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1. Key Findings  
 

 

 

 Many respondents felt unable to pick a preferred option, or disagreed with 
all three options because they were concerned about the lack of funding 
schools have been receiving over a number of years, meaning that: 
 

o Respondents believed that any reduction to either block would be 
too damaging to pupils at this point in time 
 

o Respondents are dissatisfied with the current situation and 
fundamentally want more funding for schools. Since none of these 
options would provide a solution to the problem of underfunding, 
a ‘fourth’ solution with more funding was demanded by many. 
 

 Out of those who provided a preference on the proposed options, Option 3 
was the first choice for the largest number of survey participants (44% - 
driven by parents/ carers of children without SEND), the preferred option for 
more of the pupils who took part in focus groups, for the members of the 
Youth Board, and for the Learning Difficulties Partnership Board. This was 
because it seemed to provide a ‘fair’ compromise by ensuring each block 
got some additional funding. And whilst it negatively impacts both mainstream 
and SEND children, neither would be affected as acutely as in other options. 

 

 Parents and carers of children with SEND and attendees at the public 
engagement events felt that Option 3 was the worst route as it had all the 
negatives of the other two options, but would not provide any of the benefits. 
They considered Option 1 to be the least damaging. However other 
respondents considered Option 1 to exacerbate the issues that schools were 
experiencing from lack of funding. 
 

 Option 2 was the least favoured since it was seen as targeting the most 
vulnerable children with the greatest need for support, and at the same time 
may not be achievable in the given timeframe, considering overstretched 
Council resources. 
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2. Consultation purpose, methodology 
and response 

 

Research Objectives 

The purpose of this consultation was to seek views from a range of local 
stakeholders (including local residents, pupils, parents and carers, education 
professionals, and organisations) on three potential options which the council 
proposed for reducing its overspend on schools. 

 

 

Methodology 

 

The consultation process was supported by a dedicated consultation webpage which 
hosted all consultation documents, an online survey and a paper survey to 
download. The online consultation system sent out a notification to registered users 
informing them of the consultation and providing links to this information: 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/SchSENDBudget 

 

As part of the consultation we also welcomed comments made online and by letter, 
email and over the phone and these contact methods were promoted on consultation 
literature. 

 

Consultation information was sent to Town and Parish Councils, South 
Gloucestershire councillors and local voluntary and community organisations. 
Notifications were also sent to a range of other stakeholders and interested parties. 
All libraries and One-Stop Shops were also notified of the consultation details and 
were asked to cascade the information to any interested parties. 

 

 

Consultation meetings 

Representatives attended two meetings to promote the consultations:  

 

 Youth Board 23rd October 

 Learning Difficulties Partnership Board 6th November 

 

 

Focus Groups and Activities 

 
A Youth Participation Officer attended and facilitated two group activities with 
primary school children, and all primary schools were given the materials to carry out 
their own group activities with pupils in order to feed back their views to the Council. 

 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/SchSENDBudget
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Consultation events 

 
5 events took place during the consultation period, with over 100 members of the public attending 
to provide their views on the three options. 

 
Table 1: Consultation public events 

Date & time Location Target Audience Attendance 

15th October 
18.00 - 19.30 

YATE: Yate Outdoor Sports 
Complex, Broad Late 

Parents and Carers of 
children without SEND & 
Members of public 

7 

8th November 
10.30 - 12:00 

FILTON: BAWA, Southmead 
Road, Bristol 

Parents and Carers of 
children without SEND & 
Members of public 

25 

19th 
November 
18:00 - 19:30 

MANGOTSFIELD: Cleve 
rugby club, The Hayfields, 
Cossham Street 

Parents and Carers of 
children without SEND & 
Members of public 

50 

22nd October 
19:00 – 21:00 

EMERSONS GREEN: 
Emersons Green Village Hall, 
Emersons Way 

Parents and Carers of 
children with SEND 

25 

12th November 
10:00 – 12:00 

BRADLEY STOKE: Jubilee 
Centre, Savages Wood Road 

Parents and Carers of 
children with SEND 

20 

 

 

Surveys 

 

Two surveys were available; one for members of the public and organisations, and 
one Easy Read version for young people and adults with SEND. The surveys were 
open from 1st October 2018 until 25th November 2018. 

 

 

Sample and Response 

 

The survey for members of the public received 733 responses, 4 of which were 
received by post and the remaining were completed online. 

 

The Easy Read survey received 4 responses, all by email. 

 

6 Primary schools provided feedback based on the activities we set. 

 

The Council also received 63 emails and 2 letters. 
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General Caveats 

 
The results of this consultation are not statistically representative of the views of 
South Gloucestershire residents due to the nature of the consultation methodology 
used. The level of response, information gathered and views obtained still provide a 
useful indicator of wider opinion and any important issues that will need to be 
considered. 
 
