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Minutes of the Meeting of the Worcestershire
Schools Forum (WSF)

Wednesday 9 October 2025
Remote Meeting Held Via MS Teams

The meeting started at 3.00 PM.

In Attendance:

a. WSF Members

Malcolm Richards (Chair) [MR]
Edward Francis (Vice Chair) [EF]
Dave Hadley-Pryce

Annette Summers [AS]

Tim Reid [TR]

Elizabeth Dixon [ED]
Marie Pearse [MP]
Andrea Hale [AH]
Nathan Jones [NJ]

b. Local Authority (LA)

Sarah Wilkins [SW]
Holly Hancock [HH]
Rob Phillips [RP]

Nicky Burford [NB]

Matthew Stiles [MS]

1. Apologies

Phil Rook [PR]

Steph Simcox [SS]

Governor, Bromsgrove

Headteacher Fort Royal Special School
Headteacher The Bewdley School

Nursery Owner

Executive Diocesan Director of Education for
the The Diocese of Hereford and Diocese of
Worcester

Headteacher Franche Primary

Headteacher Evesham Nursery School
Headteacher Aston Fields Middle School
Headteacher Meadow Green

Assistant Director Education, Early Years,
Inclusion and Pupil Place Planning

Senior Finance Business Partner,
Worcestershire County Council

Finance Business Partner - Schools -
Worcestershire Conty Council

Early Years and Childcare Sufficiency and
Improvement Lead — Worcestershire County
Council

Virtual Headteacher and & Education
Engagement Lead

Chief Financial Officer, Worcestershire Conty
Council

Deputy Chief Financial Officer,
Worcestershire County Council



Daniela Carson [DCa] - Assistant Director for All Age Disability (0 —
25) — Worcestershire County Council

Jay Hart [JH] - Headteacher Kingfisher School

Ruth Bessant [RB] - Finance Business Partner - Schools -
Worcestershire Conty Council

2. Election of Chair and Vice Chair

Chair — Malcolm Richard was Proposed by EF and Seconded by ED with no
other nominees Malcolm accepted the position of Chair.

Vice Chair — Edward Francis was Proposed by MR and Seconded by ED with no
other nominees Malcolm accepted the position of Chair.

3. New members to the Forum
MR introduced the new member of the WSF:
e Dave Hadley-Pryce — Bewdley High School
e Andrea Hale — Aston Fields Middle School

4. Declaration of Interests

None raised.

5. Declaration of Potential Conflict of Interests with Items on the Agenda

None raised.

6. Minutes of the Last Meeting (15 January 2025)

Minutes agreed for accuracy.

7. Matters Arising from The Minutes

Free Schools Meals (FSM) auto-enrolment item 9 previous meeting — Some local
authorities have been able to implement this; at present this is not possible within
Worcestershire due to being a two-tier authority. The Department for Education
(DfE) are implementing a point of access system for them to do this themselves and
secondly. SW is working on this and could be a possible after the Local Government
Reorganisation (LGR). SW was asked to contact our MPs within Worcestershire by
letter requesting their support to implement this change.

Agenda 11d Breakfast clubs, NB updated WSF on the latest position to WSF, that
Breakfast Club early adopters are finding it challenging to manage with a mixed
picture on how this is working for schools, with some finding it is increasing use of
paid wraparound and other finding that the half-hour is sufficient. They are all saying
the funding is very tight. It is agreed that this is not working for pupils that have more
complex needs and is not cost-effective. This is an area that is being raised with the
DfE.

8. Cabinet

a. Financial position reported to Cabinet
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SW gave a verbal update on the financial position of the council, in the
absence of PR who was unable to attend. The latest budget monitoring is for
Period 3 (June) 2025/26 and indicates a breakeven position after use of
£11.3m of reserves (£3.7m less than the budgeted £15m due to corporate
underspends) and a further £33.6m of Exceptional Financial Support.

The Exceptional Financial Support process exists to support those councils
facing unmanageable financial pressures to enable the council to set a
balanced budget. This is not extra money, it is permission to borrow for
revenue purposes which has to be paid back.

Services are overspending by £10.7m offset by savings on corporate items
including a reduction in borrowing and Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP)
and a reduction in expected utilisation of the corporate contingency.

The Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) budget forecasts an overspend of £86.2
million against a total budget allocation of £291.8 million which is largely
contained within the High Needs block of the DSG.

The number of children with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) rose
by 4% during Quarter 1 to a total of 7,597. At this time last year, the number
was 6,315 which is an annual increase of 20%.

The accumulated deficit position for the DSG reserves at 1 April 2025 was a
deficit balance of £98.2m, built up from previous years’ overspends.
Considering the current forecast for 2025/26, the deficit balance is expected
to increase to £184.4m at year-end

Whilst the High Needs deficit has a statutory override until March 2028, there
is a need to recognise that if the override is removed without additional
government funding there will be a significant financial pressure for the
County Council. This remains a significant risk as at the end of March 2027
the forecast for this totals c£302.1m. The Council is also incurring borrowing
costs relating to funding the regular expenditure on High Needs placements
and support which has a direct impact on the revenue account.

SW explained the current position of the council’s DSG overspend and the
outcome of the external audit and what this means to the council.

It was agreed that a sub-group including members of the forum to be included
to allow a clearer understanding of the DSG deficit and allow them to promote
and develop system leadership in control plans for spend. It was agreed that
this group would have a period of meeting until after the next Statutory
Override finishes.

. Education Sufficiency Annual Update February 2025

SW discussed the annual report that is published for reference for WSF
information and reference of the forum. New version of this will be published
in Spring 2026. The process for calculating these assumptions has been
audited and validated by the DfE.



c. Review of Education Obligations (S106) Policy February 2025
SW gave a brief update on the updated policy that has come into effect.
SW confirmed that where large projects are taking place, the council looks at
the infrastructure needs for Highway and schools where necessary and then
follow the normal process.
The new housing targets that are being set are a risk for the local authority in
some areas terms of meeting education infrastructure needs between now
and 2040.

d. Worcester City Secondary School Update July 2025
SW confirmed the latest position and that an updated version of this will be
released shortly, with shortfall in places currently being considered in the
Malvern area.

e. WCC Cabinet Forward Plan
Nothing at present for Schools Forum.

9. Foxlydiate First and Nursery School DfE Key Decision New Schools & Academy
Conversions and Sponsorships

The slides are in the agenda pack provided, the local authority has been working
to have a model for new schools going forward up to 2040, so we don’t need to
recreate this each time. The only new school at present is Foxlydiate. This is a two-
form entry, with the scope to be a three-form entry to meet future housing needs.

The Enterprise Academy, which is a new SEND schools in Malvern. 120 place
provision that can be expanded, if necessary, which is planned to open in 2027.

SW confirmed that at a future meeting she will cover the rebuilding schools
programme funded by the DfE in Worcestershire.

10. Dedicated Schools Grant — High Needs Deficit Management Plan

SW presented this to WSF. This a current word version of the councils working
plan, as we feel this is easier for presentation than the DfE spreadsheet version.

HH confirmed the DfE are clear on what they want from the plan which is more
about mitigation of increasing the deficit and what is causing these issues. We
know at present that we are receiving about half of the amount needed to supply
the current services.

We are working with colleagues from NHS commissioners. ICB to examine joint
commissioning share. An issue exists of some EHCP costs for health provision
being met via High Needs funds.

It was also reiterated that this is the area the sub-group would be working on with
council officers.



11. Early Years — Funding Rates
a. Wraparound and Early Years Expansion Programme

The 30 hours roll-out has now been completed from the 1 September 2025.
We know that our 2-year-old take up appeared low last year and this was
where parent that were eligible for both working and Families in Receipt of
Additional Support (FRAS) had only applied under the working families’
criteria. We are now able to make sure that where this is the case, it is
recorded under the correct area, FRAS, then working families and has meant
so far this term we are back to pre-rollout levels.

The new EY Capital phase two has started, which still has limited funds so will
not allow for new building works. With submission needing the agreement of
the local authority. With a potential, phase 3, next year which will allow for
more flexibility on the allocated amount by the council.

NJ asked the question about will there be more flexibility around catchment
an sustainability. NB confirmed we will still be looking at the sufficiency
without destabilising private providers, or other schools.

NB also confirmed that market engagement around Early Years SEND
provision has also started, for provider private or schools to consider.

b. Early Years - Position following DfE Restating the Guidance on Charging

NB presented the paper, giving the local issues within Worcestershire, with
the effects hitting harder in the private sector. Within Worcester we believe
the sector is working appropriately, with the expectation of some parents out
reaching the requirement.

It was noted with thanks to NB for putting in briefing as soon as guidance was
released, to explain this to the providers. EY and finance have also supported
the sector with checking requirements. WSF wished to thank these teams for
their support and speedy action.

c. Early Years — Consultation — Inclusion Funding and Graduated Response

SW presented the report concerning the inclusion funding for Early Years, the
aim of the paper and consultation to try and match the funding to the right
pupils at the right time. WSF has been asked to agree the consultation for a
change to the funding model for April 2026.

WSF agreed unanimously to support the consultation to take place so that the
findings can be brought back to WSF for consideration and the
recommendation to the Councillor with Responsibility agreement.

12. School Block
a. Transfer from School Block to HLN 2026/27




RP presented the paper to the school. WSF considered this and then voted
unanimously to adopt the transfer of 0.5% of the school block to the HLN
block for the financial year 2026-27.

