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Executive Summary  
 
On 2 March 2017, the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number of reports, 
including: 
 

 Membership; 

 PRU Top-Up Funding; 

 High needs funding reform - stage 2 consultation; 

 Updates on Alternative Provision. 
 

A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's 
considerations of the items are provided in this report. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 2 March 2017; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
  



Background 
On 2 March 2017, the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number of reports.  A 
summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's 
considerations of the items are provided in this report. 
 
 
1. Membership  
The Schools Forum Regulations require that the Forum must include a member from a 
special school academy, if one exists in the LA area.  In January 2017, Tor View Special 
School became the first special school academy in the County and, as such, is entitled to a 
place on the Forum.   
 
As the funding for the academy will come from the High Needs Block, Tor View have been 
invited to nominate a representative to attend the Forum and the High Needs Block. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
 
 
2. PRU Top-Up Funding  

At the last meeting of the High Needs Working Group in December 2016, PRU 
representatives raised concerns about the level of funding received by the sector and the 
pressures this was causing. An extract from the draft minutes was provided setting out more 
details. 
 
Subsequent to the High Needs Block meeting, finance officers attended the Secondary PRU 
headteachers meeting on 19 January 2017.  At this meeting, further discussions took place 
around the PRU funding issue, which predominantly related to the level of top-up funding 
available. 
 
In 2016/17, secondary PRUs are funded at £10,000 per place base funding.   
 
Top-up funding per pupil is then paid, at the following rates: 

 Permanent Excluded: £3,702; 
 Medical: £4,020; 
 Other: £4,020.  

 
This should only be applicable to Lancashire pupils. 

 
In addition to these core funding elements, secondary PRUs in Lancashire also receive: 

 Additional place top-up funding, providing base funding when pupil numbers 
exceed the agreed funded place numbers, paid at £10,000 per place pro-rata; 

 Additional HNB funding for pupils with statements, where the cost is above 
£10,000, funded at the relevant WPN rate (Lancashire pupils only. WPN funding 
for pupils from out of County are funded by the home Authority); 

 One to One support funding for hard to place pupils with significant additional 
needs such as one to one or two to one support; 

 Careers Education Information Advice and Guidance (CEIAG) funding distributed 
on the basis of pupil numbers in years 10 and 11. 

 



PRU headteachers indicated that having undertaken a robust analysis of their costs for the 
last two financial years, the average cost per secondary PRU pupil is £16,606. 

 
The headteachers highlighted that two PRUs are entering a deficit situation. 
 
Further information/concerns from the sector were also discussed, around census dates, the 
processes of obtaining One-to-one support and changes in the mix and types of pupils being 
permanently excluded. 
 
Subsequent Developments 

 
High Needs Funding Reforms 
Since the last High Needs Working Group on 1 December 2016, the DfE have launched stage 
2 of the High Needs Funding reform consultation.  This consultation is largely concerned with 
the distribution of High Needs funding from DfE to LAs.  Indicative figures included in the 
consultation suggest Lancashire will receive over £4m extra under these reforms.  However, 
Lancashire is currently overspending High Needs Block funding by circa £4m annually.   
 
Whilst increased funding due to the national formula is welcome, this will only mitigate the 
current overspends, and provides little opportunity to increase PRU funding rates without 
reductions in funding elsewhere in the Schools Budget. 
 
These reforms do mean that Lancashire will retain discretion over our local special school 
and Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) funding formula, but decisions will still need to conform to the 
existing 'Place Plus' funding framework.  This means that the lump sums provided to 
mainstream schools cannot be replicated in the PRU formula. 
 
Top-up Rates  
The LA is a member of a regional network of school finance officers and has sought 
information on the top up rates paid to PRUs in other NW authorities. Replies from responding 
LAs were summarised for secondary PRU top up rates: 
 
There was a significant variation in top up rates paid, ranging from £3,040 to £11,000.  Many, 
but not all, of the rates were higher than paid in Lancashire, but were not always accompanied 
by the additional payments available in Lancashire.  
 
 
Next Steps 

In order to progress and provide modelling and analysis, PRU secondary headteachers were 
asked to meet and provide develop clarity on key funding requirements that are being sought 
to ensure that any final outcomes meet necessary timescales to facilitate changes for 
2018/19 budget setting. This could then form the basis for a further paper to the next meeting 
of the Working Group. 
 
In addition, the Headteacher of the Virtual School for Children Looked After and Vulnerable 
Children is due to attend the next secondary PRU headteachers meeting to take forward 
other discussions.  
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 



b) Requested that the various developments be taken forward and a further report 
presented to the next meeting of the group. 

 
 

3. High needs funding reform - stage 2 consultation 
This report provided a copy of the draft Forum response to the DfE's High Needs Funding 
reform consultation and allowed an opportunity for members to comment or propose any final 
amendments. 
 
