 
and Values to remain as 

they are   

Implement revised 
banding values and 

descriptors  

DELAY implementation 
until  Nov 22 (half term) and 

implement revised banding 
values with the stipulation 
that Schools buy back 

support services from BCP 
Council   

DELAY implementation 
until  Nov 22 (half term) 

and implement revised 
banding values (reduced 
amount from Option 2 and 

3) and a package of 
support to be developed 
and delivered by BCP 
Council with support from 

Health services  
Banding 
Implementation Start 
Date  

Already in place - no 
change   

From September 2022  From November 2022  From November 2022  

IMPACT   HNB Deficit continues 
to increase as 
Mainstream Schools 

are unable to provide 
SEND cyp with the 
appropriate level of 
support - resulting in 

continued and 
increasing use of 
independent 
provision.    

HNB Deficit continues to 
increase in the short term 
with an improvement 

seen by YEAR 
XX.  Mainstream Schools 
are better financially 
supported to be able to 

provide SEND cyp with 
the appropriate level of 
support - resulting in 
decreasing use of 

independent provision 
and increase in the 
numbers of SEND cyp in 

Mainstream Schools.    

HNB Deficit continues to 
increase in the short term 
with an improvement seen 

by YEAR XX.  Mainstream 
Schools are better 
financially supported to be 
able to provide SEND cyp 

with the appropriate level 
of support. BCP are 
generating income from 
Schools by providing the 

required service/support.  

HNB Deficit continues to 
increase in the short term 
with an improvement seen 

by YEAR XX.  Mainstream 
Schools are better 
financially supported, BCP 
and Health provide the 

required support and 
service required by the 
school.  It would be 
anticipated that the 

package of support would 
contribute to an increase 
in the numbers of EHCP 

cyp in Mainstream 
schools.   

RISKS   Mainstream Schools 
refuse to increase 

enrolment of cyp with 
an EHCP, resulting in 
SEND cyp enrolling into 

Special Schools or 
expensive independent 
provision.  
-Mainstream Schools 

are unable to be more 
inclusive  

Continued increase in 
SEND cyp attending 

costly independent 
provision.   
  
  

Schools refusal to buy back 
services from BCP   
BCP currently have 
limited/no resource to 
provide the support  
Schools losing confidence 
in BCP due to their inability 
to meet need and deliver  
  

BCP do not have the 
resource to support the 

package offer   
Currently - Health 
unaware of proposal and 

therefore no buy-in from 
Health.    
Long waiting times for 
services provided by 

Health e.g. SALT   
-Schools losing confidence 
in BCP due to BCP and 
partners inability to meet 

need and deliver   
-Complex administration 
process which would 

result in the proposal 
being costly rather than 
cost effective  

 

  



FINANCIAL 
IMPLICATION   

HNB Deficit continues 
to increase  

HNB Deficit increases in 
22/23. Improvement 

seen from 24/25  

HNB Deficit increases for 
the next X years - 

Improvement seen from 
Year X, however schools 
lose out financially due to 
the stipulation that they 

buy back services from 
BCP.  BCP develop an 
income stream.   

HEALTH - buy in and 
support   
ART - Commissioning of 
services - may increase 
cost for BCP  

Confidence levels in 

this proposal 
positively impacting 
the HNB deficit?  

LOW  FAIRLY HIGH - IN THE 

LONG TERM  
INCONCLUSIVE  INCONCLUSIVE  

Impact on BCP and 
Schools - will this 
deliver the desired 
impact?  

LOW  FAIRLY HIGH     LOW  LOW  

Success level with 
school - how 
confident are we that 

all schools will 
endeavour to be 
inclusive?   

LOW  FAIRLY HIGH   LOW  LOW - DUE TO THE RISKS  

Successful option?   NO    YES  NO   NO   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 4: Revised Banding Descriptors  
  

COGNITION AND LEARNING  
  

BAND 1  Child/young person is at SEN Support : Graduated Response Toolkit  

BAND 2  BAND 3  BAND 4  BAND 5  

Child/young person:    
 has substantial and persistent 

difficulties in learning despite 
evidence- based interventions 
over time.   

 
 has substantial difficulty with:  

 organisation and planning  

 staying on task/ attention   

 confidence/ resilience  

 retaining skills, knowledge and 
information   

 generalising and applying 
learning  

 Considering consequences of 
actions  

 
 Has substantial difficulties 

participating in many learning 

activities independently.  

 
 has substantial difficulties 

understanding age- appropriate 
curriculum concepts.  

 
 Has substantial difficulties with 

concept development and 
remembering and applying their 

learning without regular 
repetition and practice.    

 

 Requires some support to 
process and understand 

Child/young person:   

 has significant and persistent 

difficulties with learning, with 
evidence of an increasing gap 
between child/young person and 

their peers.   

 
 has significant difficulty with:  

 organisation and planning  

 staying on task/ attention   

 confidence/ resilience  

 retaining skills, knowledge and 

information   

 generalising and applying 
learning  

 Considering consequences of 

actions  

 
 Has significant difficulties 

participating in the majority of 
learning activities independently.  

 
 has significant difficulties 

understanding age- appropriate 
curriculum concepts.  

 Has significant difficulties with 
concept development and 
remembering and applying their 
learning despite regular repetition 

and practice, limiting access to 
the curriculum and its 
application.   

 

Child/young person:   

 has complex and or severe 

learning difficulties that require 
high levels of support with an 
individualised curriculum for all 

theory based subject areas.   

 
 has severe difficulty with:  

 organisation and planning  

 staying on task/ attention   

 confidence/ resilience  

 retaining skills, knowledge and 

information   

 generalising and applying 
learning  

 Considering consequences of 

actions  

 
 Has severe difficulties 

participating in any learning 
activities independently.  

 
 Has severe difficulties 

understanding age- appropriate 
curriculum concepts.  

 Has severe difficulties with 
concept development and 
remembering and applying their 
learning despite targeted 

teaching and practice, limiting 
access to the curriculum and its 
application.   

 

Child/young person:  

 has complex and or profound 

and multiple learning difficulties 
that require very high levels of 
support & an individualised 

curriculum for (almost) all 
subject areas.   

 
 has profound difficulty with:  

 organisation and planning  

 staying on task/ attention   

 confidence/ resilience  

 retaining skills, knowledge and 
information   

 generalising and applying 
learning  

 Considering consequences of 
actions  

 
 Is unable to participate in 

learning activities 
independently.  

 
 Is unable to understand age-

appropriate curriculum 

concepts.   

 Has profound difficulties with 
concept development and 
remembering and applying 

learning even with targeted 
teaching and practice, limiting 
access to the curriculum and its 

application.   
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instructions and formulate an 
appropriate response.  

 

 Requires a focus on Preparing 
for Adulthood (PFA) required 

from Key stage (KS)1.  
 

 Is likely to be vulnerable in 
regard to keeping themselves 

and others safe. 

 

 

 Requires regular support to 
process and understand 

instructions and formulate an 
appropriate response.  

 
 Requires a greater focus on 

Preparing for Adulthood (PFA) 
required from KS1.  

 
 Is vulnerable regarding keeping 

themselves and others safe.  

 

 Requires frequent support to 
process and understand 

instructions and formulate an 
appropriate response.  

 
 Requires a significant and 

ongoing focus on Preparing for 
Adulthood (PFA) required from 

KS1.  

 
 Is very vulnerable in regard to 

keeping themselves and others 

safe.  

 
 Requires a high level of support 

to process and understand 
instructions and formulate an 
appropriate response.  

 Requires a significant and 
ongoing focus on Preparing for 
Adulthood (PFA) required from 

KS1.  

 
 Is highly vulnerable in regard to 

keeping themselves and others 

safe.  

  
*The significance of differences in attainment levels, changes as a pupil gets older. Therefore, it is important to consider differences in levels of attainment, in 

relation to the pupil’s age. For example, a pupil in key stage one, who is 3 years behind, will have much greater difficulty accessing the curriculum than a pupil in 
key stage 4 who is 3 years behind. Likewise, working in a key stage below, is far more significant if you are in the last year of the key stage (e.g.Y6) than the first 
(e.g. Y3).   
  

  

  
   

COMMUNICATION and INTERACTION NEEDS  
   

BAND 1  Child/young person is at SEN Support: Graduated Response Toolkit  

BAND 2  BAND 3  BAND 4  BAND 5  

Speech and Language   

 Moderate language difficulties 
in one or more areas 
(comprehension/ receptive 

language, expression, 
phonology and speaking 
phobia). Language difficulties 

are persistent and long term 
and cause frequent barriers to 
learning, and relationships.  

 
 Needs frequent prompts, 

adjustments, support and/or 

 Moderate-severe language 
difficulties in one or more areas 
(comprehension/ receptive 

language, expression, phonology 
and speaking phobia). Language 
difficulties are persistent and long 

term and cause significant 
barriers to learning, and 
relationships.   

 

 Needs multiple prompts, support 
and/or extra time to understand 

 Severe language difficulties in 
one or more areas 
(comprehension/receptive 

language, expression, 
phonology and speaking 
phobia). Language difficulties 

are persistent and long term. 
Child rarely able to access 
learning and build relationships 

without support.  
 

 Profound language difficulties 
in one or more areas 
(comprehension/receptive 

language, expression, 
phonology, speaking 
phobia).  Language difficulties 

are persistent and long term. 
Child is unable to access 
learning and build relationships 

without a very high level of 
support.  
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extra time to understand 
spoken information.  

 
 Able to communicate needs 

and wants, and engage in 

conversation with additional 
support, prompts or extra time 
to do so.   

 
 Frequent difficulties recognising 

when help is needed and in 

requesting this. 
 

 Likely to struggle with 
understanding abstract 

concepts, higher level language 
(e.g. inferencing and prediction) 
and complex instructions. 

Struggles to learn and use new 
vocabulary and concepts.   

 
 Able to make majority of 

consonant and vowel sounds 
but transfer of sounds to words 

and speech is poor.  
 

 Single words clear, connected 

speech poor Intelligible to 
familiar listeners. Variable 
intelligibility out of context for 

new listeners.  

 
 Able to attend to and participate 

in highly differentiated tasks 
and activities in the classroom, 
may need adult support.  

 

 High levels of distress or 
anxiety related to 

communication occurring 
occasionally (e.g., 1 or 2 times 
a week)  

 

spoken language in most 
contexts.   

 
 Able to communicate basic 

needs and wants, and engage in 

some simple conversation with 
additional support, such as 
prompts, Augmentative & 

Alternative Communication 
(AAC) or extra time to do so.  

 

 Consistent difficulties recognising 
when help is needed and in 
requesting this.  

 Struggles to learn and use new 
vocabulary and concepts out of 
learnt context.  

 
 Able to make some consonant 

and vowel sounds but transfer of 
sounds to words and speech is 

poor. Single words clear, 
connected speech poor. 
Intelligible to familiar listeners in 

context. Unintelligible to new 
listeners out of context.  

 

 Able to attend to and participate 
in highly differentiated tasks and 
activities in the classroom for 

short periods. Likely to need 
adult support.  

 
 High levels of distress or anxiety 

related to communication 
occurring frequently (e.g., 1 or 2 

times a day)   
 

 Some social integration may 
need adult support at times.  

 

 Due to speaking phobia, 
sometimes able to communicate 

needs non-verbally e.g. using 

 Sometimes able to follow 
simple, familiar instructions  

 in context. Relies very heavily 
on context and cues to support 
understanding.  

 
 Sometimes able to 

communicate basic needs, 
needs support to do so. May 

use AAC to support spoken 
language e.g., signing, gesture, 
symbols. Difficulties engaging 

in conversation.  
 

 Rarely recognises when help is 

needed or requests this.  

 Severe difficulty learning and 
using new vocabulary and 

concepts.  
 

 Able to make a limited range of 
consonant and vowel sounds, 

unable to use sounds in words 
or sentences. May have a 
limited number of clear single 

words, majority of words are 
unintelligible to new listeners in 
and out of context. Intelligible to 

very familiar listeners in 
context.   

 
 Able to attend to and participate 

in a limited number of highly 
differentiated tasks and 

activities in the classroom for 
short periods with adult 
support.  

 

 Extremely high levels of 
distress or anxiety related to 

communication occurring 
occasionally (e.g., 1 or 2 times 
a week)  

 

 Little or no understanding of 
spoken language or non-verbal 

communication (e.g. symbols, 
signs, gesture) in/ out of 
context.  

 

 May use AAC in some limited 
contexts and/or with some 
familiar people e.g., gesture, 

eye gaze, symbols, Picture 
Exchange Communication 
System (PECS) signing to 

express needs and wants.  
 