WSF continues to support this as a measure to support the HLN block, but
also knows that it is only aiding, with additional funding for HLN being what is
needed.

b. De-delegation for Mainstream schools and Central Block 2026/27

RP presented the paper to the school. WSF considered this and then voted
by sector for the de-delegation and increase in charges, and for the
expenditure of the Central Block for the financial year 2026-27.

c. Funding Mechanism for Schools 2026/27

RP presented the paper to the school. WSF considered this and then voted
unanimously to adopt this request from the council for financial year 2026-27,
that funding mechanism should be the same as prior year taking into
consideration that they had agreed agenda item 12a.

d. Disapplication Exceptional Premises 2026/27

RP presented the paper to the school. WSF considered this and then voted
unanimously to adopt this request from the council for financial year 2026-27,
to submit a request for a continuation of this disapplication for the three
schools.

e. Falling Rolls Funding 2026/27
RP presented the paper to the school. WSF considered this and then voted

they would like the council to consider this mechanism, then bring this back to
WSF for review and agreement for the next financial year.

f.  Amalgamation of Abbey Park First and Nursery & Abbey Park Middle 2026/27

RP Presented a briefing paper to WSF on the amalgamation of the two
schools as part of the Pershore Education Review, and the funding stream
that are normal in these situations, for the current financial year and next
financial year.

13. Maintained Schools’ Balances

RP Presented the School balances to WSF for reference, no comment from WSF
on specific matter from the report were raised.

14. Pupil Premium Plus

MS gave a quick briefing on what the funding that the Virtual School receive for
Looked After Children, and a plea to all to push the message to other schools
that we have money, which we are using, but if we could push more to schools so
they can target this for individual pupils this would be useful.

6



MS took away suggestion from the meeting for way to communicate this
message with schools more widely.

15. Section 19 Funding

MS presented the paper around Section 19 and to give further information to
WSF. He confirmed this is part of us being as transparent with forum on the
funding and cost of this service.

The funding is part of the High Needs Budget and is costing in the region of about
£5 million last year. So again, is another increase within the overspend of this

budget compared to prior years, especially pre pandemic.

16. Any other business

None

Meeting ended.
The meeting closed at 5.23 PM.

Date of next meeting

27 November 2025 at 2 pm via Teams
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Report To The Worcestershire Schools Forum (WSF)
Provisional School Funding Settlement 2026/27

1. Purpose
1.1 To advise the WSF on the provisional School Funding Settlement for 2026/27.

2. School Funding Settlement 2026/27

2.1 On 17 December 2025, the Department for Education (DfE) published details of the
provisional School Funding Settlement 2025/26 for the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG).
Summary details can be found on the following link: -

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dedicated-schools-grant-dsg-2026-to-2027

3. Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) 2026/27

3.1 The DSG settlement includes: -
e The DSG schools block allocated based on the new National Funding Formula

(NFF) schools block primary and secondary units of funding 2026/27 announced in
December 2025.

e The Central Services Schools (CSS) Block allocated on the DfE NFF.
e The High Needs (HN) Block allocated based on the DfE NFF announced in
December 2025.

e The Early Years (EY) Block allocated on the DfE NFF arrangements based on
forecast with the changes of EY expansion this year.

3.2 The 2025/26 provisional allocation is detailed in Table 1 under the notional DSG blocks.
This is prior to the recoupment deduction for Academies and non-LA maintained
specialist providers. It also compares the provisional allocations to the 2026/27 DSG
latest settlement.

Table 1: Provisional DSG Gross Settlement 2026/27

DSG Block 2025/26 2024/25 Variance

Budget Updated 2025/26 to

£000 December 2025 2026/27
£°000 £°000
Schools 454.796 474.641 +19.845
Pupil Growth Fund 1.995 2472 +477
S-T Schools 456.791 477.113 +20.322
Central Services 3.525 3.684 +0.159
High Needs 97.581 105.769 +8.188
Early Years 80.493 104.495 +24.002
TOTAL 638.390 691.061 +52.671
Notes

1A. Schools Block 2026/27 set by DfE as part of NFF policy September 2017 based upon:
e The October 2025 pupil census against the Primary and Secondary Units of
Funding (PUF) and (SUF) confirmed in December 2025.
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e Provides for NFF including mandatory sector Minimum Funding Levels (MFLs),
additional October 2026 pupil numbers and historic premises related factors
allocation £7.836m.

e Reflects the change in pupil numbers October 2024 to October 2025 of -592.5
(Primary -578; Secondary -14.5).

1B. Pupil Growth Fund £2.472m now on DfE formulaic basis. Reflects change in pupil
numbers between October 2024 and October 2025.

1C. Central School Services Block (CSSB) 2026/27 NFF formulaic allocation for centrally
retained statutory services £3.370m plus historic commitments £0.315m (reduced by a
further 20% by the DfE from 2025/26 allocation by £0.79m as part of their national

policy).

1D. Early Years Block 2026/27 provisional based upon Schools, Early Years and
Alternative Provision census data for Under 2’s, 2, 3 & 4-year olds from January 2024. The
final allocations will be updated based on termly census. Reflects an increase to the
allocated hourly rates for Under 2’s. 2-year-olds and 3- & 4-year-olds. With the full
implementation of the working family’s agenda.

3.3 An analysis of the difference between the NFF 2026/27 for the Schools, CSSB and
High Needs Blocks only between the initial allocations in March 2025 and the revised
allocations in December 2025 is detailed in Appendix 1.

3.4 The main aspects of each block are as follows: -
3.4.1 Schools Block

e There is an overall decrease in pupil numbers of 592.5 between October 2024 and
October 2025, which shows a decrease in primary (-578) and a decrease in
secondary (-14.5). This is detailed in Table 2.

e The budgetary impact for each school will depend on: -

» How their individual pupil numbers and other data sources vary between
October 2024 and October 2025.

» The impact across all schools and the MFG and any capping that might have to
be applied.

» The amount of Schools Block Funding to be allocated in the Local Schools
Funding Formula (LSFF) — this is discussed further under Agenda Item 8.

Table 2: Pupil Number Variations 2025/26 and 2026/27

Phase 2025/26 % 2026/27 % Note
October 2024 October 2025
Census Census
Primary 42,532.0 57.6 41,954.0 57.3 2A
Secondary 31,270.0 42.4 31,255.5 42.7 2A
Total 73,802 100.0 73,209.5 100.0
Note
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2A. There is no longer a reduction adjustment made for pupils in Specialist Provision in
mainstream schools. For each LA, the DfE transferred in 2018-19 a relevant amount to the
Schools Block DSG from the High Needs Block DSG to fund the additional pupil numbers.

3.4.2 High Needs Block

e The allocation of £105.769m reflects the increase in HN DSG allocated in 2026/27.

e The estimated net HN DSG in 2026/27 is £91.573m which is an increase of £5.824m
on 2025/26 of £85.749m. This reflects the proposed place deductions from the HN
block for SEN units in academies, maintained post 16 and NMSS providers is
detailed in Table 3. These are subject to change during the year.

Table 3: Estimated HN Place Deductions

DETAIL 2025/26 2026/27 Variance Note
Provisional Provisional
December January

2024 2025

£'m £'m £'m
HN DSG Gross 97.581 105.769 +8.188
Place Deductions
SEN Units Academies (1.102) (1.110) (0.008)
Pre and Post 16
Special Academies Pre and Post (8.040) (9.860) (1.820)
16
Alternative Provision (1.160) (1.300) (0.140) 3A
Academies Post 16 (0.030) (0.048) (0.018)
FE Providers (1.500) (1.878) (0.378)
S-T Deductions (11.832) (14.196) (2.364)
= HN DSG Net 85.749 91.573 +5.824

Note

3A. Currently this is only included at the 2025/26 level and does not reflect further
adjustments to be made for the any future academy conversions, the full year effect of
September 2026 AP places deductions and new AP place deductions from September
2026. So, there will still be a budget pressures for AP in 2025/26 and subsequent years.

3.5 The next steps in terms of the DSG notification are detailed in Table 4.
Table 4: Next Steps Timetable

Date Action

17 December 2025 2026/27 Schools Block and Pupil Growth Fund
2026/27 Central School Services Block
2026/27 High Needs Block
2026/27 Early Years Block
Provisional allocations all announced by DfE
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Early to Mid-January 2025 Further consideration by LAs on the 2026/27
Schools Block Local Schools Funding Formula
(LSFF)

22 January 2026 LAs submit final APT for Schools Block LSFF
formula 2026/27

February 2026 DfE publication of 2026/27 HN places at institution
level

28 February 2026 Deadline for LAs to confirm School Budget Shares
to maintained schools and specialist providers

31 March 2026 Deadline for DfE to confirm General Annual Grant
(GAG) to academies open by January 2026

April 2026 DfE confirms 2026/27 DSG to be paid to LAs after

recoupment for academies and deductions for HN
places in academies and post 16

June 2026 Early Years Block updated for January 2025 Early
Years pupil numbers for financial year 2025/26

4. Pupil Premium Grant (PPG) Funding

4.1 The DfE have confirmed that PPG will continue in 2026/27

4.2 For 2026/27 the eligibility criteria for the pupil premium will remain unchanged, but
the DfE will be using October 2025 school census data to calculate pupil premium
allocations. Exceptions to that include alternative provision and pupil referral units where
eligibility will continue to be based on the January census.

5. Other Grant Funding

5.1 Teacher Pay Additional Grant, Teacher Pension Employer Contribution Grant and
Core School Budget Grant will continue for Special Schools and Alternative Provision.