Members were supportive of the draft consultation, but one addition was suggested in relation 
to Q3, which seeks views on the weightings for each of the formula factors in the High Needs 
formula. It was proposed that the concerns about the KS2 testing should be emphasised in 
the section dealing with 'Key stage 2 low attainment' and the following text has now been 
added to the end of that section's response: 

 
We are particularly concerned that the KS2 tests are flawed and will not provide a reliable 
data source for funding purposes. 

 
A revised response is provided at Appendix A, which incorporates this proposed addition. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommended that the draft High Needs response, including the proposed 

amendment, as set out at Appendix A, is signed off by the Forum at the meeting 
on 21 March 2017; 

c) Individual schools were again encouraged to respond to the consultation. 

 
 
4. Updates on Alternative Provision: 
 
Primary Inclusion Support:  
Since June 2016 the Primary Intervention funding (£1, 000,016) allocated by School Forum 
has been used to fund a revised system of early support to primary schools to support 
inclusion, including the outreach element of the West Lancs Inclusion Pilot. It was predicted 
and reported to Forum in July 2016 that this funding would not be sufficient during this first 
year of the new practice.  
 
Currently, £206,000 of the budget is remaining is, with the spring term funding to be claimed.  
 
Data was provided to demonstrate that Primary permanent exclusions in each area- North, 
South and East have reduced in Autumn Team 2016 as compared to Autumn Term 2015. 
 

AREA AUT 2016 AUT 2015 

East 13  17 

South 8  21 

North 2  4 
TOTAL 23  42 

 
 



There have been no primary permanent exclusions to date in the area of the West Lancs 
Pilot. This has helped support capacity at Golden Hill to provide respite placements.  To date 
West Lancs Outreach ETHOS has worked on 86 cases of which 32 are now closed and 54 
remain active. 33 schools are currently being supported.  
 
In addition to the staged support a number other interventions have been supported  
 
Autumn Term Support Delivered:  
 

Provider 
Number of Pupils Number of Schools 

ASPIRE North West 3 2 

Golden Hill 56 41 

Hendon Brook 42 28 

Holly Grove 1 1 

Stepping Stones 42 29 

TA in Northbrook 1 1 

TESS Team Wigan via School 1 1 

Behaviour & Attendance 12 7 

Grand Total 158 110 

 
 
AP High Needs Funding: 

High Needs funding, originally allocated to provide additional top up funding for high needs 
pupils in PRU/AP has also funded a growing number of AP placements for pupils who are 
not appropriately placed in a PRU, or when there are no/few PRU place available. Forum 
approved additional primary AP places in July 2016, 8 have been commissioned as part of 
the West Lancs pilot and to date 2 additional places commissioned at Hendon Brook PRU. 
The results of significant growing demand on the AP High Needs budget has resulted in the 
predicted overspend on the original allocated budget. Current overspend is £406,560  
 
A breakdown of AP placements is below:  
 
Non PRU Alternative Placements commissioned by the LA: Feb  2017 
 

Placements 
2016-17 

CLA ESOL/New 
to country 

New to 
Area  

Ex EHE Other  

 3 15 12 8 Ex CME, off roll. 
 

Year TOTAL College  Training 
Providers  

Independent/Free 
Registered AP 
schools. 

121/home 
tuition  

Residential 
home with 
home 
tuition. 

11 56 48 2 1 4 1 

10 9 4 2 3   

9 3   3   

total 68 52 4 7 4 1 

 
 



Alternative Providers commissioned by the LA. 
7 Pupil Referral Units provide the majority of commissioned AP placements for the LA 
Other providers include: 

 FE Colleges. 

 Training providers- is Strawberry Fields, PVC. 
 Independent AP or Free School AP i.e. The Alternative School, Burnley Heights, 

Tower Learning. 

 
All providers are registered schools, colleges or training providers.  Assurances were given 
that the providers were being monitored for quality of provision. 
 
Commissioned Placements at PRUs: Jan 2017 

 

Total P.Excluded Medical Other  

565 354 108 103 

 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the increased demand on secondary alternative provision 
placements; 

b) Expressed continued support for the Primary Inclusion strategy. 
 

  



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

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Lancashire Schools Forum supports the general shape of the new High Needs Block 
formula but suggests that this be kept under constant review, rather than await the 4 year 
period mentioned in the consultation document.  This would allow any issues or problems 
identified with the operation of the formula to be monitored and changes or amendments 
instigated if needed. 
 
 
Formula factors  
We are proposing a formula comprising a number of formula factors with different values and 
weightings.  
We ask respondents to bear in mind with each question on this page that we are redistributing 
funding. Any money that we put into one factor will have to come from another factor. We 
have indicated what we think is the right proportion or amount for each factor.  
 