 Not able to recognise when 

help needed or request for 
help  

 Profound difficulty learning and 

using new vocabulary and 
concepts.  

 

 Extremely limited range of 
consonant and vowel sounds. 
Highly unintelligible to familiar 
and unfamiliar listeners in all 

contexts.  
 

 Child is non-verbal or has 

limited functional language 
(may have learnt phrases or 
echolalia)  

 

 Unable to attend to or 
participate in tasks and 

activities in the classroom.   
 

 Extremely high levels of 
distress or anxiety related to 

communication occurring 
frequently (e.g., 1 or 2 times a 
day)  

 
 Very limited/ no social 

integration.  



 Some social integration may 
have difficulties with higher 

level language amongst peers 
e.g. jokes, sarcasm, colloquial 
language.  

 

 Due to speaking phobia, 
speaking restricted to certain 
people, unable to speak to 

any/all school staff. Uses 
alternative methods effectively 
to supplement.  

gesture, writing and talking 
through a peer.  

 Limited social integration.  
 

 Due to speaking phobia, 
frequently unable to 
communicate non-verbally.  

 

 

 

 Due to speaking phobia, unable 

to communicate needs and 
wants verbally or with 
alternative methods.   

 
 

Social Communication     

 Attempts to initiate and 
maintain interaction with others, 
although these may be 

unsuccessful. Difficulties 
maintaining back and forth 
conversation. Some sharing of 

interests or emotions.  
 

 Struggles with understanding 

social interactions, norms and 
rules with peers and adults, 
including difficulties interpreting 

other people’s behaviour and 
intentions. This may lead to 
frequent isolation, withdrawal 

and misunderstanding.  
 

 Frequently struggles with 
participating in paired/group 

work.  
 

 Frequently struggles with social 

content within curriculum such 
as fictional relationships  

 Frequent difficulties developing 

and maintaining friendships & 
relationships. May have 
frequent misunderstandings, 

fall outs or altercations with 
peers.  

 

 Occasional attempts to initiate 
and maintain interaction, 
although these are often 

unsuccessful. Difficulties 
maintaining back and forth 
conversation. Limited sharing of 

interests and emotions.  
 

 Limited understanding of social 

interactions, social rules 
including difficulties interpreting 
other people’s behaviour, and 

intentions. This may lead to 
consistent isolation, withdrawal, 
and misunderstanding.  

 
 Consistently struggles with 

participating in paired/group 

work.  
 

 Consistently struggles with social 
content within curriculum such as 

fictional relationships  

 Consistent difficulties developing 
and maintaining friendships / 

relationships. Likely to have 
frequent misunderstandings, fall 
outs or altercations with peers.  

 

 Occasional use of non-verbal 
communication such as gesture, 

 Very occasional attempts to 
initiate interaction with others, 
usually related to getting 

needs met. Limited interest in 
other people. May respond to 
other’s attempts to initiate 

interaction but responses are 
often limited or unsuitable to 
the context.  

 
 Very limited understanding of 

social interactions, social 

rules and friendships 
including difficulties 
interpreting other people’s 

behaviour, and intentions. 
This may lead to a severe 
isolation, withdrawal and 

misunderstanding.  

 
 Rarely able to participate in 

paired/group work.  

 
 Rarely understands social 

content within curriculum 
such as fictional relationships  

 
 Rarely able to develop and 

maintain friendships and 
relationships. Has frequent 

 Early Years: No / Very limited 
attempts to initiate interaction 
with other people and does not 

respond to/limited responses to 
other people’s attempts to 
initiate interaction.  Little or no 

interest in other people.  

 School age: Very severe 
difficulties engaging with 

familiar or unfamiliar adults or 
peers unless on his/her own 
terms.  

 
 No understanding of social 

interactions, social rules and 

friendships including difficulties 
interpreting other people’s 
behaviour, and intentions. This 

may lead to very severe 
isolation, withdrawal and 
misunderstanding.  

 Unable to participate in 
paired/group work.  

 Unable to understand social 
content within curriculum such 

as fictional relationships  
 

 Very few or no relationships/ 

friendships with peers. Has 
very frequent 



 Some use of non-verbal 
communication such as 

gesture, facial expressions and 
tone of voice.  

 

 Frequent difficulties with 
changes to routine.  

 

 Regular distress or anxiety in 

relation to communication and 
interaction with others occurring 
occasionally (i.e., 1 or 2 times a 

week)  
 

 Highly restricted and repetitive 

interests which frequently 
impact on daily functioning.  

 

 Likely vulnerability in regard to 
keeping themselves and others 
safe  

 

 Frequent difficulty considering 
the consequences of their 
actions for themselves and 

others  

facial expressions and tone of 
voice. May be exaggerated or 

limited in range.  
 

 Consistent difficulties with 

changes to routine.  
 

 Frequent distress or anxiety in 
relation to communication and 

interaction with others occurring 
frequently (i.e., 1 or 2 times a 
day)   

 
 Highly restricted and repetitive 

interests which consistently 

impact on daily functioning.  
 

 Vulnerable regarding keeping 

themselves and others safe  
 

 Consistent difficulty considering 

the consequences of their 
actions for themselves and 
others.  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

misunderstandings, fall outs 
or altercations with peers  

 
 Limited use of non-verbal 

communication, such as 

facial expressions and 
intonation. Little variation in 
tone and volume.  

 
 Rarely copes with changes to 

routine  

 
 High levels of distress or 

anxiety in relation to 

communication and 
interaction with others, 
occurring occasionally (i.e., 1 

or 2 times a week)  

 
 Rarely able to engage in day-

to-day activities due to highly 
restricted and repetitive 
interests.  

 
 Very vulnerable in regard to 

keeping themselves and 
others safe  

 Rarely able to consider the 
consequences of their actions 
for themselves and others  

 
 

misunderstandings, fall outs or 
altercations with peers  

 

 Extremely limited use of non-
verbal communication such as 

facial expressions and gesture. 
Marked differences with volume 
and tone.  

 

 Unable to cope with changes to 
routine.  

 

 Very high levels of distress or 
anxiety in relation to 
communication and interaction 

with others, occurring 
frequently (i.e., 1 or 2 times or 
more a day)  

 

 Unable to engage in day-to-day 
activities due to highly 

restricted and repetitive 
interests   

 

 Highly vulnerable in regard to 
keeping themselves and others 
safe  

 
 Unable to consider the 

consequences of their actions 
for themselves and others  

 

 

 
SOCIAL, EMOTIONAL AND MENTAL HEALTH (SEMH) NEEDS  
 

 

BAND 1  
Child/young person is at SEN Support: Graduated Response Toolkit  
 

 

  

BAND 2  BAND 3  BAND 4  BAND 5    
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 Child/young person’s 
progress through the 

curriculum is substantially 
affected by their social and / 
or emotional difficulties 

despite robust programmes 
of support and modifications 
to the learning environment 

that are above SEND 
support level.   

 
Child/young person may:  

 Have substantial difficulties 
regulating their emotions 

and/or behaviours in certain 
contexts.  

 
 Have behaviours suggesting 

low mood, poor confidence, 
high anxiety, or anxiety 
driven demand avoidance 

which substantially impact 
their learning and well-
being.   

 
 Display a high need for 

attention which regularly 

impacts their own and others 
learning.  

 
 Experience difficulties in 

making and maintaining 
positive friendships which 

can lead to isolation, anxiety, 
frustration, disputes/ or 
controlling behaviours.  

 
 Have difficulty making and 

maintaining positive 

relationships with adults and/ 
or have little understanding 
of, and /or respect for, 

appropriate staff / pupil 
interactions.   

 Child/young person’s progress 
through the curriculum is 

significantly affected by their 
social and / or emotional 
difficulties and they are unable to 

access the curriculum or keep 
themselves and/or others safe 
without additional adult support 

at key times.   

 
Child/young person may:  

 Have significant difficulties 
regulating their emotions and/or 
behaviours in a variety of 

contexts and with certain 
people.   

 
 Have behaviours suggesting low 

mood, low confidence, high 
anxiety, or anxiety driven 
demand avoidance which have a 

significant impact their ability to 
access learning or attempt work 
and upon their well-being or 

Emotionally Based School 
Avoidance (EBSA).  

 
 Display a high need for attention 

which significantly impacts their 
own and others learning in many 

lessons and at social times.  

 
 Experience significant difficulties 

in making and maintaining 
positive friendships which often 
leads to isolation, anxiety, 

frustration, disputes or 
controlling behaviours.  

 
 Have significant difficulty making 

and maintaining positive 
relationships with adults and/ or 

have little understanding of, and 
/or respect for, appropriate staff / 

 Child/young person’s progress 
through the curriculum is severely 

affected by their social and/or 
emotional difficulties. They are 
unable to access the curriculum or 

keep themselves and/or others 
safe without additional adult 
support for most of the day.   

 
Child/young person may:  

 Have severe difficulties regulating 

their emotions and/or behaviours 
in numerous contexts and with a 
variety of people.   

 
 Have behaviours suggesting low 

mood, low confidence and/or very 
high anxiety, which have a severe 

impact on their learning, and which 
may be leading to self -harm, 
severe dysregulation, or 

Emotionally Based School 
Avoidance (EBSA).  

 
 Display a very high need for 

attention which severely impacts 
their own and others learning in 

most lessons and at social times.  

 
 Experience severe difficulties in 

making and maintaining positive 
friendships which leads to a high 
level of isolation, anxiety, 

frustration, disputes or controlling 
behaviours.  

 
 Have severe difficulty making and 

maintaining positive relationships 
with adults and/ or have very little 

understanding of, and /or respect 
for appropriate staff / pupil 
interactions, leading to frequent 

misunderstanding and/or 
confrontation.  

 Child/young person’s progress 
through the curriculum is   

 profoundly affected by their 
social and/or emotional 
difficulties and they are unable 
to access the curriculum or 

keep themselves and others 
safe without full time additional 
adult support.   

 
Child/young person may:  

 Have profound difficulties 
regulating their emotions and/or 
behaviours in most contexts 
and with many people.   

 
 

 Have behaviours suggesting 
low mood, low confidence and 
/or extremely high anxiety, 
which are leading to profound 

concerns about their well-being 
and safety and possibly 
Avoidance (EBSA)  

 
 Display a very high need for 

attention which requires full 

time support.  

 
 Experience profound difficulties 

engaging appropriately with 
peers or making and 
maintaining positive 

friendships, leading to a high 
level of isolation, anxiety, 
frustration, disputes or 

controlling behaviours.   

 
 Have profound difficulty making 

and maintaining positive 
relationships with adults and / 
or no understanding of, and /or 

respect for appropriate staff / 



 
 be involved in occasional 

incidents where they use 
physical responses to 
express heightened 

emotions requiring specific 
intervention   

 
 have difficulty 

acknowledging, reflecting on, 
or accepting responsibility for 

their actions  

pupil interactions, leading to 
regular misunderstanding and/or 

confrontation.  

 
 be involved in regular incidents 

where they use physical 
responses to express 
heightened emotions requiring 

specific intervention   

 
 have significant difficulty 

acknowledging, reflecting on, or 
accepting responsibility for their 
actions  

 
 be involved in repeated incidents 

where they use physical responses 
to express heightened emotions 
requiring specific intervention   

 
 have severe difficulty 

acknowledging, reflecting on, or 

accepting responsibility for their 
actions  

pupil interactions leading to 
misunderstanding and/or 

confrontations several times a 
day.  

 
 be involved in frequent 

incidents where they use 
physical responses to express 

heightened emotions requiring 
specific intervention (usually at 
least daily)   

 
 Are unable to acknowledge, 

reflect on, or accept 

responsibility for their actions  

  
 
 
  

PHYSICAL AND SENSORY NEEDS  

BAND 1  Child/young person is at SEN Support: Graduated Response Toolkit    

BAND 2  BAND 3  BAND 4  BAND 5    

Physical   
  
Child/young person   

 Is slow carrying out physical 
tasks and requires support to 
develop independence 

around medication/self- care / 
exploring new environments  

 
 Requires support / 

modification to access some 
practical activities across the 

curriculum  

 
 May need training / support to 

use IT, additional resources, 
and equipment to enable 
learning and recording.   

Child/young person  
 Requires assistance for 

dressing and undressing for 
P.E / toilet and moving 

between positions but is weight 
bearing  

 
 Requires support / modification 

to access many practical 
activities across the curriculum  

 
 Needs training and regular 

support to use IT, additional 

resources, and equipment to 
enable learning and 
recording.   

Child/young person   
 Is largely reliant on adults for 

support in moving, positioning and 
personal care.  

 
 Requires a high level of support to 

access most practical activities 

across the curriculum  
 

 Needs training and frequent supp 

to use IT, additional resources 
and equipment to enable learning 
and recording  

 

Child/young person   
 Is highly reliant on adults for 

support in moving, positioning 
and personal care.  