5.2 Universal Free School Meals will continue as in prior year the funding rates have not
been released.

5.3 PE Sports Premium has not been confirmed after the end of the current academic year
at present.

6. Recommendation

6.1 The WSF notes and discusses the above allocations.

Robert Phillips

Finance Business Partner - Schools
Worcestershire County Council
January 2026
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Worcestershire 885 - Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) - Schools, Central Schools Services And High Needs Only

2025-26 Estimate 2025 Vs. 2026-27 Initial Estimate 2026

Schools Block (SB)

Primary Unit of Funding (PUF)
Secondary Unit of Funding (SUF)

Historic Premises
Formulaic Pupil Growth Fund

Central School Services

Block (CSSB)

Formulaic CSS NFF
Historic Commitments

High Needs Block (HNB)

Formulaic HN NFF

= Total Gross DSG Excluding
Early Years

Notes

This is the Gross DSG indicative allocation Prior to academy and high needs places recoupment.

This analysis excludes the EY DSG.

Historic Premises

------------------ 2025-26
Latest
December 2024
Units Of Pupil Nos.
Funding October 2024
£
5,402.95 42,532.00
6,954.97 31,270.00
73,802.00

=SB

=CSSB

=HNB

21-22 APT Baseline

Split Site

Rates

Exceptional Premises

PFI Baseline + RPI(X)
'£3.276 + 2.3%

£'m

229.798
217.482

447.280

7.516
1.995

456.791

3.131
0.393

97.581

97.581
557.897

0.347
3.788
0.029

3.352

7.516

2026-27
Provisional
December 2025
Units Of Pupil Nos.
Funding October 2025
£

5,683.82 41,954.00
7,305.79 31,255.50
73,209.50

26-27 APT Baseline

Split Site

Rates

Exceptional Premises

PFI Baseline + RPI(X)
£3.352 * 4.2%

£'m

238.459

228.346

466.805

7.836
2472

477.113]

477113

3.370
0.315

3.684]

105.769

105.769]

586.566]

0.351
3.966
0.026

3.492

7.836]

.................. Variance
Units Of Pupil Nos.
Funding

280.87 -578
350.82 -14.5
-592.5

£'m

8.661

10.864

19.525

0.319
0.477

0.238
-0.079

8.188

8.188
| 28.669|

Comments

%

) Updated using the DfE 2026-27 PUF and SUF.
) Will be updated for the October 2025 pupil numbers.

See Below.

4.45%

This change does include previous grant into the School Block

) Reflects DfE policy to reduce the allocations of all LAs by a further 20%.
) Significant impact for the Early Intervention Family Support Service (EIFS).

4.53%

8.39%

5.14%

Within this section we have made some assumption to match the funding
this is likely to be a different split when exact figures known and different %
increases.

~— — — — —
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Report to the Worcestershire Schools Forum (WSF)
School Block 2026/27 Funding

1. Purpose

1.1

To update the Worcestershire Schools Forum on the school block funding rates and
variances necessary after the 0.5% transfer of school block to high needs.

2. Background

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

On the 9 October WSF agreed to transfer 0.5% of school block to the high needs
block for financial year 2026/27.

This amount is £2,385,563. The full school block is £477,112,652, which is made up
of Primary Unit of Funding and Secondary Unit of Funding of £466,805,104, Historic
Premises (including PFI) £7,835,719 and Pupil Growth Funding of £2,471,830.

The transfer to high needs in 2025/26 is £2,283,957, compared to the £2,385,563 a
difference of £101,606.

In financial year 2025/26 this reduction was managed by reducing the Age Weighted
Pupil Unit (AWPU) for all age groups by the same amount £45 and keeping the
Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) at the minimum of -0.5% and capping 0.5%
increase.

All other areas of the school block funding matched the National Funding Formula
(NFF) recommended rates.

3. Current Position

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

The local authority had two options. Option 1 to keep with the same amount for all
age groups or option 2 to vary this figure by a set percentage for all age ranges.

To take the same amount from all Age Weighted Pupil Units (AWPU), this would be
£50.36 per group. This would then equate to a reduction of the following percentage
rates on the schools AWPU Primary 1.24%, KS3 0.89%, and KS4 0.79%. This also
sets the MFG as the highest of 0.0%, with no capping.

Option 2 this equated to a 1% reduction in the AWPU rates for all age groups, so a
reduction of £40.64 for Primary, £56.86 for KS3, and £64.10 for KS4. This again
means we can set the MFG at the highest allowed of 0.0% with no capping.

Option 1 would mean a small deficit of £286.61 which would be taken from the
Growth Fund. Option 2 has a small surplus of £678.04 which would be added to the
Growth Fund for this year. In financial year 2025/29 the growth fund covered the
deficit of £94,706.71, which is permissible under the regulations as they are both
within the same funding block.

The local authority is going with option 2 as the fairer model to use for our
Worcestershire Schools, taking into account the other funding rates for Secondary
are also higher than for primary schools.

This does not affect the minimum per pupil funding level set by Government for
primary £5,115, KS 3 £6,388, KS4 £7,018, and Secondary £6,640. The amount used
to calculate against is normally either primary or secondary, unless a school only had
KS3 or KS4.

The minimum per pupil funding level is calculated by taking the school block funding
including MFG excluding rates and PFI and then dividing by the pupils within the
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funding then making sure that this amount fits the correct level. Within our funding
calculation all Worcestershire schools are above this funding amount.

3.9 Minimum funding per pupil funding level and the AWPU should not be confused as
the AWPU is a factor within the funding formula and this on the full amount..

3.10 The next step is for us to submit the proposed funding formula to the Department for
Education on 22 January 2026. They will then check that we have followed the
regulations and guidance and confirm.

4. Recommendation
41 For WSF to discuss and note

Robert Phillips

Finance Business Partner - Schools
Worcestershire County Council
January 2026
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Report to the Worcestershire Schools Forum (WSF)
Nursery Education Funding (NEF) Rates 2026/27

1. Purpose

1.1

To update the WSF on the planned funding rates for financial year 2026/27.

2. Background

The consultation in December 2023 set in principle the method for calculating the

The local authority will hold centrally 3% of all funding rates 3&4- year-olds, under
2’s and 2-year-olds funding, to fund the services for early years within the local
authority, and back-office services supporting the sector. From the retained section,
the local authority will set up a scheme to support providers with short-term financial
support during a period of exceptional circumstances, on the condition they are
required for Early Years sufficiency and that they are financially viable in the long-

The local authority would also use 1% for contingency due to ongoing changes with
pupil number and funding received, and 1% for deprivation funding to the sector.

Funding for NEF is based on hours per week. The number of weeks any child is
available to receive is either 15 or 30 hours depending on eligibility multiplied by 38.
This then gives any pupil a maximum number of hours in a year of either 570 or
1140 hours, this can be stretched over the 52 weeks but cannot used in less than

21
funding rates for future years.
2.2
term.
2.3
2.4
the 38 weeks.
2.5

In response to the recent Early Years Inclusion Funding Consultation, the Early
Years Inclusion funding will be supported by 0.50% from the funding; this is an
increase from the previous £0.01 contribution made from the Early Years Block.

3. Current Position

3.1 The funding rates to the local authority for financial year 2025/26 will be the
following:
Funding Area Rate Rate Increase
2025/26 2026/27 (%)
3&4-Year-olds £5.71 £6.01 5.25%
2-Year-olds £7.71 £8.11 5.19%
Under 2’s £10.45 £10.98 5.07%
Early Years Pupil Premium £1.00 £1.15 15%
(EYPP)
Disability Access Funding (DAF) £938 £9752 3.94%
Maintained Nursery School £5.27 £5.473 37.95%
Supplementary
Table 1 - Funding Rates to Local Authority
3.2 EYPP to match the amount received at £1.15 per hour, for eligible pupils for a
maximum of 15 hours per week or stretched alternative amount.
3.3 DAF is paid out as the lump sum to eligible children once a year. The parent has the

decision on which provision receives this funding, but it can only be paid to one.

" For eligible children only
2 For eligible children only
3 For children 3&4-year-olds for their universal entittlement, as per the school census.
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3.4 Table 1 gives the funding rates that the council is going to fund for financial year

2026/27.
Funding Age Hourly Rate Hourly Rate Increase
Group 2025/26 2026/27 (%)
3&4 Year Olds £5.37 £5.68 +5.77%
Two Year Olds £7.33 £7.67 +4.64%
Under Two’s £9.93 £10.38 +4.53%

Table 2 - NEF Funding Rates 2026/27

3.5 The funding for deprivation is calculated using the Income Deprivation Affecting
Children Index (IDACI), this is based on the child’s home postcode. Table 2 gives
the funding rates for financial year 2026/27. This funding is given on all the NEF
hours the child attends.

IDACI Band Hourly Supplement
(using child’s home
postcode)
A £1.50
B £1.10
C £0.60
D £0.20

Table 3 - IDACI - Deprivation Funding Rates

3.6 The Maintained Nursery School Supplementary grant is updated through the
financial year based on the nursery schools school census. The local authority
transfers the full amount to the nursery school in March each year.

3.6 We are planning to send out a letter to all providers of NEF funding sharing these

rates early next week so they can plan for the changes.

4. Recommendation

41 This is for forum to note and discuss.

Rob Phillips
Finance Business Partner —

Schools

Worcestershire County Council

January 2026
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Report to the Worcestershire Schools Forum (WSF)
Early Years Inclusion Funding

1. Purpose

1.1
1.2

To seek agreement from the WSF to change the Early Years Inclusion Funding.

If WSF agree to this recommendation we will be asking the Councillor with
responsibility to agree this change to the Early Years Inclusion Funding from April
2026.