Due to the software used and the different response options open to respondents, it 
was possible for people to submit more than one response. This has been monitored 
during the consultation period and analysis and it does not appear to have been 
abused or be a significant issue affecting the response. 
 
Any obvious duplicate comments, personal information and comments that can 
identify individuals, have been removed from the comments analysis. 
 
Percentages used in this report have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 
100%. For some survey questions, respondents could select more than one 
response which also means that percentages or number of responses, if added 
together, can total more than 100% or more than the number of responses received. 
 
We have included all responses received direct to us as part of this consultation 
report, however we are aware of other comments may have been made to other 
organisations or individuals on social media, in news articles, online and in letters to 
the press that we have not been able to include. 
 
A full list of all comments made is available on request; there were 1,157 individual 
comments made so it has not been possible to include the full text of all comments 
within the main body of this report.  
 
 

Further Information 

 
This report was produced by South Gloucestershire Council’s Corporate Research & 
Consultation Team. 
 
Further information about this report is available from the Senior Corporate 
Consultation Officer:  
     01454 868154 
     consultation@southglos.gov.uk   
     www.southglos.gov.uk  
    South Gloucestershire Council, Corporate Research and Consultation Team, 
Council offices, Badminton Road, Yate, Bristol, BS37 5AF 
 

  

mailto:consultation@southglos.gov.uk
http://www.southglos.gov.uk/
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3. Survey Analysis 
 
 

3.1. Feedback on Options  
 
The Council suggested three ways in which its overspend on SEND support could be 
addressed, bringing annual spending in line with the income: 
 

 Option 1: Transfer £3m from the Schools Block to the High Needs Block  

 Option 2: Reduce Top-up / Element 3 funding given to schools’ High Needs 
Block by £3m 

 Option 3: Transfer £1.5m from the Schools Block to the High Needs Block, 
whilst also reducing Element 3 funding by £1.5m 

 
 

Preference 
 
Respondents were asked to rank the options in order of preference. Taking the order 
of preference into account (giving most weight to first choices and least weight to 
third choices) a clear overall preference in options can be seen in Table 2: 
 
Table 2: Weighted average preference of options based on Q4 

Option % of Respondents preferred choice 

Option 1 31% 

Option 2 29% 

Option 3 40% 

Base: All responses (n= 1,257 first, second and/or third choice votes on 3 options) 

 
Looking at the unweighted results by each level of preference, in terms of first choice 
(highest preference), Option 3 received the most votes (44%).  
 
 
Table 3: Q4 “Referring to the information in the consultation document, please rate the three 
available options for the schools budget in order of preference, with first choice being your 
most preferred option, and third choice being your least preferred option” 

  
First choice 

Second 
choice 

Third choice 

Base size 408 358 491 

Option 1: Transfer £3m from Schools Block to the 
High Needs Block  34% 21% 43% 

Option 2: Reduce Top-up / Element 3 funding given 
to schools by £3m 23% 32% 41% 

Option 3: A combination of transferring £1.5m 
from the Schools Block and reducing Element 3 
funding by £1.5m 44% 47% 15% 
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Base size: see individual columns 

 
However only 408 or 56% of respondents gave a first choice, meaning that of all 
respondents, only 24% actually selected Option 3 as their preferred route, whilst 
19% chose Option 1 and 13% chose Option 2. The reason many respondents 
abstained from voting on the options is explained in the rationale for preferences 
section overleaf. 
 

Table 4: Respondent preference by Option 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

No reply 42% 44% 42% 

First choice 19% 13% 24% 

Second choice 10% 15% 23% 

Third choice 29% 28% 10% 

Base: All respondents (n=733)       

 
 
If the results are broken down by type of respondent and includes the proportion of 
respondents who abstained from voting, then we can see that abstaining is the most 
common response for all groups except those with children in a resource base in a 
secondary school. Additionally, abstaining was more likely for parents of children 
without SEND (40%). 
 
However, after this, Option 1 is the most preferred for parents of children with 
SEND (27% vs. 18% all respondents), parents whose children use a resource 
base – especially if in secondary school (40%), and parents of children attending 
a special school (31%). 
 
Whereas Option 3 gets the highest rating amongst parents of children without 
SEND (21%) or who are in mainstream schools (24% primary, 25% secondary), and 
professionals working in an educational setting (19%). 
 