 
 Requires support to access all 

practical activities across the 

curriculum  

 
 Needs training and ongoing 

support to use IT, additional 
resources and equipment to 
enable learning and recording  
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 May need emotional support 

for medical or physical 
condition   

 
 May need some support and 

additional opportunities to 
develop friendships.  

  

 Requires some monitoring 
and support during the day 
(ie checking food eaten, 

drinking, toileting, blood 
sugar) (More when younger)  

 

 Greater focus on Preparing 
for Adulthood (PFA) than is 
typical may be required from 

KS1.  

 
 May need regular emotional 

support for medical or physical 
condition   

 
 May need regular support and 

additional opportunities to 
develop friendships.  

  
 Requires regular monitoring 

and support during the day 
which may include complex 

medical interventions  

 
 Greater focus on Preparing for 

Adulthood (PFA) than is typical 
is required from KS1.  

  

 May need frequent (several times 
a week) emotional support for 

medical or physical condition   

 
 May need frequent support and 

additional opportunities to develop 
friendships.  

  
 Requires frequent monitoring and 

support during the day which may 
include complex medical 
interventions  

 

 Significant and ongoing focus on 
Preparing for Adulthood (PFA) 

required from KS1.  

 May need daily emotional 
support for medical or physical 

condition   

 
 May need daily support and 

additional opportunities to 
develop friendships.  

 
 Requires continuous monitoring 

and support throughout the day 
which may include complex 
medical interventions  

 

 Significant and ongoing focus on 
the development of life skills and 

Preparing for Adulthood (PFA) 
required from KS1.  

BAND 2  
  

BAND 3  
  

BAND 4  
  

          BAND 5    

Sensory Impairment  
  

  

Hearing Loss  
 Child/young person whose 

hearing loss has an impact 
on their learning and 

development as follows   

 
 Despite appropriate 

interventions at SEN Support 
levels the pupil is not making 
progress as evidenced by the 

education setting.  

 
 Moderate difficulties with    

concentration and focusing   
attention in whole class    
activities due to listening    

fatigue.   

 
 Reduced hearing which   

Hearing Loss  
 Child/young person whose 

hearing loss has an impact on 
their learning and development 

as follows:  
 

 Much slower rate of learning 
progress than peers.  

 
 Significant difficulties with    

concentration and focusing    

attention in whole class    
activities.   

 
 Hearing loss which requires 

support with social interaction  

 
 Hearing loss that means    

they require adjustment to    
their learning environment at   

Hearing Loss  
 Child/young person whose 

hearing loss has an impact on 
their learning and development as 

follows:  

 
 Has a hearing loss that has a 

severe impact on his/her ability to 
access the curriculum 
independently   

 
 Has recognised complex/severe 

hearing conditions that require 

adaptation of resources and 
teaching approaches across the 
curriculum. (sign language, visual 

resource such as Augmented 
Assistive Communication)  

 

 

Hearing Loss  
 Child/young person whose 

hearing loss has an impact on 
their learning and development 

as follows:  

 
 Profound hearing loss/deafness 

is the main reason for the lower 
rate of progress.  

 
 First language would be a sign 

language (e.g. British Sign 
Language).  

 

 Unable to hear and therefore 
must learn to read and write 
using visual strategies only  

 

  



means they have an on-going 
difficulty in accessing aspects 

of the curriculum and require 
assistive listening   
devices such as radio aids in 

addition to personal hearing 
aids 

 
 Reduced ability to pick up on 

incidental learning and 
conversations due to their 

hearing loss is a barrier to 
academic progress and 
making and maintaining 

relationships with peers and 
adults. This may have a 
substantial impact on 

confidence and well-being.  
.    
 Requires additional support 

to develop and maintain   
relationships with peers and   
adults.  

 
 Has language development 

delay and speech 
immaturities within age-

appropriate norms   
 

 Very slow auditory 

processing in any 
environment.  

 

significant levels.  

 
 Reduced hearing which means 

they have an on-going 
significant difficulty accessing 

aspects of the curriculum and 
requires assistive listening 
devices such as radio aids in 

addition to personal hearing 
aids with ancillary adapters for 
listening directly via computers 

etc  

 
 Reduced ability to pick up on 

incidental learning and 
conversations leads to 
misunderstandings and is a 

barrier to academic progress 
and making and maintaining 
relationships with peers and 

adults. This may have a 
significant impact on 
confidence and well-being.   

 
 May have a progressive 

hearing loss needing 

anticipatory intervention and 
monitoring.  

 
 Significant auditory processing 

difficulties in any environment  
 

 Hearing loss is having 

significant impact on the 
speech and language 
development delay and speech 

immaturities.   
 

 Reading and spelling are 

significantly impacted by 
phonological awareness 
difficulties   

 
 

 
 Reduced hearing which means 

they have an on-going severe 

difficulty accessing aspects of the 
curriculum and requires assistive 
listening devices such as radio 

aids in addition to personal 
hearing aids with ancillary 
adapters for listening directly via 

computers etc.  

 
 Inability to pick up on incidental 

learning and the 
misunderstanding of 
conversations is a severe barrier 

academic progress and to making 
and maintaining relationships with 
peers and adults. This may have 

a severe impact on confidence 
and well-being.   

  
 A diagnosis of hearing loss which 

limits independence and 
participation in everyday activities 

impacting on preparation for 
adulthood.   

 

 Severe auditory processing 
difficulties in any environment.  

 

 Language skills are severely 

below underlying cognitive ability, 
requires a high level of support to 
reach cognitive potential.  

 
 Hearing loss is having severe 

impact on the speech and 

language development delay and 
speech immaturities.   

 Curriculum resources may need 
to be adapted to a tactile 

format   

 
 Lacks the whole world 

knowledge and emotional 
literacy that leads to additional 
vulnerabilities impacting on their 

safe access to the learning and 
wider community.   

 
 Hearing loss is a severe barrier 

to learning and making and 
maintaining relationships with 
peers and adults and may have 

a profound impact on confidence 
and well-being.   

 
 A diagnosis of hearing loss 

which limits independence and 
participation in everyday 

activities impacting on 
preparation for adulthood.  

 

 Profound auditory processing 
difficulties in any environment.  

 

 Language skills are very 
severely below the underlying 
cognitive ability, requires a high 

level of support to reach 
cognitive potential.   

Hearing thresholds are the quietest volume that the child can reliably respond to the sound signal when they are unaided.  The results are plotted on an 
audiogram across the speech frequency range.  The level of hearing loss is calculated using the average hearing threshold in the better ear.  This is 

  



described in terms of decibel (dB) hearing level and categories of hearing loss; ‘mild’ (21-40 dB), ‘moderate’ (41-70 dB), ‘severe’ (71-95 dB) or ‘profound’ 
(95+ dB).  
Vision Loss  
  

 Child/young person whose 

visual loss has an impact on 
their learning and 
development as follows:  

 
 Despite appropriate 

interventions at SEN Support 

levels the pupil is not making 
progress as evidenced by the 
education setting.  

 
 Moderate difficulties with   

concentration and focusing   
attention in whole class    

activities due to eye fatigue   

 
 Reduced vision which   

means they have an  
going difficulty in 
accessing aspects of the 

curriculum and requires 
enlarged resources  

 
 Reduced vision that       

requires appropriate IT to   
enable full access to   

materials and / or   
large print resources.  

  
  
  

  

Vision Loss  
  

 Child/young person whose 

visual loss has an impact on 
their learning and development 
as follows:  

 

 Significantly lower rate of 
learning progress than peers 
due to reduced vision.  

 

 Significant difficulties with    
concentration and focusing    

attention in whole class    
activities.   

 
 Requires Direct access to 

smart board on own device  

 
 Reduced vision which may 

require support with social 
interaction  

 
 Vision difficulties that 

mean they require adjustment 

to their environment.  

 
 Modified exams will be 

required  

 
 Not being able to pick up on 

visual cues due to the vision 

loss is a barrier to making and 
maintaining relationships with 
peers and adults and 

substantially impacts upon 
their confidence and well-
being.   

  
  

Vision Loss  
  

 Child/young person whose visual 

loss has an impact on their 
learning and development as 
follows:  

 
 Has a visual impairment that 

severely impacts on his/her ability 

to access the curriculum 
independently   

 
 Has a recognised visual condition 

that requires adaptation of 
resources and teaching 
approaches across the 

curriculum. (Large print, access 
technology/ Direct access to 
smart board on own device).  

 
 Assistive technology should be 

linked to the school system e.g., 

white board / on- line materials 
  

 A diagnosis of a visual condition 

which limits independence in 
specific areas such as mobility, 
independent living skills and 

preparation for adulthood.   
  
 Not being able to pick up on visual 

cues due to the vision loss is a 
key barrier to making and 
maintaining relationships with 

peers and adults and severely 
impacts upon their confidence and 
well-being.   

 

Vision Loss  
  

 Child/young person whose 

visual loss has an impact on 
their learning and development 
as follows:  

 
 Vision loss/blindness is the main 

reason for their marked lower 

rate of progress   
 

 Unable to see enough to access 
print materials without a very 

high level of assistance   

 
 Requires support with 

independent living skills to 
include Preparation for 
adulthood  

 
 Has a diagnosis of Cortical 

Visual Impairment that affects 

both cognitive and visual 
functioning.  

 
 Would be a tactile learner  

 
  Is a braille user  

 
 Curriculum resources may need 

to be adapted to a tactile 

format   
  

 Modified exams will be required 
– braille and/ or with a reader 

and scribe moving towards 
tactile learning   

 
 Vision loss causes a very severe 

barrier to making and 
maintaining relationships with 

  



peers and adults impacting on 
their isolation and participation.  

  
Visual Acuity is a measurement of sharpness of vision.  In a standard measurement taken from a Snellen eye chart in meters the larger the second 

number the lower the vision.  For example, an acuity of 6/6 is typical vision – 6/18 means that what someone with typical vison could see from 18 meters 
they would need to be at 6 meters to see the same, and 6/60 means that someone with normal vision could see from 60 meters they would need to be at 
6 meters to see the same and would be legally blind.  Some Ophthalmologists use a decimal standard called LogMAR – 6/6 equivalent is 0.00 and 6/60 

equivalent is 1.00. When assessing vision, we also consider visual field loss and other factors as well.   

  



Multi-sensory impairment  
  

 Children or young people with 
a dual sensory loss impacting 
on their learning  

 
 May receive mildly distorted 

or fragmented information 

about the environment  

 
 Difficulties with new 

vocabulary and abstract 

concepts.  

 
 Some difficulties with social 

interaction  

 

 
 

Multi-sensory impairment  
  

 Children or young people with 
a dual sensory loss impacting 
on their learning and progress  

 
 Fluctuating loss of vision and 

or hearing  

 

 Delayed language 
development with difficulties in 
semantics, syntax and 

pragmatics  

 
 Difficulties in acquiring new 

vocabulary. Limited 
vocabulary  

 
 Significant difficulties with 

social interaction  

 
 Awareness of the environment 

will be affected by poor lighting 
and acoustics  

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Multi-sensory impairment  
  

 Children or young people with a 
dual sensory loss impacting on 
access to learning progress and 

access.  

 
 Deteriorating or fluctuating loss of 

vision and or hearing  

 
 Multi-sensory needs where a 

range of senses are impaired 

such as tactile, kinaesthetic, 
vestibular, olfactory and 
proprioceptive senses  

 

 Severely fragmented or distorted 
information received about the 
environment  

Multi-sensory impairment  
  

 Children or young people with 
little residual hearing or vision 
and could be fluctuating loss of 

vision and or hearing  

 
 Multiple needs where dual 

sensory impairment exasperates 
those needs  

 
 Communication will be 

preverbal.  

 
 Awareness of the environment 

will be very limited   

 
 Multi-sensory needs where a 

range of senses are impaired 
such as tactile, kinaesthetic, 
vestibular, olfactory and 

proprioceptive senses.  