2. Background

2.1

2.2

2.3

In March 2024 an exercise was undertaken regarding early years setting capacity
building, sufficiency planning and supporting working parents. This outlined several
proposals, one of which was to review the hourly rates as given for the Early Years
Inclusion Funding Supplement. Through the Early Years Stakeholder meetings, the
issue of funding in the Early Years sector was raised and discussed by settings.

In December 2024 a further summary was produced with the suggested rates and
criteria, and since that time financial modelling has been carried out to show potential
impact of keeping the current system and moving to the proposed new funding rates.
This was shared at the WCC Childcare Management Meeting on 16th May 2025. This
meeting provides WCC strategic oversight of the childcare expansion programme and
commissioning of the sector.

WSF agreed that the council could consult with all Early Years Providers over the
autumn term.

3. Current Position

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

This indicative and historic budget is overspent and is on an upwards trend. There is
an increase in the number of children not receiving their full NEF entitlement due to
settings challenge in meeting needs. Early Years Providers have autonomy over a
£1m spend and there is concern over the active monitoring of this in terms of
outcomes for children. The Local Authority needs a greater confidence in the control
of the budget and allocation of funds.

Some providers are not claiming the correct level of funding and although they are
supporting complex children, in some cases they are reducing the hours offered to the
child due to financial implications. This results in children not being able to access their
full NEF entitlement.

This proposal therefore is not about reducing spend, but to control spend and more
critically, getting the funding to the right children at the right level at the right time to
meet their needs.

We are aware of further significant policy changes that should support the sector and
better meet needs. These include the Best Start for Life Strategy and the setting of
GLD targets for children, along with the expected SEND White Paper that is indicating
the recognition and support for early years SEND support. Simplifying and controlling
this current process of funding can be consulted upon and implemented as not
detrimental to meeting children’s needs under new policy.

Table 1 below shows the increase in spend that has occurred over time; it must also
be recognised that the change in entitlement to 9 month to 3-year-olds will also have
impacted on the overall number of children attending an Early Years Provider, and
attending earlier, which impacts on identification of need at an earlier age.
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Year Total Spend Sample Breakdown of spend

2020/2021 £1,214,090 £1,156,605.40 GR Levels / Exceptional
£328,227.26 / £57,000 2-yr-old funding

2021/2022 £1,671,211 £1,453,465.89 GR Levels / Exceptional
£302470.21 / £88,306 2-year-old funding

2022/2023 £1,951,653 £2,102,059.05 GR Levels / Exceptional
£ /£94,525.97 2-year-old funding

2024/2025 (last financial £3,269,190 £1,857,127.51 GR Levels / Exceptional

year) £1,003,777.22 | £477,266.86 Under 2's
& 2—-3-year-old funding.

Table 2 — anticipated costs with identified budget of £2,163,580

Year 2025-2026

Expected Total Spend

Model used

Expected rise owing to £3,319,190
childcare entitlement

expansion impact

Based on current funding
model

£2,762,480

We predict the new model
may spend, to include a
'Universal' payment for the
Graduated Response

Includes 50% of GR4's to Level 1

£2,962,480

New model with risk factor of
50% of GR3's to Level 2 in addition
to above GR4’s to Level 1

4. Proposal
41

The tables of information above show that by continuing with the same funding model,

we are likely to continue to spend over £1,155,610 beyond the indicative allocation.
With the new model we can have greater control and potentially reduce this overspend

by between £798,900 and £598,900.

4.2 The risks and analysis

Risk

Mitigation

From analysing live examples, we can see
some providers will be worse off using the
new model.

Support and intervention from Area
SENDCo’s will mitigate for this.

If setting’s do not receive funding previously
expected they may state that children’s
needs cannot be met — this may mean
children do not have access to provision

Support and intervention from Area
SENDCo’s will mitigate for this.

From analysing individual cases, we
believe, in some cases, providers have
been claiming less than they should have
been. Providers claiming GR4 rather than
Challenge / Exceptional. So, our future
predictions on a new model cost may not
be accurate.

We have included a risk factor of 50%
increase of GR3's & GR4's to Level 1's,
based on samples taken, which allow
demonstrate an increase to our predicted
budget, would still be under our predicted
current spend.
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Predictions are assumed This data is only a picture of one time,
however, the themes the data is telling us
remains the same. If we wait for new data,
the themes will likely continue.

If we do nothing, we will be at least The proposed funding changes allows a
£1.2million over allocated amount, likely more accurate distribution of funds, based
more including trend data for rising SEN. on need.

In the current model, providers tell us what | The new model allows us to change the
they want to claim, control over moderation | system to facilitate the LA to be in control of
and decision making is a weakness the distribution & allocation for future
funding.

4.3 Managing risks - The monitoring aspect is critical to the success of any new model,
and to enable this to be effectively carried out we already have agreement for a
Business Support Officer to support managing and monitoring this budget. To further
ensure the LA are taking responsibility for this budget, there would be a panel
established of LA officers (could include sector representation for moderation) to
review applications made by providers and funding given based on needs and required
provision.

4.4 Proposal - Implementation of new rates from April 2026, with processes around
allocation of funds in place at the same time, following the sector consultation.

5. Outcome of Consultation

5.1 The overall response is positive to the changes in the method of allocating the funding
for Early Years Inclusion Funding. The majority of providers do not want the current
funding rates to be reduced to cover this cost but do agree that the inclusion funding is
targeted to children with complex SEND.

5.3 The majority believe this would allow funded children to be able to receive their full
entitlement of hours and that a small hourly supplement for emerging need would be
supportive.

5.2 Appendix 1 gives a breakdown of the results of the consultation with the Early Years
Sector, relating to the Early Years Inclusion Funding.

5.2 Appendix 2 gives a breakdown of the sector comments included within the consultation
with the Early Years Sector, relating to the Early Years Inclusion Funding.

5.3 Appendix 3 gives the proposed criteria for the funding levels for reference.

6. Recommendation

6.1 The recommendation is that WSF support this change to the funding mechanism for
Early Years Inclusion Funding, in their role as a consultative group representing the
sector.

Rob Phillips

Finance Business Partner - Schools
Worcestershire County Council
January 2026
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Report to the Worcestershire Schools Forum (WSF)
Early Years Inclusion Funding
Appendix 1

The total response received were 56 the breakdown of the provider that responded to
the consultation are as follows:

Childminder -5 (8.93%)

Day Nursery — 24 (42.86%)

Pre-School-9 (16.07%)

School-based Nursery — 17 (30.36%)

Wraparound - 1(1.78)

Question 1 - Additional EY's SEND funding could only be allocated by reducing the
hourly NEF rate to cover any increased costs.

Do you agree with the principle of maintaining the current NEF hourly rates, without
adding additional resource into the EY's SEND funding?

No: 34 (60.71%)

Yes: 22 (39.29%)

Question 2 - Do you agree with the principle of reallocating the current EY's SEND
spend to target support towards children with complex SEND?

22 (39.29) No with 34 (60.71%) Yes

Question 3 - Would higher levels of EY's Inclusion funding enable you to offer children
with complex SEND their full NEF entitlement?

13 (23.21%) No with 43 (76.79%) Yes

Question 4 - We are proposing to include a small hourly supplement to support 0-4-
year-old children with emerging and low-level SEND.

Do you agree with this approach?

7 (12.50%) No with 49 (87.50%) Yes
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Question 5 - We are proposing to simplify the current EY's Inclusion Supplement model and
application process, replacing GR2, GR3, GR4, GR4 + Challenge and Exceptional rates with 4 levels of
funding with clear criteria for each.

4 (7.14%) No with 52 (92.86%) Yes

Question 6 - The proposed criteria for Level 1 are as follows:
The child:

e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process

e Requires additional resources to ensure SEND needs are met, as recommended
by at least 1 external professional for example SALT

e Does not have an EHCP in place

Children eligible for Level 1 EY's SEND funding would have similar needs to children
currently receiving the EY's Inclusion Supplement at GR4.

17 (30.36%) No with 39 (69.64%) Yes

Question 7 - The proposed criteria for Level 2 are as follows:
The child:

e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process Has significant SEND needs as
demonstrated by the EYFS profile and graduated approach evidence

e May/may not have an EHCP in place

e Has ongoing support from at least 2 external agencies

e Fundingrequestis supported by a member of ISS

e Will have a moderate level of need relating to vision loss/deafness, as
determined by the Sensory Impairment Team

e Provider must be registered as good or outstanding with Ofsted

Children eligible for Level 2 EY's SEND funding would have similar needs to children
currently receiving the EY's Inclusion Supplement at Exceptional.

24 No (42.86%) with 32 (57.14%) Yes

Question 8 - The proposed criteria for Level 3 are as follows:

The child:
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e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process.

e Has significant and complex life-long SEND needs, identified by the Sensory
Impairment Service or Physical Disability Outreach Team. Profound level of loss
means they will require BSL or Braille to access learning and in the case of VI,
require 1:1 support to ensure safety in the setting as well as access to learning.

e May/may not have an EHCP in place, although assessment is likely to have been
requested.

e Requires a high level of adult support whilst attending an EY's setting

e Support staff require additional training and/or qualifications, which are not
typically required to support a child with SEND

Do you agree with the proposed criteria for Level 3?