2. Do you agree with the following proposals?  
Historic spend factor – to allocate each local authority a sum equal to 50% of its 
planned spending baseline  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
We agree with the proposed allocation of 50% of the baseline based on historic spending.  
This will provide stability in the national HNB formula and help minimise turbulence for LAs 
in the transition to the new formula, which will also assist LAs in reducing disruption to schools 
 
Basic entitlement – to allocate to each local authority £4,000 per pupil  

 Allocate a higher amount  

 This is about the right amount  

 Allocate a lower amount  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
We also support the use of the £4k basic entitlement, as this offers equity with the 
arrangements in the mainstream school formula 
 
 
3. We propose to use the following weightings for each of the formula factors listed 
below, adding up to 100%. Do you agree?  
Population – 50%  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
 



The Forum agrees with the high weighting for population, as this is reflective of and 
responsive to the current population of an area, which is indicative of the number of pupils 
with SEND 
 
 
Free school meals (FSM) eligibility – 10%  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
In our experience, deprivation is a more reliable indicator of need than prior attainment. We 
would therefore support a higher proportion of funding being distributed through the FSM 
eligibility factor. 
 
 
Income deprivation affecting children index (IDACI) – 10%  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
 
As indicated above, we believe, deprivation to be a more reliable indicator of need than prior 
attainment and therefore support a higher proportion of funding being distributed through the 
IDACI. 
 
 
Key stage 2 low attainment – 7.5%  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
We would prefer a reduced weighting to be given to prior attainment at both KS2 and KS4, 
with more funding being allocated through other factors.  We are particularly concerned that 
the KS2 tests are flawed and will not provide a reliable data source for funding purposes.  
 
 
Key stage 4 low attainment – 7.5%  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
  
As stated above, we would prefer a reduced weighting to be given to prior attainment at both 
KS2 and KS4, with more funding being allocated through the deprivation factors and Children 
in bad health/DLA. 
 
 
 
Children in bad health – 7.5%  



 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Forum thinks that that the weighting for Children in bad health should be increased, to 
help reflect mental health in the formula  
 
  
 Disability living allowance (DLA) – 7.5%  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Forum thinks that that the weighting for DLA should be increased, to help reflect mental 
health in the formula  
 
 
 
Funding floor  
4. Do you agree with the principle of protecting local authorities from reductions in 
funding as a result of this formula? This is referred to as a funding floor in the 
consultation document.  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Forum supports the principle of using a funding floor to protect LAs from excessive 
reductions in the introduction of the new formula.  This will safeguard schools and pupils from 
the undue impact during the transition to the new arrangements.  
 
 
5. Do you support our proposal to set the funding floor such that no local authority 
will see a reduction in funding, compared to their spending baseline?  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
 
We do not support the funding floor protecting LAs at no reduction whatsoever.  Those LAs 
that have historically been overfunded should see a reduction in funding, but be offered 
protection to ensure that losses are manageable.  We would suggest a level of minus 1.5% 
could be used to match the school MFG rate  
 
 
Local budget flexibility  
6. Do you agree with our proposals to allow limited flexibility between schools and 
high needs budgets in 2018-19?  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
 



We support the availability of this local flexibility between schools and high needs budgets 
and the methodology proposed requiring agreement of the Schools Forum by phase, 
following consultation with schools.  This allows relevant local discretion to respond, if 
needed, to Lancashire issues or pressures but with appropriate scrutiny of proposals built in 
to the process. 
 
 
 
7. Do you have any suggestions about the level of flexibility we should allow between 
schools and high needs budgets in 2019-20 and beyond?  

We are developing our proposals on the level of flexibility to allow in the longer term. We will 
consult fully on our proposals at a later stage, but would welcome any initial comments now.  
A continuation of 2018/19 proposals seems appropriate.  If there remains flexibility between 
central schools block, high needs block and central early years expenditure and schools 
proposals need agreement through Forum, following consultation with schools, no unjustified 
proposals would be agreed and therefore there seems little need for additional prescription.  
As indicated, use of flexibility could be kept under review. 
 
 
 
 
Further considerations  
8. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the 
proposed high needs national funding formula?  

 
The Forum is concern that proposals do not adequately reflect mental health needs in the 
formula.  Earlier answers do suggest increasing weightings for children in bad health/DLA 
factors in an attempt to recognise mental health in the formula, but we would encourage the 
Government to consider specific indicators of need, particularly given the new national focus 
on this key issue. 
We would also suggest the possible inclusion of some kind of premises factor in the special 
school formula be allowable, given the significant variations in buildings in the special school 
sector that are directly related to provision e.g. hydrotherapy pools 
In addition, we would recommend the reintroduction of prudential borrowing to allow cost 
effective revenue funding to support special school capital expansion, which is to the overall 
benefit of schools and pupils in an area. 
 
 
Equalities analysis  
The question below refers to the equalities impact assessment published with the 
consultation.  
9. Is there any evidence relating to the 8 protected characteristics identified in the 
Equality Act 2010 that is not included in the equalities impact assessment and that we 
should take into account?  

 
No suggestions of additional evidence. 

 