  

Sensory Processing  
  

Sensory Processing  Sensory Processing  Sensory Processing    



 Child /young person has 
difficulty managing their 

sensory needs to an extent 
that is having an ongoing 
impact on their ability to 

access the curriculum and/or 
comply with class routine and 
expectations without access 

to regular sensory breaks and 
equipment  

  

 The child/young person’s 
sensory sensitivities are 
raising their anxiety and 
arousal levels to a level 

where it is having a 
substantial impact on their 
emotional health and/ or 

ability to access the 
curriculum and classroom 
appropriately  

  

 Child /young person has 
difficulty managing their 

sensory needs to an extent 
that is having a significant and 
ongoing impact on their ability 

to access the curriculum and/or 
comply with class routine and 
expectations despite regular 

sensory breaks and 
equipment  

  
 The child/young person’s 

sensory sensitivities are raising 
their anxiety and arousal levels 
to a level where it is having an 

ongoing and significant impact 
on their emotional health and/ 
or ability to access the 

curriculum and classroom 
appropriately  

  

 Child / young person has severe 
difficulty managing their sensory 

needs to an extent that is having a 
severe and ongoing impact on 
their ability to access the 

curriculum and/or comply with 
class routine and expectations. 
(eg: significantly impacting on 

their attendance, their ability to be 
educated alongside their peers 
and on their own and others’ 

safety)  
  
 The child/young person’s sensory 

sensitivities are raising their 

anxiety and arousal levels to a 
level where it is having an 
ongoing and severe impact on 

their emotional health and/ or 
ability to access the curriculum 
and classroom appropriately, 

leading to very high anxiety, and 
/or self -harm, dysregulation, or 
emotionally based school 

avoidance (EBSA)  

 Child / young person has very 
severe difficulty managing their 

sensory needs to an extent that 
is having a very severe and 
ongoing impact on their ability to 

access the curriculum and/or 
comply with class routine and 
expectations and their own and 

others safety. This is to such an 
extent that it requires full time 
adult support  

  
  
 The child/young person’s 

sensory sensitivities are raising 

their anxiety and arousal levels 
to a level where it is having an 
ongoing and profound impact on 

their emotional health and/ or 
ability to access the curriculum 
and classroom appropriately 

leading to very significant 
concerns about their well-being 
and safety and possibly 

emotionally based school 
avoidance (EBSA)  

  

     

  
 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix 5: SEND Mainstream banding consultation 

 

 

Executive Summary  

Below is a summary of the key findings from this consultation:  

  

• There were 54 responses to the survey  

• 52% of respondents were a parent/carer of a child/young person with 

SEND and 44% from schools/school staff  

• Around two-thirds of respondents (66%) agree with the proposed 

banding descriptors  

• A similar proportion (64%) agree with the proposed top-up values  

• 62% of respondents agree with the overall proposal for changes to 

mainstream High Needs Block funding  

• Just over half (55%) of respondents agree that the proposal would 

deliver the appropriate level of funding to support and meet each child's 

individual needs  

• Half (51%) of respondents agree that the proposal would enable 

mainstream schools to provide sufficient and relevant support to pupils with 

an EHCP  

• Over a third (43%) of respondents disagree that the proposal would 

allow children and young people with EHCPs to remain in mainstream schools  

• Common themes emerging where respondents disagree with part or all 

of the proposal include that funding bands are insufficient, that funding should 

be based on specific needs of a child and that regardless of funding 

mainstream school is not always suitable for every child/young person with 

SEND  

• Common themes emerging where respondents believe there will be a 

positive impact include an improvement in descriptors, more realistic funding 

and the proposal leading to improved provision in mainstream schools  

• Common themes emerging where respondents believe there will be a 

negative impact include that the proposed funding would be insufficient for the  

support needed and worry that children/young people would be forced into 

mainstream schools.    
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Introduction and background  

BCP Council undertook a consultation to seek views on its review of the banding descriptors and 

‘High Needs Block’ funding (also called ‘top-up funding’) that is paid to mainstream schools for 

supporting children and young people with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND). The 

proposed changes consulted on relate to the criteria used in allocating ‘bands’ to pupils with an 

Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) and the values associated with each band.   

The consultation was open for a period of 4 weeks and ran between 28 June and 27 July 2022. An 

online survey was made available, alongside links to a consultation document detailing the 

proposal and an online Q&A tool. In total there were 54 responses to the survey.   

This report shows the responses to each of the questions in the online survey. Although the 

sample sizes of different respondent groups is small, it is important to look at the views of those 

who are responding as part of a school/school staff and parents of children/young people with 

SEND. All comments received across the survey can be found in Appendix 1.  

Methodology  

The survey was hosted on the BCP Council Have Your Say website and promoted through various 

channels:  

• Social media posts on Facebook and Twitter  

• Emailed to schools who were asked to promote to parents  

• BCP Council e-newsletter  

  

Analysis and results   

A total of 54 responses were received to the online survey.  

Figures in the analysis are presented as numbers of people who answered the question excluding 

‘don’t know’, ‘not applicable’ and ‘no reply’.   

Support for proposed banding descriptors and top-up values  

We asked respondents to tell us the extent to which they agreed with the proposal to change the 

banding descriptors and attributing values for High Needs Block funding in mainstream schools. 

Respondents were able to see full details of the descriptors in Appendix B of the Consultation 

Document, as well as the proposed top-up values on page 4 of the same document.  

  

Proposed banding descriptors  
  

https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/16290/widgets/46359/documents/28702
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/16290/widgets/46359/documents/28702
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/16290/widgets/46359/documents/28702


 

 

  

  

Figure 1   Having read the consultation document, how far do you agree or disagree with 

the proposed banding descriptors for top-up funding in mainstream schools?  

 
  

Two-thirds of respondents (66%) agree with the proposed banding descriptors. Just under a third 

(32%) disagree with the proposed banding descriptors. Parents (46%) are significantly more likely 

than schools/school staff (13%) to disagree with the proposed banding descriptors.  

    

  

Proposed top-up values  
  

Figure 2  Having read the consultation document, how far do you agree or disagree with the 

proposed 'top up' values?  
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Nearly two-thirds (64%) agree with the proposed top-up funding values, which are linked to five 

top-up bands. Just under a third (32%) disagree. There are no significant differences in response 

between schools/school staff and parents.  

    

  

Overall proposal  
  

Figure 3  How far do you agree or disagree with the overall proposal for top-up funding in 

mainstream schools?  

 
  

Asked to consider the overall proposal, slightly less than two-thirds (62%) of respondents agree 

with it. One third of respondents (34%) disagree with the overall proposal. Schools/school staff 

(83%) are significantly more likely to agree with the overall proposal than parents (46%).  

  

Q4. If you disagree with the proposed bandings and/or values, please briefly explain your 

reasoning and any alternative suggestions on improving the funding mechanism below.  

Respondents who disagreed with any element of the proposal were asked to explain why and any 

suggestions for improvement. 27 respondents provided comments which have been coded into 

themes to make them easier to interpret.  

For respondents who are parents (17 comments), common themes include comments that funding 

should be needs based, that funding bands are insufficient, that it is difficult to judge which 

descriptors and banding their child/young person will be assessed into and that the descriptors 

need to be more clearly defined/detailed. Below is a selection of these comments:  
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Funding should be needs based  

“I think it would be much better to fund specifically the provision listed in section F of an EHCP so 

the school has the correct funding to meet the child's needs.  This will  

enable more mainstream schools to be inclusive for children with SEND. The funding  

given to schools should cover salaries and resources needed to enable them to meet the needs of 

a SEND child without it impacting on the schools allocated budget.”  
  

  

“The problem is banding in general. It will work for many children but what is legal is that section F 

needs to be provided. Some children with complex needs requiring  

SALT, OT, and other therapy will need this provided on top of any banding. There are some 

children with EBSA who may not appear to need much support but simply  

won't be able to attend a school with large classes. Will the highest banding enable a class to be 

split in two so that children needing mainstream teaching and peer group  

cam be taught in a smaller class as that it key for EBSA.  The grammar schools need  

to be able to offer this as there are many high achieving autistic children that would also benefit 

from half sized classes and an academic environment.  The £12k at  

least gets close to the funding needed for this, especially if two or three high needs  

children attend the same school. The Old £5k max meant children like my daughter were unable 

to be offered places in mainstream. Had this been available on year 7, I think it could have 

worked.”  

  

  

“The provision outlined in the EHCP is needs based so it will be different for every child. Thus, the 

funding required would be different for each child to ensure all  

provision outlined is delivered. Im unsure how a specific amount can be assigned without it being 

more specific to individual children.”  

Funding bands are insufficient  

“It feels unlikely that £12k funding for a child with profound needs will be sufficient for 

them to flourish in mainstream schools as they are set up as present. If BCP are realistically 

committed to support more children with SEN needs in mainstream  

schools they would have to consider increasing funding for children with significant, severe and 

profound needs. The words behind the proposal sound absolutely correct, the funding to back this 

up seems grossly underestimated. I would like to hear feedback on this.”  
  

  

“Increasing the banding is definitely needed however, if a child should require 1:1 then despite the  

banding increase I cannot see how £12000 plus the schools fee will  

fund the TA needed for this child to be able to have their needs met and remain in a mainstream 

school.”  

  

  

  

  

  



 

 

  

  

  

“The higher bands still won’t be enough for many children and will probably actually encourage 

more parents to look at specialist. I don’t think £12k would even pay for a  

1-2-1 TA”  
  

  

“The top ups for lower bands should be higher. As someone with a send child, the most important 

thing is good provision of one to one and this is where the extra money is most needed”  

  

Hard to know which band child will fit into  

“Without knowing which band our child is likely to be placed in it is really difficult to understand the 

insist of the proposed changes”  

  

  

“I tend to disagree, as it is impossible to ascertain what banding would be applied to my child 

moving forwards and how this would impact the actual level of funding  

received vs current. This could mean that a child that is thriving right now could be  

left behind. Whilst I admire the aim to give higher funding for the highest bandings, I think that 

there will be as many children negatively impact as positively…”  
  

Banding descriptors need to be clearer/more detailed  

“The descriptions are vague in parts. How do you quantify severe, e.g.? In principle moving to five 

bands like the rest of the country is a good idea. However, better funded schools are implementing 

band 2 funded interventions, so children who  

would benefit from the consistency and protection of an EHCP are being refused  

them on the grounds schools are meeting their needs. Furthermore, there is nothing about SpLDs 

and DCD in there like other LAs. I would expect to see this. EBSA is  

mentioned, but not self injurious behaviour. This is a mistake. Parents forcing their school avoiders 

into school are faced with these self harm behaviour as a result.  

Identifying this as an equal issue is important. There needs to be explicit mention of  

OT requirements because severe DCD and hypermobility affect literacy as much as dyslexia (I am 

diagnosed with both and have a child of both descriptions). Too much emphasis on descriptions of 

disruptive pupils. It should be equal to the quieter presentations.”  

  

  

“These new descriptors rely heavily on the distinction between ‘substantial’,  

‘significant’, and ‘severe’. But these terms are open to very different interpretations.  It would be 

better not to have bands at all. Much better to look at the cost of the provision that is specified in 

the EHCP, and fund that directly.”  
  

  

  



 

 

  

  

  

Common themes in the feedback from schools/school staff (9 comments) include that the funding 

for the highest banding isn’t sufficient, that the jump in funding between Band 4 and Band 5 is too 

large and that mainstream school is not always best/most suitable for every child with SEND. 

Example comments include:  

  

Funding bands are insufficient  

“Whilst the proposed banding are an improvement on the current ones in place - the  

Band 5 does adequately support children coming into mainstream with significantly high needs 

where school consultations explaining they can not meet need are  

overturned due to capacity in specialist or parental preference. A Band 5 should then  

take this into consideration as this is the banding that would be given to a child in this 

circumstance.   School find the first £6000 it is often necessary for children a this  

level to require additional support throughout the day,as well as specific intervention programs. 

This often can come to a cost of over and above £21000, especially if  

staffing is needed to then include oncosts.   Therefore we feel the banding should be  

14,229 this takes into consideration the current £5000 plus the additional top up funding currently 

available to the sum of £9229…”  

  

  

“This week the National Employers have proposed a flat £1,925 (pro-rata) pay award from local 

government staff.  This equates to a 9.6% pay award for a scale point 6 staff, who may be 

supporting children with these needs (to a staff member lower  

down the pay scale this is a bigger percentage rise).  While I agree with the principle  

of the changes, I do not believe that the proposals properly take into account the increasing costs 

of providing this support.  When these proposals were being  

conceived it would never have been considered that a 9.6% pay award would be forthcoming (we 

budgeted 3%), which means that these proposals are already  

provide over 5% less support to children than would have been originally envisaged.   

If this funding does not increase with the cost of support then it is a cut for support provided - 

either for the children with EHCPs, or for other children with additional  

needs who's support has to be diverted to children with EHCPs.  For example, at a school if a child 

needed 1:1 support all day, this now costs ~£18,900.  Presumably  

the child would be Band 5 to need this level of support, so the school would receive  

£12,000 on top of the £6,000 that is "in" the schools budget, totally £18,000.  This does not cover 

1:1 provision on its own, let alone any other resources and training are required to support a Band 

5 child's individual needs.  A child who is currently  

Band D who goes to Band 4 would bring with them £6,000 of funding, on top of the  

£6,000 in a school budget.  This could be a child who is no-verbal in a classroom and needs 

regular support in the classroom, but this support would be available for only 2/3rds of lesson time.  