21 (37.50%) No with 35 (62.50%) Yes

Question 9 - The proposed criteria for Level 4 are as follows:
The child:

e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process

e Significant and complex life-long SEND needs, identified by the Sensory
Impairment Service or Physical Disability Outreach Service.

e 2:1 supportrequired to meet health and education needs whilst attending an
EY's setting.

e May/may not have an EHCP in place, however an EHCP would be expected to be
in place prior to starting statutory education.

e Known to Continuing Healthcare Team

e Known to Disabled Children's Social Care Team.

e Support staff require additional training and/or qualifications, which are not
typically required to support a child with SEND56 responses with 18 No with 38
Yes

Do you agree with the proposed criteria for Level 4?

18 (32.14%) No with 38 (67.86%) Yes
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Report to the Worcestershire Schools Forum (WSF)
Early Years Inclusion Funding
Appendix 2 Comments from the Consultation

Question 1 - Additional EY's SEND funding could only be allocated by reducing the
hourly NEF rate to cover any increased costs.

Do you agree with the principle of maintaining the current NEF hourly rates, without
adding additional resource into the EY's SEND funding?

That is suggesting that you give with one hand and take with the other - pointless

We are only just scrapping through with the rates as it is, so reducing them could cause more
nurseries to close, which would mean less spaces for SEND available. Not all nurseries have large
numbes of SEND children to help cover the costs

it is difficult to support the children on the current rate

As the majority of our children use funded hours and these already don’t cover the cost of running
our setting, the thought of reducing the hourly rate will either force our hand to pass the reduction on
to parents in some way or close our doors

The NEF funding is low enough as it is - reducing it woudl cause more issues for providers. If there is
not enough funding for SEND children then the Government needs to come up with a way to make
more money available

This is not a solution. You can’t cut off one to add onto another. It will not help any setting. Don’t
increase the funding for send and settings will start to refuse to take them. Cut NEF and settings won’t
afford to provide resources to meet eyfs. No one will win!

Nursery's would not be able to function on a lower NEF rate and this should at least be maintained. If
the NEF rate is reduced to allocate funding to SEND this will significantly impact the general running of
nurseries. Therefore, even if settings have a large number of SEND children; their basic offer would be
reduced and the pressure of having the children with SEND would be similar to it is now. If a setting
has low numbers of send, it would be asking them to function on less than they do now and this
would not be possible. However, | do not agree that additional resources should not be added to EY
SEND funding for some children, particularly the most significant.

If we are referring to the challenge/exceptional funding, | feel that this should be reviewed and
increased. With the NEF hours and extra hours some children attend, the challenge funding does not
even meet the national minimum wage of hiring a 1:1. We had a child attending 40 hours in receipt
of Exceptional funding attending 40 hours per week, as their funding was stretched the exceptional
only covered 22 hours per week It is hardly fair that settings are to supplement this further or for
settings to recoup the costs from the families in order for the wages of their 1:1 to met.

Then there is the added cost of completing the necessary paperwork essential for these children to be
assessed for an EHCNA. . Which then leads me to highlight the funding gap between a school setting
and group provision once an EHCP has been Granted. This funding remains the same where a school
setting is awarded a much higher funding rate (after the group provision has completed the hard task
of securing the EHCP in the first place).

However the Graduated Response supplement for each stage 2, 3 and 4 | believe is sufficient.

Some of our children get deprivation funding and then move to EYPP just because of their postcode.
They do not have gaps in their learning and parents are not struggling financially and don't need
support for extra sessions etc f this was targeted better then there would be additional funding for
children with complex needs.
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| think the question is unclear.

Too many children are in need of support but there is not sufficient funding to meet their needs as it
cannot fund additional adults.

| do think settings need additional EY SEND funding but it can’t be to the detriment of the NEF hourly
rate. It is already impossible to cover salaries, on costs and overheads with the current hourly rate.

The current NEF rate needs to be maintained, however SEND funding is also needed

It is already very difficult to maintain the cost of staffing to child ratio at the current funding level. If
the amount is reduced it would put the Pre School and the school into further deficit and mean we
may have to think about closing. | fundamentally disagree.

The hourly NEF rate is already insufficient and children without SEND should not be penalised
anymore than they are.

My preschool would not be sustainable if you reduce the NEF funding rates. | only just about cover
costs now with all the extra costs from our government to run a small business Reducing the NEF rate
will cripple me........ Although the SEN funding is abysmal | am coping at the present time.

We are seeing more children arriving with additional needs but funding is currently not enough to
employ additional staff where 1:1 support is needed

nurseries are being compromised budget wise currently without the rates being reduced. Additional
send budget should recognise the additional needs within the setting and support settings in ensuring
that everything can be done to support the child

More funding is required due to the high percentage of children in Early Years with more complex
needs and the capacity to meet their needs.

Children with SEND need additional resources.

For children who need additional staffing, the amount offered doesn't cover the full amount of
support needed.

All children including those with SEND need to be funded on what their provision costs- no one child is
more deserving than any other but all children deserve to have a provision that meets their needs
More funding is needed for SEND pupils in EYFS setting with complex needs. We have children who
are non-verbal, have no awareness of dangers, cannot feed themselves or operate without a 1:1. We
are currently using existing staff to support need but this is taking away TAs from other work in the
school e.g. interventions, supporting the class teacher, reading groups, lunchtime supervision. We are
exhausting all adults in the school with no extra funding!

why take it off one to give us the same amount?

We are having a increasing number of children with complex Send issue requiring reduce ratios and
we already do not get the money to cover the additional staffing. We currently have 5 complex SEND
children in our pre-school room and out of them 3 are on the EHCP pathway and we are struggling to
meet needs. Sadly there is more children with additional needs and not enough places or support for
them we are letting them down.

| can’t see how you can take money away from providers when many are struggling to make ends
meet as it is.

We would not be able to meet the needs of children with additional needs in our setting without
additional funding. However if the hourly NEF rate was reduced, we would become financially
unviable and we would have no option but to consider closing our nursery and pre school provision
Just because a child does not present with send doesn’t mean they don’t deserve a high quality
provision that the current rate just about funds.

Just because a child doesn't present SEN doesn't mean they dont deserve a high quality early years
provision, which is what the current NEF funds.

The current NEF hourly rate should absolutely not be reduced, we should be prioritising the most
vulnerable youngest people in our community and the support they receive without further punishing
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the rest of the children and the funding they receive to pay for their early education., The council and
government needs to cut back spending on other ridiculous things that should not be used to waste
council tax payers money!! For example the budget shows that only £168 M went into investing in the
future of our children, including those most vulnerable, however £322 M went into Adult Social Care. |
think if we invested more time into our young children now, less would grow up with mental health
and less would fall into adult social care needs.

| would like to see current NEF rates at least maintained with additional funding for SEND

| believe the eligibility for the NEF entitlement could be reviewed, reflecting priority for lower-income
families being entitled, and therefore, the additional money could be used to support SEND funding.
the current NEF hourly rates do not match what we as a nursery need to charge hourly to keep the
nursery functioning at the outstanding standard we want to offer.

The hourly rate isn't enough now for any child

Reducing any funding will not support settings. Settings are at a loss!

We feel that this approach would effectively act as a cap on SEND funding and mean that funding
would not be appropriate to meet all children's needs. This process would mean you would gain by
having all children funded with their NEF hours but you would lose SEND funding. On principle we
should we would prefer the LA to lobby for more SEND funding from central govermnent and not
make us have to chose.

Question 2 - Do you agree with the principle of reallocating the current EY's SEND
spend to target support towards children with complex SEND?

Nurseries should not be expected to cover the shortfall in funding of children who need 1 to 1 support
we are struggling as it is

This would be great in theory but not to the detriment of cutting costs else where as this could cause
nurseries more financial struggles in other areas.

Yes there are lots more complex children within main stream nurseries that require extra support
The exceptional funding plus funding hourly rate don’t cover an hourly wage let alone anything else
what goes with a complex needs child.

Again the Government needs to allocate more funding centrally to meet this need

All children should be entitled to the support they need not be deprived of support because their
needs are not complex enough

All children with SEND should have access to some additional support, this may not need to be as
costly for some but to take away the opportunity to meet the needs of our youngest learners at the
first possible opportunity would be counterproductive and not aligned with research/guidance. To
also assume that settings can try to meet the need of less complex send without the financial support
to upskill staff etc would be unfair. | would agree that more complex send could need access to a large
proportion of money but it should not be reallocated completely.

| believe if you reviewed how child qualifies for GR2, 3 and 4, we have had children that qualify for
GR4 but we haven't claimed it because their although the children have greater needs it doesn't
necessarily warrant the being on the graduated response level. Which could mean that some if this
spend could reallocated.

Some of the children with Speech and language we support in small group exercises and no additional
funding is required.

Children who don’t meet the criteria for complex still need additional support that has financial costs.
See earlier comment.
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We have more children who need 1-1 which we just cannot support with the current funding system
and staffing issues. Children who need 1-1 should be offered care in specialised settings which are set
up for their needs, have staff specifically trained. The current system is failing the SEND children and
the other children who are not receiving as much interaction as staff are having to prioritise the SEND
children for their own safety and safety of the children.

Targeting the most complex needs will work as | can not cover the costs of employing 1:1 staff under
the current levels and | am out of pocket supporting these children and offering the very best service
that | can. Every year for the past 3 years we have supported children with severe needs and gained
EHCPs for them. the work involved in these children is vast and more and more work is put on us each
year.

More funding in this area would allow settings to employ and pay additional staff accordingly
All children with SEND require some form of additional support and schools need the budget to be
able to provide this.

The additional resources needed for complex SEND are the most costly e.g. staffing

As long as other children with SEND needs aren't passed over to do this. Some children who are just
under SALT still require lots of extra support in order to support their development and prepare them
for school.

All children including those with SEND need to be funded on what their provision costs - no one child
is more deserving than any other but all children deserve to have a provision that meets their needs
This is where it is needed the most. Children with complex needs who need an adult to support their
needs.

The complex need children need more adult support for longer that costs more

It is also very hard to find the staffing to do this.

All children need the right support for their needs. You can’t take away from one group to give to
another. As a childminder the children should all be funded equally anyway as we can only have three
children at a time. We cannot provide adequate 1:1 support with only one pair of hands and we do
not necessarily want to recruit help as we don’t want to open the minefield of employment law.

We are unable to effectively meet the needs of the children we currently have on roll whose needs do
not meet the criteria for exceptional and challenge funding. To reduce or remove the option of
supplying funding for those children will significantly impact on them achieving their potential in the
early years provision. We would have to give more consideration before accepting a child and offering
the full entitlement of hours.

Currently we have on roll children with complex and significant SEND needs. We struggle to offer
places, maintain experienced and impactful staff on the current funding levels. We are expected to
monitor development, signpost to referrals, commence EHCP's and provide a bespoke provision for
complex and varying needs within a maintstream setting. Current funding levels are inadequate but
removing funding from the lower needs children will cause different problems and children will suffer
as a consequence. We are an incredibly inclusive setting and offer lots of SEN support and provision as
a matter of course but we still struggle to meet need and remain financially viable.

If this does happen this will unfairly disadvantage those with uncomplex send needs.
If this happens, children with uncompleted SEN needs would become compromised.

Children who are not complex but need support still need SEND funding to give interventions, 121
support and practitioners who are trained and knowledgable, so that these children make progress in
order to access mainstream education.

All children deserve support with SEND
Each child should be supported with a level of funding that is required to their individual need.
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Funding should be provided for all children regardless of their level of SEND need. No child with SEND
should lose out in order to provide for a child with complex SEND. This process would be significantly
improved if the LA recognised their Legal responsibility to appropriately fund nursery aged childfren
with EHC plans already in existence.

Question 3 - Would higher levels of EY's Inclusion funding enable you to offer children
with complex SEND their full NEF entitlement?

If we got the right amount of funding we could employ staff and increase hours

Spaces within the nursery are limited, and sometimes the environment is just not right to support
these children.

If it was high enough | imagine it would. Currently we offer our children all their entitlement because
we can and feel it’s important that children have equal rights to spaces

With adequate funds then more children's needs can be met - however often a 1:1 is needed and
there are rarely enough funds for that.

But only if it is not deducted from the NEF children without SEND

It would be very much child dependent and setting dependent. If the setting had the right
spaces/resources and was able to employ/train/find the right people to support the needs of the child
then this is a possibility. However money alone would not completely enable this. There needs to be
specialist trained people available who are able to work within setting with the children with the most
complex need.

yes as some need a reduced ration of staffing so only able to do this if we have the funding

Possibly

This would depend and be on a case by case basis.

It would also depend on the proposed amount of money and whether this comes closer to covering
increased staffing and resource costs.

Currently the additional does not equate to the staffing costs of providing additional support for those
children with complex needs. Those with SALT who are accessing provision that is ordinarily available
with a few short 1:1 sessions to support meeting targets can claim additional money but this is really
now our ordinarily available. It would be more beneficial to not have extra money for them for
example but to have more for those who require 1:1 support.

It would still be too costly!

whilst higher funding would help | still don't feel that children with complex SEND should be in
mainstream settings.

Yes as | could staff the preschool to support the child's needs correctly Its not about making a profit
for me its just about covering the costs of the equipment needed and the support of the professional
dedicated staff to look after and support the child.

We already to support families to access the full nef entitlement, often at a cost to ourselves as a
setting

This would obviously depend on the percentage increase in order to do this successfully.

But this is dependent on being able to recruit staff.

We already offer the full entitlement

there are not enough specialist nursery places to do this

This would need to be the full cost of a TA and not partial which is the case with most EHCPS. The
funding never covers the cost of the support, ket alone the on costs attached to that.

Yes it would but sometimes depend on the needs of the child and how they are coping in the setting
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We already run at a loss for our current SEND children to ensure they get this.

Last year | ran with a child on a 1:1 who attend 5 days a week 8-5 at a loss to meet the child's needs
now this child has gone to school and School are only allocating this child 2 hours a day because they
can't meet need.

Again | only have one pair of hands

We currently have several children on roll with complex SEND needs. Due to financial restraints, we
often have to ensure these children are not in the same sessions and therefore cannot always offer
the full NEF entitlement. We have also had to refuse children places as we do not have the funding in
place to support them and cannot afford the staffing levels and on costs required to support this. We
are a mainstream setting that promotes inclusivity. A reflection of this is that our primary school has
45 children out of 280 who have an EHCP. This is not including children who require SEN support and
further assessment.

This would allow us to seek extra staff to provide one to one which our current allowance does not
allow.

Higher level would allow extra staff to be employed to enable a one to one care.

YEs, we could pay for a 1:1 or reduced ratio

It would depend on whether additional staffing was available

Depends on the complexity, depends on whether our environment would be right for them, depends
on employing the right 121 staff they would need, depends on the dynamics of the cohort, if we had
too many complex needs children with 121 adults the classrooms would be overwhelmed with adults.
If the funding enabled setting to have a 1:1 for children's specific needs

We are supporting 4 children with 1:

1 at a cost to our setting each session 9-12, 123 or 9-3, on reflection could we take anymore children
in capacity of children and adults, would be my question for the future?

However, depending on the levels of SEND needs and funding provided, the child/ren may still not be
able to access their full NEF entitlement hours.

As a provider we do offer all of our children with SEND needs their full entitlement anyway, howveer
to do this we are using more of our school budget as SEND funding does not currently meet needs
and, therefore, the wider school is losing out as our finanaces are constantly stretched.

This would help to offer a lower ratio to support those with SEND

Question 4 - We are proposing to include a small hourly supplement to support 0-4 year
old children with emerging and low-level SEND.

Do you agree with this approach?

This would help with supporting the children

This helps provide some extra targeted support for some interventions such as speech, small group
work or OT exercises.

| believe this is what currenlty happens with GR process

No

| would question what 'low-level' SEND would be. | would also questions how it is determined that it
has passed the threshold to no longer low level.

| feel that this will not solve the problem.

| think most needs at this level can be managed in ordinary provision more help with more complex
needs world be more valuable
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yes as by being able to put things in to place early which will have a greater impact on children.

This would make far more sense.

| would rather the money is spent on children with complex needs, emerging and low-level SEND
should be covered with the normal funding

This will work with low level needs as most children cope well with the day in general and just need
some targeted support during the sessions that can be provided by the practitioners working daily.
Far more children attending now need additional support

An increase in NEF funding for SEND would be welcomed, although once again, this needs to be in
addition to the GR funding.

To support any children with SEND, requires staffing, whether 1:1 or for interventions etc. Staffing is
expensive and so SMALL supplements do not really work.

any additional support would always be helpful though may not solve the issue

Yes but this would also depend on what 'small' supplement looks like... not worth it if it's not going to
have an impact. This needs to be fair and in line with the duties required with supporting a SEND
child.

But not if it is reduces NEF funding rates.

Every bit helps to help us support them

Early support and targeted work will set the foundation.

Well it’s better than nothing

This will not be sufficient to adequately support these children. We are skilled in identifying and
supporting children with SEND needs. Children receive prompt assessment in their early years classes.
However, the financial burden of this is becoming unsustainable. Children with EHCP's in early years
are not supported by the E funding. The GR funding does not adequately cover the assessment
process and cost for the enhanced provision.

Please give more detail on what SMALL means

Absolutely, to put in quality interventions and support at this level and for a short period of time,
would enable children to get targeted support when they need it and progress.

Sometimes this may not be enough, child dependent

| feel any child needing above ordinary needs to be funded extra. DFE needs to realise the impact on
each setting daily. Low level is more than just the child, it is conversations (time) with parents, referral
writing time etc the list could go on.

| think we need to define what is meant by the term small. Ultimately the amount of funding needs to
match the needs of the child.

Question 5 - We are proposing to simplify the current EY's Inclusion Supplement model and
application process, replacing GR2, GR3, GR4, GR4 + Challenge and Exceptional rates with 4 levels of
funding with clear criteria for each.

It can get very confusing with all the different rates and seeing where the children fit.

Anything that makes it simpler is good :)

Simplification is always good - as long as the low level needs are not excluded completely.

It is difficult to comment on the question below (Q12) without knowing what the other levels are
being proposed as

If this goes off the new tracking which shows children at a higher level than they were on previous
tracking then no. It’s a total cost cutting cover up!

| think this would work as long as the criteria was very clear.
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As long as the criteria are so rigid or specific to the detriment of the children that are currently eligible
under the current GR system.

| believe clearly defined criteria will help settings to identify and claim appropriate levels of funding
for their children.

A standardised more simple approach would make far more sense. This though needs to be the same
approach nationally!

anything to make it easier to claim would be great

yes clear and concise funding levels will help massively. Currently when supported by the area senco i
am told i do not claim high enough sometimes.

Clearer criteria would be welcomed.

Overly complicated and subjective current rates

| think the current system is already clear and works well. | don't see why changed the names of the
levels would make any difference.

Provided that the bandings are truely reflective of the costs of provision for those children with the
most cmpex needs

This must not be any less than what this transfers to in monetary value e.g. will the GR4 + be the same
as a level 4?

May be as we understand this criteria
| am ok with the way it is but | do know some settings who struggle with this.
In principle but why change the wording that we are all used to?