This funding needs to be reviewed yearly in line with increase costs, and the first increase in costs 

in happening backdated to 1 April 2022, meanwhile children's funding hasn't increased for five 

years while all other costs have been increasing.  I know that the LA has a deficit in the budget 

which they need to fill, but if a child needs a EHCP they should get it, and this support needs to be 

properly funded.  If additional funding is required, increased funding needs to be investigated (e.g. 



 

 

  

  

increased Council Tax).  If some of this would need parliamentary support it should not be ruled 

out.”  

  

  

“It is still not enough money to provide a pupil with the level of support they deserve.”  
  

  

“…Band 5 does not equate to a full time TA provision in a mainstream school…”  

  

  

  

Jump from Band 4 to Band 5 funding is too large  

“I am happy to see the increase in funding but the criteria between Band 4 and 5 is 

very similar but the funding doubles between the two Bands. I would like a bit more distinction 

between the two top Bands as the difference in funding will make a huge difference to the 

provision we can offer that child.”  

  

  

“…The jump between Band 4 and 5 is to high  - therefore we feel funding to most support the 

children should begin at £4200 and adjusted accordingly to reflect band 4 more appropriately”  

Mainstream not always best/most suitable for every SEND child  

“Are mainstream taking students with more complex needs (yes), because the capacity to educate 

them in modified environments is not available? Funding will  

only solve this in some instances - for children who have ASD, they may not cope in  

large settings / busy and noisy crowds - no amount of funding will respond to this...”  
  

  

“I think it's great that is finally being recognised that £5000 is not enough as a 'top up' for many 

children with EHCPs with complex needs in mainstream schools. I would imagine in the new 

system children who need 'Band 5' require significant support and basically 1:1 support? This is 

still cheaper than a specialist placement but is it always right for the child and family?”  

  

  

For a full list of comments see Appendix 1.  

  

Impact of proposals  

Q5. Please describe what impact (negative or positive) if any, the proposals in this 

consultation will have on you and your family, your school / academy or people in your 

wider circle.  

  

  



 

 

  

  

Respondents were asked to describe how the proposal would impact them (negatively or 

positively), and there were 41 responses to this question. Responses have been categorised as 

positive impacts, negative impacts and a mixture of positive and negative.   

  

Positive Impact  

The main themes from responses describing a positive impact are an improvement in descriptors, 

more realistic funding and the proposal leading to improved provision. A selection of responses 

are included below:  

Improvement in descriptors  

“The information seems clearer and more measurable than previously”  
  

  

“…The banding descriptors are also very clear and look easy to work with.”  
  

More realistic funding  

“The ability to recruit Teaching Assistants for sufficient hours to actually support the students. The 

proposed top-up values are more realistic if BCP want to have more students with SEND 

successfully attending mainstream schools.”  
  

  

“More funding to put the provision required in place. Currently a maximum of £5000 top up for our 

most vulnerable learners doesn't cover anywhere the near the level of support that is required.”  
  

  

“The new funding values better reflect the cost of supporting/meeting the needs of some complex 

children within mainstream schools. The existing funding values don't even touch the 

surface!...”  
    

  

Improved provision  

“Increased funding means the children will get improved provision for their needs which will impact 

positively on the SEMH and their learning. It means the children get a better deal!”  
  

  

“As a school if we were to receive more suitable bandings along wi th our children who have an 

EHCP it would support us to ensure the correct provision in school is available.”  
  

  

  

  

  



 

 

  

  

  

“Improved mainstream provision”  
  

  

“Positive I hope more support and help”  

  

  

“The impact of the increase in funding will be a positive one as we will be able to offer better 

provision for our pupils with EHCP's. Staffing is the biggest resource for our pupils with EHCP's as 

they often but not always need additional support in the classroom or need to access a different 

personalised curriculum. The increase in  

funding will help us support our current EHCP pupils and allow us to offer more places to pupils 

with high need.”  
  

  

Negative Impact  

For comments detailing a negative impact, common themes include that the proposed funding 

would be insufficient for support needed by children/young people with SEND and worry that 

children/young people would be forced into mainstream schools. Below is a selection of those 

comments:  

  

Insufficient funding for support needed  

“schools cannot 'afford ' to be fully inclusive on these funding bands, schools will 

become less inclusive, more children will request specialist as a result.”  

  

  

“If my child's funding was capped at 12k she wouldn't be able to remain in mainstream.”  

  

  

“It is likely to result in a reduction in funding for children currently receiving lower bandings of 

element 3, with potential adverse emotional and educational impact which is likely to increase 

needs in the longer term. There is a risk that the descriptors will be used in an arbitrary way to 

prevent access to additional funding and minimise needs.”  
  

  

“My sons funding arrangements will be reduced impacting his support around him during school 

hours. If these bands came into effect 1:1 support would be reduced leaving my child without 

support to use the toilet, handwriting support, movement  

supervised breaks, playtime supervision, social and interaction support, refocus and attention 

support using strategies (loses his way with attention during his learning),  

Differentiated work tasks, elsa support, safety around school, anxiety strategies from parent 

separation and much more. This is all needed for him to stay within mainstream. Without this he 

would end up not attending school.”  

  



 

 

  

  

  

  

“At the school that I work at although this could bring in additional High Needs funding, the overall 

funding (High Needs and notional funding) falls short of what is required to support all children 

with additional needs. This is exacerbated by rising  

inflation which is (rightfully) increasing the salaries of those providing this support.  

Although providing support for children with EHCPs is a legal obligation, this increase in costs 

risks reducing support for all other children at the school. This will  

get worse each year as costs increase yearly, unless these rates are increased yearly.”  

Forcing children into mainstream schools  

“Trying to force child in specialist into mainstream to save money”  
  

  

“My worry is that those needing specialist education will be kept in mainstream longer because 

funding is available but this is not what is right for the child.”  

  

  

Mixed positive and negative  

Some comments acknowledged that there could be both positive and negative outcomes as a 

result of the proposal:  

“If BCP are committed to the words in this proposal and actually making it happen it would have a 

positive impact on our family. However we have been told that our  

child with ‘significant needs’ (not severe or profound) would not be able to access  

secondary mainstream school currently. This seems contradictory to your proposal if inclusivity. If 

you could make a change that allows our son to flourish in a mainstream school setting (which 

feels right to us) then this would be fantastic..”  
  

  

“As a SENCO at a mainstream primary school, I am concerned that some pupils may be issued 

with an EHCP in band 1, which would be difficult for the school to then  

employ a key worker but the band 5 funding would allow us to support our high needs pupils.”  

  

  

“A positive impact will enable schools to be able to provide the right specialist support A negative 

is regarding recruitment - we are already finding it difficult to recruit high quality support staff 

and/or specialist staff.”  
  

  

For a full list of comments see Appendix 1.  

  

  

  



 

 

  

  

Q6. How far do you agree or disagree that the proposed changes to top-up funding will...  

a) Deliver the appropriate level of funding to support and meet each child's 

individual needs  

  

Just over half (55%) of respondents agree that the proposal would deliver the appropriate level of 

funding to support and meet each child’s individual needs in mainstream school, whilst over a third 

(37%) disagree.  

Figure 4  Deliver the appropriate level of funding to support and meet each child's individual needs  

 
  

  

  

b) Enable mainstream schools to provide sufficient and relevant support to 

pupils with an EHCP  

  

Around half (51%) of respondents agree that the proposal would enable mainstream schools to 

provide sufficient and relevant support to pupils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP). 

Around a third (34%) disagree with this statement. Parents (48%) are significantly more likely than 

schools/school staff (17%) to disagree that the proposal would result in this impact.  

  
Figure 5  Enable mainstream schools to provide sufficient and relevant support to pupils with an 
EHCP  
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c) Allow children and young people with EHCPs to remain in mainstream schools  

  

Just over two-fifths (43%) of respondents disagree with the statement that the proposal would 

allow children and young people with Education, Health and Care Plans to remain in mainstream 

schools, whilst just under two-fifths (38%) agreed. Schools/school staff (35%) are significantly 

more likely than parents (7%) to neither agree nor disagree with this impact of the proposal.  

  
Figure 6  Allow children and young people with EHCPs to remain in mainstream schools  
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Further comments  

Q7. Please enter any further comments you have on the proposals in this consultation.  

The final open question asked respondents if they had anything further to add about the 

mainstream school banding proposal for High Needs Block funding. 40 respondents provided 

comments which have been coded into themes to make them easier to interpret.  

  

Common themes from parents (20 comments) are very similar to those emerging from other open 

questions. These include that funding should be needs based and that funding band amounts are 

too low. Example comments are included below:  

  

Funding should be needs based “The funding should be needs based, as outlined 

in the provision in a child's EHCP. Funding bands are not able to do this. Some will 

need more funding, some less.”  

  

  

“Funding should be directly related to the provision specified in the EHCP, not assigned to 

arbitrary bands.”  

  

  

“Schools must be funded what they NEED for children. My child has thrived in mainstream 

because she is now correctly funded.”  

  

  

“…A child with comprehensive, specific provision listed in section F should be funded individually 

so their needs are met.”  

Funding bands too low  

“I think proposals need to go back to the drawing board for children that are with higher funding in 

mainstream at present otherwise they will end up not attending  

school as schools will struggle to bridge the gap. Also, funding in some areas isn't enough for 

children who have complex needs already and mainstream schools cannot cope. It requires 

teacher and more specialised support 1:1 to be further  

trained. Maybe bcp can offer to fund in these areas so children can be better supported in 

schools.”  

  

  

“Its still not enough funding to overcome mainstream challenges and many still will need moving to 

send schools. Also mainstream schools should not be able to take the funding and then do the 

minimum amount of inclusive activities,”  

  

  

  



 

 

  

  

  

  

“The funding proposed is out of date in terms of staff salary and school expenses…”  
  

  

The main themes emerging from further comments from schools/school staff (19 comments) 

included that mainstream school is not always the best option for every SEND child and that 

supporting complex needs goes beyond just funding amounts. Below is a selection of these 

comments:  

Mainstream not always best/most suitable for every SEND child  

“…Most mainstreams are highly inclusive but they are not always the best place for a  

CYP with additional needs to thrive.  This new funding proposal must not affect those with the 

most complex needs who would hugely benefit from a specialist setting with smaller class sizes, 

specialist resourcing and staffing.”  
  

  

“It’s not always money that keeps a child in mainstream school. For very complex children it’s 

about provision that cannot be provided by a mainstream school such as access to speech and 

language, OT and services that are not available. It’s also  

about real inclusion. Not providing a parallel curriculum and the child joining in where possible. It’s 

important the child has a social circle of peers working on similar targets. That can be a huge 

challenge in mainstream school.”  

  

  

“There are still some children that, despite being in a 'well funded band' and the best efforts of 

staff, don't cope well in a large busy mainstream setting.  Parents are often  

concerned that smaller primary schools just about meet the needs of their children, but secondary 

schools are, by their very nature, bigger and busier and can be  

daunting. Surely for this to work, there will need to be options of smaller mainstream schools 

accessible for these children. This funding may allow some children to have a one-to-one TA in 

their own room for example, but this isn't true inclusion!   

Therefore, there will still be a need for specialist placements - Will this mean that no future 

requests for specialist placements will be considered? And will we be given similar style 

descriptors of needs that may meet the criteria for specialist placements?”  

  

  

“I agree that keeping children in mainstream schools is good however, some children need a 

different environment with specialised resources as their needs just can't be fully met at a 

mainstream school.”  
  

  

“This will allow mainstream schools to cater with more support. However if a child does still require 

a specialist environment this must still be recognised and  

  

  



 

 

  

  

supported. Money in a mainstream doesn't automatically mean needs can be met!”  

  

Supporting complex needs goes beyond funding  

“We still need experts, facilities, space, environments that support more complex 

needs effectively (something that is a given in specialist provision) and some of us have very little 

extra spaces that are appropriate, and then for the most complex  

needs such as emotional - the child ends up out of the class, due to the high levels of disruption to 

others and this feel like inclusion and it often impacts on more staffing requirements.”  
  