On the basis that the money awarded at each level truly reflects need and required provision and
enables settings to properly support the children.

Look at Solihull's approach, it is much simpler and more streamlined

Think this is a great ideal!
Although | am just getting my head around it, it is complicated and a simpler approach would be
better

| am sure the new levels will match current GR's

As long as the criteria work for all SEND children especially those entering Worcestershire from other
areas as we find that our intake is made up of children from Solihull, Warwickshire, Bham and some
who have not attended a placement. Currently these can miss out. Funding needs to match the
financial outlay that the school is making to provide for that child's needs.

Question 6 - The proposed criteria for Level 1 are as follows:
The child:

e |s known to the Early Years Inclusion Process

e Requires additional resources to ensure SEND needs are met, as recommended
by at least 1 external professional eg. SALT

e Does not have an EHCP in place

Children eligible for Level 1 EY's SEND funding would have similar needs to children
currently receiving the EY's Inclusion Supplement at GR4.

If this is the starting level then | think there should be a level of knowledge already in place in the
nursery - that can be sustained - so is there to be a degree of consistent training provided at no cost
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to providers in order to ensure staff are able to manage low levels needs as they may be receiving less
funding for the low level needs - which they may currenlty sepnd on training for those needs. As
SEND isn't something that is generally taught effectivley pre-qualification

A small top up. An informed decision can not be made without figures how can we be sure a small top
up will cover one to one including the over heads for employing the one to one and the additional
resources those children need!

| would question what support is available for children who are needing extra support but have not
yet had access to an external professional support. There are a lot of children in my setting where we
need to make the referrals and put in place lots of support from our knowledge and experience while
the family are waiting. At times this includes children with significant SEND needs.

Excludes children with low level needs

Reflecting on children in our setting who this may apply to, for example, if they have SLCN and are
known to SALT, we would not necessarily make an EYIN. The main reason for this is that as a school
based nursery the majority of referrals result in coming back to school based support, | understand
because we have qualified teachers and SENDCo. Therefore in order to secure this funding, it is going
to create a higher workload for the SENDCo and possibly a higher number of cases for the EYIT to
process and support. Would the outcome of school based support continue to be the same?

This would be 70% of our cohort as so many of them have SALT referrals, this should be part of the
normal NEF as it is what we do day to day anyway. As | have already said the money needs to go
towards supporting those children with significant extra needs.

Current GR4 levels are a high level of need as a comparison

A level one criteria does not reflect the needs of an equivalent child receiving GR4.

Knowing the high number of children with needs we have already we can not see the support, it feels
like its being taken away

Children with lower need would miss out on any additional support we could give them and current
funding levels are already inadequate. No additional would be supported. You would need to ensure
the base NEF level was significantly increased.

The criteria is too high

Most of our complex children are identified at their 2 year check and are awaiting appointments to be
seen by outside agencies

There needs to be a level before this.

As an outstanding nursery, we dont wait for children to be seen by a professional before we start
giving them interventions and 121 support. To see most professionals the waiting lists are so long and
lengthy it could be between 24 weeks and a year before they get seen! so does this mean we will not
receive any money for them?

The criteria are high, especially for a child not long attended the setting but needs additional support
when no outside professionals are yet involved

We disagree because this would mean less funding for us as a setting with a high level of children
within the GR2/3 current banding.

As stated above children unknown to the Early Years Inclusion Team are often children coming from
another area or from a setting where their needs have not already been flagged. We need the system
to be equitable, as at this current time these children miss out on funding. We cannot claim higher
levels of funding until we have registered them with the Worcester Teams even though they have, in
some cases, got an existing SEND profile and involvement with agencies from other authorities.

Question 7 - The proposed criteria for Level 2 are as follows:
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The child:

e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process Has significant SEND needs as
demonstrated by the EYFS profile and graduated approach evidence

e May/may not have an EHCP in place

e Has ongoing support from at least 2 external agencies

e Funding requestis supported by a member of ISS

e Will have a moderate level of need relating to vision loss/deafness, as
determined by the Sensory Impairment Team

e Provider must be registered as good or outstanding with Ofsted

Children eligible for Level 2 EY's SEND funding would have similar needs to children
currently receiving the EY's Inclusion Supplement at Exceptional.

As above

Same comment as before. How does a setting get support for a child with this level of need if they
have not been identified?

It can be challenging to get external agencies involved. Sometimes only SALT even with high needs.
Some children have significant need but do not vision loss or deafness

Excludes children with low level needs

With current wait times for services, the child may not have 2 agencies actively involved with the
child. Also, as above, as some of the children come back to school based support, we may not
necessarily receive the second agency support that other providers do. It also states 'Will have a
moderate level of need relating to vision loss/deafness, as determined by the Sensory Impairment
Team'. | am unsure if this is if they are involved or a must for all children claiming this level, in which
case that would really reduce the number of children able to claim this level. The trem 'significant
SEND needs' may need clarifying as one setting's definition of 'significant' and another's may vary.
The Ofsted criteria. If a parent chooses to send their child to that setting which may not have a good
Ofsted that should not then mean the setting cannot get funding due to the parental choice. This
could lead to settings turning families away and parents wishes not being met as per the CofP

to much gap from 1-2

See notes above

As above

Unclear whether all criteria need to be met, especially sensory.

ofsted rating should not impact the amount of funding a child receives

Why is that only Level 2? The pay for this must be higher.

Big jump from Level 1 to Level 2

Where is the 1:1 support, the children do not get to see a second external agency due to your waiting

lists and NHS waiting times which means we would not get the extra money to support them when
they are with us.

It is extremely difficult to get more than one external professional to support children with significant
need. Waiting lists are in excess of 2 years.

As ABOVE
As for level 1
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| disagree that criteria for an individual's funding should include a settings ofsted grading. There is also
a lot of criteria for level 2 which could result in children displaying challenging behaviour as an result
of SEND are left only being able to claim level 1 funding.

This | feel would be your Level 1 criteria

Criteria for level 3

If the child has to have all of those criteria met, this is unreasonable due the availability, referral wait
times and cost of external agencies (other than SALT). Also if the school's Ofsted changes, the school if
anything would be in need of funding even more so, not reduced.

It is completely inappropriate for money to only be given to SEND children who are in a good or
outstanding school or Nursery. This system penalises children. Also, as we know Ofsted inspections
are subjective. Can you also clarify whether the Ofsted requirement would also exist for children
trying to claim levels 3 and 4 funding as our objections would remain valid for all levels.

| don't believe the setting should be registered as good or outstanding as this narrows the choice
parents have for their child. The setting itself does not impact the child, the support and funding the
setting has access to does.

Question 8 - The proposed criteria for Level 3 are as follows:

The child:

e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process.

e Has significant and complex life-long SEND needs, identified by the Sensory
Impairment Service or Physical Disability Outreach Team. Profound level of loss
means they will require BSL or Braille to access learning and in the case of VI,
require 1:1 support to ensure safety in the setting as well as access to learning.

e May/may not have an EHCP in place, although assessment is likely to have been
requested.

e Requires a high level of adult support whilst attending an EY's setting

e Support staff require additional training and/or qualifications, which are not
typically required to support a child with SEND

Do you agree with the proposed criteria for Level 3?

As above

The wording is appropriate but again | would question support prior to getting the support.
Significant and complex does not necessarily mean sensory or physical teams involved.
Braille or BSL are not the only significant needs a child may have!

Excludes children with low level needs

Again, with reference to - 'Has significant and complex life-long SEND needs, identified by the Sensory
Impairment Service or Physical Disability Outreach Team. Profound level of loss means they will
require BSL or Braille to access learning and in the case of VI, require 1:1 support to ensure safety in
the setting as well as access to learning' This would significantly reduce the number of children able to
access this level. It does not state how many agencies need to be involved with the child.

Too much gap between levels

Funding must be increased to pay for the additional staff and training provided
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As above

The need for PD outreach or SIS input

Specilast school staff eg in assessment nurseries should also be able to identify needs, not just SI
servce or PD outreach

1:1 support may also be needed to monitor complex medical needs not just sensory needs

Looks like all our children are on Level 1 no matter what the need unless servery disabled but we have
a varied range of needs

See above answer.
AS ABOVE

As for level 1

Would this child receive less funding than they would currently accessing GR4 + challenge? Currently,
we have children at our setting receiving 1:1 support all the hours they attend, which is still below
their NEF entitlement due to staffing and funding limitations, and they would fall under Level 3.

this | feel would be your level 2 criteria

Criteria for level 4

Does the child have to meet all of the above criteria? Some children have significant communication
and interaction needs, which require a high level of support, but is not necessarily known to an
impairment service or PD outreach team. This still requires a high level of support throughout the day.
The criteria here is not agreeable to us as again their is a stipulation that the child has to be already
know to the Early Yeras Inclusion Team which would exclude all children newly entering the authority
or who have not previously been in a Worcestershire Early Years setting. Additionally, there seems to
be a massive slant towards prodising for the needs of children with physical disabilities as there is a
requirement that the child is known to a service such as VI or physical disability outreach only. What
happens for children with a neurodevelopmental disability?

In order for a setting to provide a high level of support the funding will have to be sufficient enough to
pay for an additional staff member to offer lower ratios.