  

“Often the situation is not about the funding but about being the right setting for the child that is in 

front of you. Some of our students struggle despite being a smaller mainstream setting as they 

need more practical hands on learning which can not  

always be provided as the facilities do not exist.  Some students needs are such that  

even with the best funding in the world they need a specialist provision. There is also a shortage 

of support staff in the BCP area and due to the current pay and  

conditions for support staff it is very difficult to recruit anyone of experience.  It is also very difficult 

to access support from outside agencies such as the community  

paediatrician, CAHMs and case workers at BCP which makes it challenging to put the correct 

support in place for the young people. As a SENDco I am certainly not trained in being able to 

diagnosis any needs but without specialist support the  

provision I am able to put in place is merely a sticking plaster with no clinical or  

research evidence it will work. Once a student gets an EHCP it becomes very  

difficult to get there needs re-assessed and therefore sometimes the provision that is in place is 

considerably out of date.  More joined up working with services to support school is needed to 

enable students with EHCPs to access mainstream. Having one  

speech and language therapist coming in for half a day every other week is not going to meet the 

needs of an area that is prevalent in our young people. More support  

early on in a child's schooling would prevent the need for so many EHCNA request being made.  

So although more funding is welcomed it will not solve the fundamental issues that lie within BCP.”  
  

  

For a full breakdown of comments see Appendix 1.  

    

Respondent profile  

* Respondents who identified themselves as school staff or responding on behalf of a 

school/academy were not asked questions relating to their personal characteristics or children.  

Group  Breakdown  No. of 

respondents  

%  

Respondent type  Parent/carer of child with SEND  28  52%  

School/school staff  24  44%  

  
  



 

 

  

  

Other  1  2%  

Prefer not to say  1  2%  

Age  25 – 34 years   4  13%  

35 – 44 years  18  58%  

45 – 54 years   5  16%  

55 – 64 years  1  3%  

Prefer not to say  3  10%  

Gender  Female  18  56%  

Male  8  25%  

Prefer not to say  6  19%  

Gender same as sex 
assigned at birth  

Yes  26  81%  

Prefer not to say  6  19%  

Disability  Yes  5  16%  

No  18  58%  

Prefer not to say  8  26%  

Ethnicity  White English / Welsh / Scottish / 

Northern Irish / British  

22  73%  

White Other  3  10%  

Prefer not to say  5  17%  

Sexual orientation  Straight / heterosexual  23  74%  

All other sexual orientations  1  3%  

Prefer not to say  7  23%  

Religion  No religion  14  45%  

Christian  10  32%  

All other religions  1  3%  

Prefer not to say  6  19%  

Children/young 

people with SEN 
living in household  

Yes – Aged 0-4  6  19%  

Yes – Aged 5-8  9  28%  

Yes – Aged 9-11  11  34%  

 Yes – Aged 12-15  4  13%  

Yes – Aged 16-18  1  3%  

No – none up to age 18  1  3%  

Prefer not to say  3  9%  

Children/young 
people with EHCP 

living in household  

Yes – Aged 0-4  3  9%  

Yes – Aged 5-8  7  22%  

Yes – Aged 9-11  9  28%  



 

 

  

  

Yes – Aged 12-15  3  9%  

Yes – Aged 16-18  1  3%  

No – none up to age 18  4  13%  

Prefer not to say  6  19%  

Child’s school  Mainstream  17  68%  

  Special school  6  24%  

  Other  1  4%  

  Prefer not to say  2  8%  

     



 

 

  

  

Appendix 1 – Full respondent comments  
Q4. If you disagree with the proposed bandings and/or values, please briefly explain 
your reasoning and any alternative suggestions on improving the funding mechanism 
below:  
  
The process should be to cost the true provisions needed to meet the child's needs by the 
school, ie the true cost of section F, costed by school. I cannot image that a maximum of 
£12,000 will ensure of an inclusive education to a child or young person who wishes to 
remain/start in mainstream school. It will have a knock on effect with families wishing for 
specialist provision instead of supporting mainstream schools. £12,000 is not enough to cover 
additional staff as well as on costs and  resources and therefore schools will not 'want' to 
have high needs Children and young people at their schools. Having bands with a maximum 
amount is also unlawful, surely you should be paying for the provision a child or young person 
needs.  
  
I think it would be much better to fund specifically the provision listed in section F of an EHCP 
so the school has the correct funding to meet the child's needs.  This will enable more 
mainstream schools to be inclusive for children with SEND. The funding given to schools 
should cover salaries and resources needed to enable them to meet the needs of a SEND 
child without it impacting on the schools allocated budget.  

This consultation is very unclear - and I speak as a degree-educated legal professional.  I 
would actually prefer you to withdraw the document and start again with the presentation of 
the consequences. It *sounds* like you're moving evaluation of SEND children from Bands AD 
to Bands 1-5 (effect unclear), and in the process spending £1.8m less per year.  At a time when 
SEND provision is so important, this is a backwards step. With up to 20% of primaryage 
children suffering from post-lockdown effects and having ELSA and SALT needs, now is not 
the time to be cutting back. Speaking to SEND professionals, it's clear that the numbers are 
actually higher and being suppressed by legacy lack of diagnostic resources. We are also at a 
tipping point where the ramifications and extent of SEND issues such as ADD, ADHD, ASD 
and dyslexia are becoming more well-known. This is the time to throw support around our 
children - all of them.  This highly opaque plan seems to be a route towards letting them down.  
Yet again.  

Banding shouldn't be used. I have two children with EHCPs in mainstream. One receives 
element 3 top up funding of approx 21k. School absolutely could not meet her needs on 12k 
top up. There still needs to be the flexibility to provide what is needed beyond banded 
amounts.  

Increasing the banding is definitely needed however, if a child should require 1:1 then despite 
the banding increase I cannot see how £12000 plus the schools fee will fund the TA needed 
for this child to be able to have their needs met and remain in a mainstream school.  

The descriptions are vague in parts. How do you quantify severe, e.g.? In principle moving to 
five bands like the rest of the country is a good idea. However, better funded schools are 
implementing band 2 funded interventions, so children who would benefit from the consistency 
and protection of an EHCP are being refused them on the grounds schools are meeting their 
needs. Furthermore, there is nothing about SpLDs and DCD in there like other LAs. I would 
expect to see this. EBSA is mentioned, but not self injurious behaviour. This is a mistake. 
Parents forcing their school avoiders into school are faced with these self harm behaviour as a 
result. Identifying this as an equal issue is important. There needs to be explicit mention of OT 
requirements because severe DCD and hypermobility affect literacy as much as dyslexia (I 
am diagnosed with both and have a child of both descriptions). Too much emphasis on 
descriptions of disruptive pupils. It should be equal to the quieter presentations.  

 



 

 

  

  

The top ups for lower bands should be higher. As someone with a send child, the most 
important thing is good provision of one to one and this is where the extra money is most 
needed  

The provision outlined in the EHCP is needs based so it will be different for every child. Thus, 
the funding required would be different for each child to ensure all provision outlined is 
delivered. Im unsure how a specific amount can be assigned without it being more specific to 
individual children.  

These new descriptors rely heavily on the distinction between ‘substantial’, ‘significant’, and 
‘severe’. But these terms are open to very different interpretations.  It would be better not to 
have bands at all. Much better to look at the cost of the provision that is specified in the 
EHCP, and fund that directly.  

The problem is banding in general. It will work for many children but what is legal is that 
section F needs to be provided. Some children with complex needs requiring SALT, OT, and 
other therapy will need this provided on top of any banding. There are some children with 
EBSA who may not appear to need much support but simply won't be able to attend a school 
with large classes. Will the highest banding enable a class to be split in two so that children 
needing mainstream teaching and peer group cam be taught in a smaller class as that it key 
for EBSA.  The grammar schools need to be able to offer this as there are many high 
achieving autistic children that would also benefit from half sized classes and an academic 
environment.  The £12k at least gets close to the funding needed for this, especially if two or 
three high needs children attend the sane school. The Old £5k max meant children like my 
daughter were unable to be offered places in mainstream. Had this been available on year 7, I 
think it could have worked.  
The higher bands still won’t be enough for many children and will probably actually encourage 
more parents to look at specialist. I don’t think £12k would even pay for a 1-2-1 TA  

It depends on if the Main Stream school are actually supported properly and use the funding 
accordingly for the sake and benefit of the pupil concerned.  
I think the descriptors and funding are fair but in reality children at 4/5 will not be able to 
access mainstream as it is currently. This is based on the fact that mainstream school will 
often say they cannot meet need of a child at Band 3. I would like to know how mainstream 
schools would feel about meeting the needs of a child with “profound” or “severe” difficulty in 
the areas outlined. Currently they are struggling to meet the need of children with “significant” 
difficulty.  
It feels unlikely that £12k funding for a child with profound needs will be sufficient for them to 
flourish in mainstream schools as they are set up as present. If BCP are realistically 
committed to support more children with SEN needs in mainstream schools they would have 
to consider increasing funding for children with significant, severe and profound needs. The 
words behind the proposal sound absolutely correct, the funding to back this up seems grossly 
underestimated. I would like to hear feedback on this.  
I tend to disagree, as it is impossible to ascertain what banding would be applied to my child 
moving forwards and how this would impact the actual level of funding received vs current. 
This could mean that a child that is thriving right now could be left behind. Whilst I admire the 
aim to give higher funding for the highest bandings, I think that there will be as many children 
negatively impact as positively. Assuming that the council are using this to reduce the overall 
monies spent on SEND I would imagine that there will be a significant volume of challenges to 
any adverse forward funding and that the council will have to dedicate money and resource to 
remediate those challenges which may result in the same overall budget spent but with less 
funding sent directly to help the children.  

My son has banding outside of this range for his complex needs. It would mean his funding 
arrangements are reduced if this is to come into affect. I don't know what suggestion I could 
offer because each case is different and I understand that benchmarking is easier to control, 
however it is not the answer with sen children.  

 



 

 

  

  

Without knowing which band our child is likely to be placed in it is really difficult to understand 
the insist of the proposed changes  

There is a significant risk that evaluating the needs of children and young people against the 
proposed descriptors will result in a reduction in funding for those children and young people 
currently on the lower banding levels which may impact on access to education and result 
increased needs at a later point due to a lack of appropriate support.  

I think it's great that is finally being recognised that £5000 is not enough as a 'top up' for many 
children with EHCPs with complex needs in mainstream schools.I would imagine in the new 
system children who need 'Band 5' require significant support and basically 1:1 support? This 
is still cheaper than a specialist placement but is it always right for the child and family?  
It is still not enough money to provide a pupil with the level of support they deserve.  

I am happy to see the increase in funding but the criteria between Band 4 and 5 is very similar 
but the funding doubles between the two Bands. I would like a bit more distinction between the 
two top Bands as the difference in funding will make a huge difference to the provision we can 
offer that child.  

I believe that each student should be considered on a needs basis so that all provision in 
section F can be provided without financially impacting the school or it be a bit of postcode 
lottery if that school already has more resources. For example we are often consulted on 
students who need a sensory space which we don't currently have but then are expected to 
make one with no funding or train ELSAs.  

Whilst the proposed banding are an improvement on the current ones in place - the Band 5 
does adequately support children coming into mainstream with significantly high needs where 
school consultations explaining they can not meet need are overturned due to capacity in 
specialist or parental preference. A Band 5 should then take this into consideration as this is 
the banding that would be given to a child in this circumstance.   School find the first £6000 it 
is often necessary for children a this level to require additional support throughout the day, as 
well as specific intervention programs. This often can come to a cost of over and above 
£21000, especially if staffing is needed to then include oncosts.   Therefore we feel the 
banding should be 14,229 this takes into consideration the current £5000 plus the additional 
top up funding currently available to the sum of £9229  The jump between Band 4 and 5 is to 
high  - therefore we feel funding to most support the children should begin at £4200 and 
adjusted accordingly to reflect band 4 more appropriately.  
During the pilot, we were informed that the 'middle bands' would better reflect the salary of a 
key adult.  This is not the case, as the only band that will support the cost of a key adult 
(SEND Teaching Assistant) is the highest band - Band D (£12K), and this would only be the 
case alongside the school already implementing the £6K notional (which as we know does not 
cover the provision costs of all our children with SEND as it is not ringfenced funding). We 
have a high number of children in our Trust that require full-time key adult support, which 
means our schools would be submitting EHCP requests, predominantly, for Band D funding 
only.  What would be the process for requesting additional funding on top of Band D, or any 
band for that matter?  Would this be something that only happens during an Annual Review, 
or can it be requested at any time?  

The language used within the banding reflect pupils who require a very high degree of 
support, particularly at bands four and five. When we work with our SEND pupils we start with 
QFT and meeting need with banding 4 as we can adapt teaching and the curriculum.  But if 
we receive an increased number of pupils who have higher SEMH needs or whose 
mainstream curriculum cannot be adapted to meet needs, Band 5 would still not enable us to 
implement a curriculum that meets need and enables them to progress and flourish. It is not 
necessarily the requirement for additional top up funding that will contribute to these pupils 
being successful in mainstream, but also the requirement for a school’s infrastructure to be 
changed for which the top up values would not enable. For example, looking at the band 5 for 
pupils with SEMH and providing the correct support for a pupil, would require staffing and 
environmental considerations to keep everyone safe. This would cost more than just the  



 

 

  

  

proposed ‘top up’.  The funding doesn’t take into consideration the wider infrastructure set up 
in the specialist settings and difference  eg large pastoral teams with a strong focus on SEMH, 
safeguarding issues are higher and therefore require larger teams, leadership teams are 
specifically experienced and focused on meeting needs , increasing costs for leadership 
teams - mainstream schools have not got this infrastructure. Could there be a weighting 
related to FSM, low prior attainment, high % of SEND to enable additional funding to these 
particular schools?  
Are mainstream taking students with more complex needs (yes), because the capacity to 
educate them in modified environments is not available? Funding will only solve this in some 
instances - for children who have ASD, they may not cope in large settings / busy and noisy 
crowds - no amount of funding will respond to this. Band 5 does not equate to a full time TA 
provision in a mainstream school. We do tend to agree with the proposals made but it remains 
very much unknown how the financial situation will evolve as we don't know what bands our 
students will be placed on.  

This week the National Employers have proposed a flat £1,925 (pro-rata) pay award from local 
government staff.  This equates to a 9.6% pay award for a scale point 6 staff, who may be 
supporting children with these needs (to a staff member lower down the pay scale this is a 
bigger percentage rise).  While I agree with the principle of the changes, I do not believe that 
the proposals properly take into account the increasing costs of providing this support.  When 
these proposals were being conceived it would never have been considered that a 9.6% pay 
award would be forthcoming (we budgeted 3%), which means that these proposals are 
already provide over 5% less support to children than would have been originally envisaged.  
If this funding does not increase with the cost of support then it is a cut for support provided - 
either for the children with EHCPs, or for other children with additional needs who's support 
has to be diverted to children with EHCPs.  For example, at a school if a child needed 1:1 
support all day, this now costs ~£18,900.  Presumably the child would be Band 5 to need this 
level of support, so the school would receive £12,000 on top of the £6,000 that is "in" the 
schools budget, totally £18,000.  This does not cover 1:1 provision on its own, let alone any 
other resources and training are required to support a Band 5 child's individual needs.  A child 
who is currently Band D who goes to Band 4 would bring with them £6,000 of funding, on top 
of the £6,000 in a school budget.  This could be a child who is no-verbal in a classroom and 
needs regular support in the classroom, but this support would be available for only 2/3rds of 
lesson time.  This funding needs to be reviewed yearly in line with increase costs, and the first 
increase in costs in happening backdated to 1 April 2022, meanwhile children's funding hasn't 
increased for five years while all other costs have been increasing.  I know that the LA has a 
deficit in the budget which they need to fill, but if a child needs a EHCP they should get it, and 
this support needs to be properly funded.  If additional funding is required, increased funding 
needs to be investigated (e.g. increased Council Tax).  If some of this would need 
parliamentary support it should not be ruled out.  

  

Q5. Please describe what impact (negative or positive) if any, the proposals in this 
consultation will have on you and your family, your school / academy or people in your 
wider circle.  
  
The banding will allow for more support to be in place with students with EHCPs. However the 
provision in section F has to be provided and the funding that sits alongside it so each child 
would need to have their needs considered on an individual basis to ensure they get the 
support that they need. The top funding would still not allow for an individual to have a TA 
when it stated one to one is needed.   
 

 



 

 

  

  

A positive impact will enable schools to be able to provide the right specialist support A 
negative is regarding recruitment - we are already finding it difficult to recruit high quality 
support staff and/or specialist staff.  

As a SENCO at a mainstream primary school, I am concerned that some pupils may be 
issued with an EHCP in band 1, which would be difficult for the school to then employ a key 
worker but the band 5 funding would allow us to support our high needs pupils.  

If BCP are committed to the words in this proposal and actually making it happen it would 
have a positive impact on our family. However we have been told that our child with  
‘significant needs’ (not severe or profound) would not be able to access secondary 
mainstream school currently. This seems contradictory to your proposal if inclusivity. If you 
could make a change that allows our son to flourish in a mainstream school setting (which 
feels right to us) then this would be fantastic..  

I am not sure. I suspect it may be tricky to get my daughter her 22.5 1:1 hours funded  

schools cannot 'afford ' to be fully inclusive on these funding bands, schools will become less 
inclusive, more children will request specialist as a result.  

I'm slightly concerned that the higher funding will mean more reliance on additional adult 
support and, therefore, create dependency rather then working towards independence for the 
CYP. I'm also slightly concerned that CYP in receipt of the higher funding may need much 
more specialist teaching than a mainstream school can realistically offer so am concerned 
that those CYP who need a specialist setting to thrive will be in mainstream, schools getting 
by rather than achieving their true potential. I would like to see the extra funding spent on 
really good quality CPD for staff rather than visible (and therefore, popular with parents) 
resourcing such as 1:1 support.  

Honestly, it's not entirely clear, and perhaps that's the point. What is obvious is that children 
need support both under SEND and to be identified with SEND needs. That needs a lot more 
resources. Your proposal appears to be a reduction in resourcing. That suggests that in some 
way all our kids will experience negative impact.  

If my child's funding was capped at 12k she wouldn't be able to remain in mainstream.  

The issue is with the schools. They do not utilise the funding or act quickly enough to get the 
adequate support in place.  

The proposal says the following: The results of the consultation will be considered before any 
final decisions are made. Proposals will be presented to the council’s Cabinet in October. 
Following the results of this consultation, if the proposed changes are approved by Cabinet in  
October 2022, the new banding values and revised descriptors would be applied to all new 
Education, Health and Care Plans shortly after this date. Existing EHCPs that were agreed 
before this date would be amended in a phased manner through the annual review process, 
which would use the new banding values and descriptors from that point onwards. The 
current funding arrangements would remain in place for children with an existing EHCP until 
the next annual review beyond October 2022. We do think that October 2022 is an  
unacceptable start date. This process should be set up from September 2022, so that all new 
AND existing EHCPs secure the appropriate new funding straight away, otherwise existing 
pupils will have to continue to wait to get the provision they deserve. Schools are already in a 
deficit and struggle to balance budgets, due to the high number of children with EHCPs, so 
the sooner more appropriate funding can be allocated, the better.  

Trying to force child in specialist into mainstream to save money  

All of our academies from September 2022 are at a high room usage capacity. The overall 
staffing budgets do not allow for a bespoke curriculum for a number of pupils, with a wide 
range of differing needs and the teachers to deliver this. The whole infrastructure and 
environmental aspect of individual schools have not been taken into consideration when 
proposing the bandings. The strategy within BCP SEND must reflect the support needed to 
support schools with any banding change, eg Case Workers who can work proactively, know  

 



 

 

  

  

the areas and the schools, adhering to statutory timescales, identifying the correct needs of 
pupils and consulting with the appropriate schools.  

The financial impact will not yet be known until (at least) 24 months after the new banding 
system has been applied. Annual Reviews will be more time consuming as the banding will 
need to be considered. Is this discussion carried out in front of the parent? What happens if 
professionals / parent do not agree on a band - is there an appeal process? Where funding 
attached to EHCPs is cut, the school could end up at a financial loss. Whilst only 13% of 
EHCPs received reduced funding in the pilot - this 13% could all be in one school / setting, 
putting that school at a significant financial loss. How will the LA consider this? Band 5 makes 
reference to full time support - yet the top up funding (£12k) does not equate to a full time TA 
salary (with employer contributions) - it must be assumed Element 1 and 2 is attributed to 
teaching and learning costs (teachers, books / resources). There seems to be an assumption 
that mainstream can take students with more complex need, if they are given more funding  
(to reduce pressures on specialist). How will the wellbeing of staff and resources in 
mainstream be monitored by the LA as the no. of EHCPs increase further in mainstream 
settings?  

Looking at the descriptors, my son would meet Band 3 descriptors and therefore his funding 
would go down. We have already been told he is not likely to access mainstream/mainstream 
would not be able to provide for his needs.  

A negative impact. There are many send children at my sons school. Including my son who 
are coping in a mainstream setting right now because they have a level of funding. Speaking 
for my son. He is currently making great progress at school because he has the funding in 
place. If this was reduced because he wasn’t in the same level of banding then his process at 
KS2 May be stalled meaning that he is LESS likely to be able to cope in mainstream for 
secondary and would therefore cost the council more money as a specialist provision may be 
required.  

My worry is that those needing specialist education will be kept in mainstream longer because 
funding is available but this is not what is right for the child.  

My sons funding arrangements will be reduced impacting his support around him during 
school hours. If these bands came into effect 1:1 support would be reduced leaving my child 
without support to use the toilet, handwriting support, movement supervised breaks, playtime 
supervision, social and interaction support, refocus and attention support using strategies 
(loses his way with attention during his learning), Differentiated work tasks, elsa support, 
safety around school, anxiety strategies from parent separation and much more. This is all 
needed for him to stay within mainstream. Without this he would end up not attending school.  
It is likely to result in a reduction in funding for children currently receiving lower bandings of 
element 3, with potential adverse emotional and educational impact which is likely to increase 
needs in the longer term. There is a risk that the descriptors will be used in an arbitrary way to 
prevent access to additional funding and minimise needs.  

At the school that I work at although this could bring in additional High Needs funding, the 
overall funding (High Needs and notional funding) falls short of what is required to support all 
children with additional needs. This is exacerbated by rising inflation which is (rightfully) 
increasing the salaries of those providing this support. Although providing support for children 
with EHCPs is a legal obligation, this increase in costs risks reducing support for all other 
children at the school. This will get worse each year as costs increase yearly, unless these 
rates are increased yearly.  

The ability to recruit Teaching Assistants for sufficient hours to actually support the students. 
The proposed top-up values are more realistic if BCP want to have more students with SEND 
successfully attending mainstream schools.  

The information seems clearer and more measurable than previously  

The impact of the increase in funding will be a positive one as we will be able to offer better 
provision for our pupils with EHCP's. Staffing is the biggest resource for our pupils with  



 

 

  

  

EHCP's as they often but not always need additional support in the classroom or need to 
access a different personalised curriculum. The increase in funding will help us support our 
current EHCP pupils and allow us to offer more places to pupils with high need.  

Having a more realistic amount of funding coming into mainstream settings will mean schools 
will be able to better support children by utilising additional resources/ staff/ expertise more 
readily, at the moment the funding is short from the real costs of those high level needs. We 
need training - paying for experts to come in and train whole school teams but also work 
alongside staff to improve their approaches. My only concern is what the bands look like in 
terms of the child's needs/ impact on their learning etc. The most financially challenging 
children to support can be those with extreme behaviours, sometimes a specialist place is 
more able to manage those needs without disruption to others, including senior staff who 
inevitably need to step into manage dangerous/ frightening behaviours when things escalate.  

As a school if were were to receive more suitable bandings along with our children who have 
an EHCP it would support us to ensure the correct provision in school is available.  

Will be positive however I still feel the LA need to take in to account if this child needs 1:1 then 
the funding needs to reflect this .  
Improved mainstream provision  

If my son is able to go from special to mainstream as he ages he would have a much greater 
availability of support than he had when originally in mainstream before special transfer.  
As a school it would enable us to better provide for those children who require a high level of 
specialist support and would enable them to remain in their community school. Very broadly it 
will help us to prevent children and families failing and then needing to seek a special school 
place.  

Positive I hope more support and help  

Better funding for local mainstream school to support our son +means better outcomes and 
siblings attend same School)  
For my child, the funding would increase, based on the new proposal.  

More funding in order to meet the child's needs.  

Increased funding means the children will get improved provision for their needs which will 
impact positively on the SEMH and their learning. It means the children get a better deal!  

More funding to put the provision required in place. Currently a maximum of £5000 top up for 
our most vulnerable learners doesn't cover anywhere the near the level of support that is 
required.  
If this enables half size classes in grammar schools then this could be very beneficial for the 
anxious children I am seeing who are either getting places but it's failing, or looking at 
alternative schools because the classes are too large.  

The new funding values better reflect the cost of supporting/meeting the needs of some 
complex children within mainstream schools. The existing funding values don't even touch the 
surface! The banding descriptors are also very clear and look easy to work with.  

School wise, we will still need the funding and hope that we don't see a decrease for any 
individuals as annual reviews come around. I think transparency is key. Also, how will this 
affect personal budgets as some families may wish to take a bigger chunk of the money and 
leave schools with not a lot left to support their child in full time mainstream education?  
My son is in special school. Mainstream school was not able to meet his needs.  