Question 9 - The proposed criteria for Level 4 are as follows:

The child:

e Isknown to the Early Years Inclusion Process

e Significant and complex life-long SEND needs, identified by the Sensory
Impairment Service or Physical Disability Outreach Service.

e 2:1supportrequired to meet health and education needs whilst attending an
EY's setting.

e May/may not have an EHCP in place, however an EHCP would be expected to be
in place prior to starting statutory education.

e Known to Continuing Healthcare Team

e Known to Disabled Children's Social Care Team.

e Support staff require additional training and/or qualifications, which are not
typically required to support a child with SEND56 responses with 18 No with 38
Yes
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Do you agree with the proposed criteria for Level 4?

As above
Who is an EHCP expected by? Some parents would expect an EHCP for a much lower level of need,
does this need clarifying.

Significant and complex does not necessarily mean sensory or physical teams involved.
Funding is so poor that we cannot meet 1:1 needs let alone be able to sort 2:1 funding
Excludes children with low level needs

gap between levels

See notes above.

As above

As above - specialist school staff should be able to identify need.

If all of those criteria had to be met then it woud not be fair to pupils eg some families with highly
complex children with really significant medical/health needs manage all of those needs without
social care support. Other children have highly complex medical needs without requiring support from
CCN team due to the nature of their condition/the type of support required

Additionally, young children may not need 2:1 support at all times but may need a whole class team
to meet their medical/physical needs for part of the day

As above

All children at our setting that we have identified as having additional needs have an EHCP before
they start school. We would welcome further discussion as we pride ourselves on our inclusion and
would ultimately want to find a workable and practical solution to this issue.

AS ABOVE!!
As for level 1
this would be level 3 criteria

Needs to be put into a higher criteria group

This reads as specialist provision- not something mainstream can access this level of funding for, even
though there are limited spaces within specialist provision. How do we then support financially if
there is no other setting for the child to go to?

We fundamentally do not agree with all of these criteria as they are laid out here. Whilst some criteria
are valid the proposals do not take into account the fact that some of the children with the most
complex needs are stuck on excessively long NHS waiting lists waiting for their conditions to be
diagnosed i.e. Pre-school umbrella pathway, additionally there cannot be a stipulation that Complex
Needs SEND children have to be known to the Children With Diabilities Team when it is so difficult to
get children to be registered and seen by this team. We have experience of trying to involve the
Children with Diabilities Team with two ex puils who now attend a secialist setting and the process
took over two years and did not result in a successful referral despite all of our efforts and support
from other external agencies. For these criteria to work all agenices should be working efficiently and
in conjunction with one another and sadly this is not the case currently.

For this level to be acceptable the LA would also need to be prepared to fund staff training for the
purposes of providing for the SEND needs for individual children. This is something that we have
found it extremely difficult to get them to do, even when the child has an EHC plan in place which
stipulates that this is needed.

As above, the level 4 has to provide sufficient funds for a nursery to staff an offer of 2:1 support.

Any other comments provided
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Sounds positive

Moving money from one pot to another is not going to solve the issue that is at crisis point. Settings
are not stable and this is going to make the situation no better.

Schools or Nursery/ Pre-school settings should not be required to use aggregated funding from other
pupils to make up shortfall in order to accommodate pupils with SEND. There should be additional
resource that fully funds additional support, or specialist provision that is also fully funded, regardless
of the criteria banding.

| believe that this is confusing to the way Graduated response is already set out. However introducing
levels such as GR4 -low level need, GR4 -medium level need and GR4 -high level need etc. could
possibly less confusing and more fitting, resulting in funding in being allocated more effectively as per
my answer in question 5.

Reflecting on children we currently have and have had in the past who required very high levels of
support, ended up with an EHCP and some attended specialist nursery places or went on to specialist
school placements, they would only fit into level one of the proposed levels above. As I'm unaware of
the monetary value attached to each level, it is difficult to say whether it is reflective of the support
needed. What level would a child with an EHCP fall into?

The sen model definitely needs looking at and changed. Being able to support these children with
highly qualified staff and being able to pay for this will take the pressure off small businesses like
myself. | am not about making profits | just want to be able to support the children and offer the very
best that the setting can to enable the best possible outcomes for the children in my care. The past
years have been difficult in affording these experienced staff and all the additional equipment needed
to support the children. The DAF helps massively with this and i am appreciative of that payment.
Whilst we acknowledge the increase in demand for SEN support for families the funding has to be
increased considerably to enable settings to provide additional staff and train them accordinglyse

The new proposed criteria appears to be aimed at children with the most complex needs and schools
will be left to support children with other additional needs without sufficient funding.

| do strongly believe that the current system works well. Our nursery is well supported by the current
SEND funding and able to offer everything needed including additional staffing. | would be concerned
to lose the GR2 level of funding as a lot of children under SALT really need extra resources or staff
training to support these speech and attention needs.

It would be helpful to see what the proposed funding for each band is - we could then compare this to
what it actually costs to meet the needs of complex SEND children in reality. As a school, we are
increasingly reluctant to offer nursery places because it costs far more than any income gained from
doing so

The system must be simplified and more clarity needs to be given to settings so that they have a clear
knowledge of what is needed.

Depending on the levels of funding ie money we don't know if we will be worse or better, off which
will have an impact on the care of our children as to getting extra staff to support!! we already
supplement extra staff needed as there is hardly any money to provide this currently, but its needed.
Vale outreach support was always vital resource for settings.

| wouldn’t be able to support a child needing 2:1 support!
We would welcome further discussion as we pride ourselves on our inclusion and would ultimately
want to find a workable and practical solution to this issue.

No other comment

This proposal would make funding for SEND in my setting almost impossible to secure
| agree with the criteria for Level 4 as a child with complex SEND requires targeted support and
funding to support them. We haven't had a child attend our setting with this level of SEN.
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i am worried about the children at the low level of support, the children who have separation issues,
behaviour challenges, mild speech & language, not seen any professionals yet but require more that
what we would give, making adaptations to our ratios, classroom etc.

Inclusion funding needs to reflect the time, constant support and energy given to all children and
families. Most funding is taken to support 1:1 to reduce incidents, this does not take into
consideration time to write IPM'S, support plans, EHCP'S (which is hours and days of times). At this
time | feel careful consideration should be taken be taken to evaluate the send increase in children
and the time and impact to the practitioners who make a difference everyday to our children. Settings
should be able to reflect this in ay by increased funding.

The banding makes sense if it is a 'best fit' and does not require all of the criteria if further evidence
can be given e.g. awaiting umbrella pathway for example as an external agency. The funding, we
presume will look less in general with the new banding, as suggested in Level 1's comments. This
would make additional support very difficult to provide when trying to staff children with significant
needs.

Working within the Birmingham City Council Borough | can see this is leaning towards that model of
SEND funding. However, what happens is a race to the top for those settings that know how access
the funds required and leaves families with very restricted choice. You will find settings will refuse a
child access without an EHCP as they are unable to access the funds required to support without it.
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Level Criteria Hourly rate of Inclusion
Supplement all ages
Emerging The child is known to Early Years Inclusion Process. £0.50
SEND At least 2 rounds of graduated response with evidence of 2 planned small group activities or 2 planned
individual activity per session in place.
The child is known to one other service, or on the waiting list for the service, e.g. SalT, Health (OT, Physio,
CAMHS), PD Outreach, Virtual School, Inclusion Support Services
Child does not have an EHCP in place
Level Criteria Hourly rate of Hourly rate of Hourly rate of
Inclusion Inclusion inclusion
Supplement 3- & | Supplement supplement for
4-years-olds 2-year-olds under 2’s
Level 1 The child is known to the Early Years Inclusion Process. £4.35 £2.31 N/A
Child requires_additional resources to ensure SEND needs are met as
outlined in recommendations from at least 1 external professional e.g.
SalT, ISS
At least three rounds of graduated response, which incorporates advice
from other professionals
Child does not have an EHCP in place
Level 2 Child is known to the Early Years Inclusion Process. £8.70 £6.66 £4.12

Child has significant SEND needs as demonstrated by their EYFS profile
and graduated approach evidence (illustrating provision required to meet
needs).

Child may or may not have an EHCP

Child has ongoing support from at least 2 external professionals.

Child may attend an early years enhanced provision (or family declined a
place).

Funding request is supported by a member of ISS.
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Child will have a moderate level of need relating to their vision
loss/Deafness, as determined by the Sensory impairment Team

Level 3

Child is known to the Early Years Inclusion Process.

Significant and complex life-long SEND needs as identified by the Sensory
Impairment Service or Physical Disability Outreach team. Profound level of
loss means they will require BSL or Braille to access learning and in the
case of VI, require one to one support to ensure safety in the setting as
well as access to learning.

Individuals require a high level of adult support whilst attending the EY
provider to ensure their inclusion.

Support staff require additional training and qualifications which are not
typically required when supporting a majority of SEND needs e.g. BSL or
Braille qualification, medical procedures

Specialist one to one support, for Sensory Impaired CYP is essential to
enable access to EYs provider.

Child may or may not have an EHCP in place, though in majority of cases
this is in place or assessment has been requested

£9.70

£7.66

£5.20

Level 4

Child is known to the Early Years Inclusion Process

Significant and complex life-long SEND needs as identified the by Sensory
Impairment Service of Physical Disability Outreach Service. Likely to be on
the MSI caseload.

2:1 support required to meet health and education needs throughout
attendance time with an EY provider.

Child may or may not have an EHCP in place, though it is expected that an
EHC Plan would need to be in place prior to starting statutory education
Child is known to Continuing Healthcare

Child is known to Disabled Children's Social Care Team

Support staff require additional training and qualifications which are not
typically required when supporting a majority of SEND needs e.g. medical
procedures to provide life supporting care

£17.40

£13.32

£12.90
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