My daughter is in the process of getting her ehcp  

We are currently going through EHCP process since January 2022. I’m not sure if mainstream 
school is still the best for my son, but until EHCP is place I’m unable to explore Specialist 
Schools….this is delaying as a parent I don’t know what is appropriate for my son until I can 
visit this type of school.  

  



 

 

  

  

  

Q7. Please enter any further comments you have on the proposals in this consultation  
  
It all depends on individual cases... whatever way you look at it mainstreams are not specialist 
provisions. If a child has very complex needs and all professionals involved are suggested 
specialist is more appropriate no amount of money can fundamentally change this.  

I have commented previously  

More money is required.  

I feel this depends on the school. Some school are not suited to certain students. For example 
very large schools can be overwhelming. An additional issue is recruiting suitably trained and 
skilled LSAs. More funding could be useful if we were able to access additional services. 
However even AP who are supporting our students as part of a mixed offer do not have further 
capacity.  

More likely to remain in mainstream with sufficient funding to provide appropriate levels of 
support, but some children are still best placed in an alternative setting for a variety of other 
reasons.  

The funding proposed is out of date in terms of staff salary and school expenses. A child with 
comprehensive, specific provision listed in section F should be funded individually so their 
needs are met.  

Mainstream schools will be able to support more EHCP pupils but only in the criteria is clear for 
the new Band 4 and 5 as the amount of difference between the two bandings is so significant.  

We still need experts, facilities, space, environments that support more complex needs 
effectively (something that is a given in specialist provision) and some of us have very little 
extra spaces that are appropriate, and then for the most complex needs such as emotional - 
the child ends up out of the class, due to the high levels of disruption to others and this feel 
like inclusion and it often impacts on more staffing requirements.  

Often the situation is not about the funding but about being the right setting for the child that is 
in front of you. Some of our students struggle despite being a smaller mainstream setting as 
they need more practical hands on learning which can not always be provided as the facilities 
do not exist.  Some students needs are such that even with the best funding in the world they 
need a specialist provision. There is also a shortage of support staff in the BCP area and due  
to the current pay and conditions for support staff it is very difficult to recruit anyone of 
experience.  It is also very difficult to access support from outside agencies such as the 
community paediatrician, CAHMs and case workers at BCP which makes it challenging to put 
the correct support in place for the young people. As a SENDco I am certainly not trained in 
being able to diagnosis any needs but without specialist support the provision I am able to put 
in place is merely a sticking plaster with no clinical or research evidence it will work. Once a 
student gets an EHCP it becomes very difficult to get there needs re-assessed and therefore 
sometimes the provision that is in place is considerably out of date.  More joined up working 
with services to support school is needed to enable students with EHCPs to access 
mainstream. Having one speech and language therapist coming in for half a day every other 
week is not going to meet the needs of an area that is prevalent in our young people. More 
support early on in a child's schooling would prevent the need for so many EHCNA request 
being made.  So although more funding is welcomed it will not solve the fundamental issues 
that lie within BCP.  

Please see previous comments.  Most mainstreams are highly inclusive but they are not 
always the best place for a CYP with additional needs to thrive.  This new funding proposal 
must not affect those with the most complex needs who would hugely benefit from a specialist 
setting with smaller class sizes, specialist resourcing and staffing.  

 



 

 

  

  

We feel this consultation process is necessary as schools need further funding to support the 
children coming into mainstream with a very high level of need where school have consulted to 
say they can not meet ned but this is overturned due to places in specialist or parental 
preference.   As a school we have found a very effective way of working and supporting these 
children and young people however this is predominantly funded by school over and above the 
notional budget and any top up funding.  

As noted on the previous page, we need a lot more resourcing, not less.  I don't think you 
realise the situation.  

Schools must be funded what they NEED for children. My child has thrived in mainstream 
because she is now correctly funded.  

The Schools need to improve. Particularly Twynham  

I would suggest BCP look at other LA descriptors before finalising.  

Despite the funding, the schools can’t appoint suitably qualified staff to the positions. In 
addition, trying to get any support from SALT is near impossible and so we don’t know the 
SALT plans or have the suitably trained staff to deliver them. Massive knock on impact as child 
moves through the school.  

Its still not enough funding to overcome mainstream challenges and many still will need 
moving to send schools. Also mainstream schools should not be able to take the funding and 
then do the minimum amount of inclusive activities,  

Keeping children and families in school will bring about an improved view of what it means to 
be an inclusive school and society.  

Some students with EHCPs are not able to excel in a mainstream environment - additional top-
up funding will not make the environment work for their needs.  

Ideally the funding would not be capped at the highest band for those children with high 
needs. Accessing mainstream school should be the norm and default for all children.  

The funding should be needs based, as outlined in the provision in a child's EHCP. Funding 
bands are not able to do this. Some will need more funding, some less.  

I agree that keeping children in mainstream schools is good however, some children need a 
different environment with specialised resources as their needs just can't be fully met at a 
mainstream school.  

Funding should be directly related to the provision specified in the EHCP, not assigned to 
arbitrary bands.  

A child should not simply be in mainstream because they have funding which provides a 1:1 
TA - they could still be isolated and not involved in wider school life.  t=The environment also 
need to be right.  The child should be in the right placement for them, not just placed 
'somewhere' with funding.  

If the correct banding/funding is secured at all times, then our children's needs would be 
appropriately supported.  However, only the funding allocated to Bands C and D comes close 
to covering the costs of interventions, equipment and a key adult (SEND Teaching Assistant), 
so they are the only bands that are actually financially viable.  In terms of allowing children and 
young people with EHCPs to remain in mainstream schools, this really does depend on the 
child.  For some children, a mainstream setting is not appropriate, and their needs can be 
better met in a specialist setting, simply because of the logistics of the building/s and the 
differences in the levels/ratios of adult support.  Thinking about some of our high-needs 
children (particularly children with SEMH and significant behaviour difficulties), Band D funding 
will only cover the cost of their key adult support.  It will not cover the cost of a bespoke 
room/space with specialist equipment, for example, and therefore the support is not relevant 
or sufficient.  It will not replicate what works so well in a specialist setting e.g. designated 
spaces and classrooms with break out rooms, bespoke sensory spaces and small learning 
spaces with 4 or 5 adults only working with a very small group of children.  So, if we wanted to 
do the utmost for our children with SEND, in terms of facilitating excellent provision to meet 
their high-needs, then schools would require substantially more funding to meet those needs  



 

 

  

  

 

and keep these children in mainstream settings.  It is about providing our most vulnerable 
children with the very best possible SEND provision, and therefore mainstream schools would 
require significant ongoing financial support from the Borough to ensure children with EHCPs 
remain in mainstream - and most importantly - THRIVE in mainstream.  

This will allow mainstream schools to cater with more support. However if a child does still 
require a specialist environment this must still be recognised and supported. Money in a 
mainstream doesn't automatically mean needs can be met!  

Too often I think EHCPs tended to be about how many hours of TA support was needed. This 
looks to be an improvement as its looking more at overall needs. Many able children with 
complex needs and/or EBSA don't need a TA from am academic point of view but do need lots 
of other support. Ultimately there will be the odd child who could cope in mainstream. with 
higher funding than £12k.  This needs to be offered on an individual basis if the alternative is 
an £80k plus independent SEN setting.  

Having banding is ridiculous. An ehcp is a legal document and the school - funded by the 
council - must provide the support that is outlined in the plan, and is therefore necessary to 
allow the child to access education, regardless of what ‘notional’ band your team have decided 
on  

For the questions  2) Answer due to the pupils we see at Band 4,we feel we could meet needs 
and therefore agree, however we are concerned for the pupils at Band 5 and above as they 
would require significant infrastructure changes and adaptions, therefore disagree  3) As 
above  
How far do you agree or disagree that the proposed changes to top-up funding will...Deliver 
the appropriate level of funding to support and meet each child's individual needs - Don't know 
(this will have to be assessed once all annual reviews have taken place and new bands have 
been attributed to the plans.  Enable mainstream schools to provide sufficient and relevant 
support to pupils with an EHCP - Tend to agree (Funding will support to provide Section F, to a 
certain extent. The physical environment of settings can not be changed, and this often 
impacts upon the childs ability to attend and engage with their educational setting.  Allow 
children and young people with EHCPs to remain in mainstream schools - Don't know (we will 
only know this after a period of time - possibly 3 years down the line...?  At what stage will 
mainstream resources be protected from having to accept more and more EHCPs?   Why 
have a band 0? This gives rise to the LA issuing a plan without any funding attached (Band 'Z' 
currently) - which we were hopeful they would move away from (places school in a difficult 
position).  

Son hasn’t been attending main steam school since January 2022.  The school unable to have 
him attendance so he does basic work each week since May Half Term and sees TA every 
Friday for 20mins! Mentoring sessions agreed Onwards & Upwards didn’t show up for the first 
appointment so I do have doubts about this funding and how schools will use it! Ultimately it 
has to benefit the pupil!  

I have asked a question relating to the funding but have had no response. This relates to - 
whether mainstream schools/BCP realistically think that children with severe/profound needs, 
can be well supported in mainstream with the current level of training/staffing and lack of 
flexibility in exams/assessment. I would welcome a response to my question which was posted 
last week.  
The message coming from schools and BCP employees is contrary to your mission statement. 
We find that children with moderate learning needs are encouraged to seek placement in 
specialist settings. We agree with the message / vision of this proposal but the banding 
structure appears to reduce funding for children who could realistically, with support access 
mainstream (those children in proposed band 3).  



 

 

  

  

 

  

It’s not always money that keeps a child in mainstream school. For very complex children it’s 
about provision that cannot be provided by a mainstream school such as access to speech 
and language, OT and services that are not available. It’s also about real inclusion. Not 
providing a parallel curriculum and the child joining in where possible. It’s important the child  

has a social circle of peers working on similar targets. That can be a huge challenge in 
mainstream school.  

Specific dialog with parents of and young people with EHC plans would be beneficial as we 
could understand more about what the actual impact might be and therefore be in a better 
position to comment on any benefit or drawback to the changes young persons funding.  

In principle I am all for extra funding and more of a mainstream experience for more kids. 
However this does not cover how funding will be used to make mainstream schools more 
inclusive and that concerns me.  

I think proposals need to go back to the drawing board for children that are with higher funding 
in mainstream at present otherwise they will end up not attending school as schools will 
struggle to bridge the gap. Also, funding in some areas isn't enough for children who have 
complex needs already and mainstream schools cannot cope. It requires teacher and more 
specialised support 1:1 to be further trained. Maybe bcp can offer to fund in these areas so 
children can be better supported in schools.  

This appears to be another cost cutting exercise by BCP Council , designed to try and limit 
access to support . Rather then support children and young people to access education. 
Rather then reviewing bandings focus should be placed on ensuring that there is a fit for 
purpose and responsive SEND Team which is able to undertake EHCP assessments and 
reviews in a timely manner and work with schools to resolve issues which may present a 
barrier to a child or young person with SEND accessing a mainstream education  

Without knowing which band our child is likely to be placed in it is really difficult to understand 
the insist of the proposed changes  

There are still some children that, despite being in a 'well funded band' and the best efforts of 
staff, don't cope well in a large busy mainstream setting.  Parents are often concerned that 
smaller primary schools just about meet the needs of their children, but secondary schools are, 
by their very nature, bigger and busier and can be daunting. Surely for this to work, there will 
need to be options of smaller mainstream schools accessible for these children. This funding 
may allow some children to have a one-to-one TA in their own room for example, but this isn't 
true inclusion!  Therefore, there will still be a need for specialist placements - Will this mean 
that no future requests for specialist placements will be considered? And will we be given 
similar style descriptors of needs that may meet the criteria for specialist placements?  



 

 

Appendix 6: Key Performance Indicators  

KPI - monthly 

 
No. of requests for EHC assessment  

No. of children assessed for EHCP  

Number of EHCPs issued  

% of new EHCPs issued within 20 weeks (including exceptions) 
 

No. of EHCPs in BCP  

No. of 'Rising 5yr olds' with an EHCP (start Reception in Sept)  

No. of 'Rising 5yr olds' currently under assessment for an EHCP (start Reception in Sept)  

% of EHCPs in Mainstream Schools 
 

% of EHCPs in Independent & Non-Maintained Special Schools 
 

% of EHCPs in Post 16 Specialist  

No. of EHCPs in Other- arrangements by LA (EOTAS) (main provision listed)  

Number of children placed in LA funded alternative provision due to EHCP  

% of ECHP children with an up to date Annual Review (meeting held)  

No. of EHCPs due an Annual Review meeting in month (including outstanding)  

No. of Annual Reviews fully processed in month  

No. of Annual Reviews awaiting finalising (meeting held, not processed)  

% Annual Review Meetings held this month that were within timescale   

Average caseload  

 

 