 
Table 5: Weighted Average of preferred option (Q4) by type of respondent (Q1 & Q2) 

Respondents 

Total 

Parent/ 
Carer of a 

child 
aged 0 - 
25 with 
SEND 

Parent/ 
Carer of a 

child 
aged 0 - 

18 
without 

any 
SEND 

Professional 
working in a 

school or 
education 

setting 

Mainstream 
Primary 
School 

Mainstream 
Secondary 

School 

Resource 
Base in a 
Primary 
School 

Resource 
Base in a 

Secondary 
School 

Special 
School 

Base 727 195 515 94 474 275 7* 8* 19* 

No reply 36% 30% 40% 38% 43% 31% 29% 13% 32% 

Option 1  18% 27% 14% 16% 15% 18% 27% 40% 31% 

Option 2 17% 14% 17% 15% 15% 19% 14% 11% 15% 

Option 3 21% 23% 21% 19% 20% 25% 24% 19% 21% 

Base size: All respondents answering Q1 and Q2 (n=727) *Caution - low base size 
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Rationale for preferences 

 
Overall, 599 individuals commented on the options. Respondents’ comments often 
involve more than one thought or theme, so as part of our analysis a comment may 
be counted more than once according to how many themes it relates to. 
 
 
Disagree with Proposed Solution 
The most common theme of comments related to either disagreeing with the given 
options or not feeling able / willing to choose between them because none 
seemed preferable. In total there were 694 comments related to this theme, made by 
66% of respondents who commented. Over half of respondents who commented 
(54% or 323 individuals) made a direct statement of disagreement or abstaining. But 
other comments included in this theme involved saying that another option needed to 
be found (7%), that none of the options were sustainable (4%), or that all options 
were wrong or unfair (6%). Some of these comments explained this is why the 
respondent did not answer Question 4 (voting on options in order of preference) or 
provide a ‘first choice’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments related to this theme include asking the Council to increase funding by 
finding money elsewhere, most popularly by asking the Secretary of State / 
Central Government for additional funds (39% of all comments made), or taking 
money from other council services or reserves (2% of comments). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7% of respondents demanded a different solution to the three options be found, 
which often included the increase of funding as mentioned above. 
 

“I have not made a choice because I don’t feel that any 

of these options will enable anyone to uphold the 

obligation of my son’s EHCP. Who will be held accountable 

for the failure to ensure that his needs are fully met?” 

“None of these options are adequate, acceptable nor fit for purpose. The 

local authority and the government MUST work together to ensure that both 

mainstream and High Needs education are adequately funded in order to provide 

ALL children with the access to quality education that they are entitled to” 

“We approve none of the three options and request that the serious 

under-funding of South Gloucestershire schools is raised with the 

Secretary of State for Education, as a matter of urgency” 
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Other comments on why respondents disagreed or couldn’t choose a preferred 
option mentioned that the choices were unfair, wrong, damaging, myopic or 
wouldn’t solve the problem. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Emphasis added) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Current Lack of Funding 
A second theme, mentioned by almost half of respondents (47%) was around the 
current concerning or problematic state of schools due to their lack of funding. 
Insufficient funding was mentioned by 36% of respondents, and the resulting 
underperformance, lack of resources or poor maintenance was mentioned by 
7% of respondents.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was often felt that this was an underlying problem that needed to be tackled by 
receiving funds from central government and couldn’t be solved by rearranging 
budgets within the council and local schools or by making further savings. These 
views therefore led to the disagreement with the options mentioned above. 
 
The existing difficulty in getting the correct or enough SEND support was also 
mentioned by 6% of respondents, who felt that the situation was already too poor, or 
funding already inadequate (5% of comments) to be able to stand further reductions. 

“I don’t think any of the options above are acceptable.  Schools are struggling 

already and it is simply not right to take money from one pot to another.  There is 

not enough money for higher need children, there is also not enough money for core 

basics in school - not even equipment such as glue, text books.  There are not enough 

staff already for pastoral care in an environment where the pressure put in children 

is ever increasing.  None of these options is sustainable to ensure that children are 

getting an education they deserve - the government is letting our children down and 

so are you if you don’t ask for more money - you should be demanding that are 

schools are properly and appropriately funded.  Its an utter disgrace” 

 

“The local secondary school cannot even have ancient windows and 

plumbing mended with the result that there are floods and even sewage 

seeping through floors at times. Yuk!!! There are horror stories daily 

online that people are posting since the schools program came out.” 

“Members of Dodington Parish Council are disappointed that South Gloucestershire 

Council are even considering budget cuts in schools.  They appreciate that 

budgets need to be balanced and that funding from Central Government isn't going 

up....but at the same time they feel that by cutting budgets in schools it will 

lead to longer term issues that are more costly to overcome” 
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Protect Schools Block 
Based on the view that there is currently insufficient funding, the third most 
frequently mentioned theme was around protecting the funding for mainstream 
schools to keep them running at an acceptable standard. 18% of comments related 
to Schools Block funding, the most frequent theme being around minimising the 
impact on the majority of pupils, i.e. those without SEND (6%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There was a concern that Option 1 especially would have a negative impact on non-
SEND children (5%),however there was also a concern that all pupils would be 
affected if a reduction in schools’ budgets lead to inadequate standards (4% of 
comments). In fact some respondents stated that reducing the Schools Block budget 
would negatively impact SEND children, especially those without EHCPs, as there 
would be less money to spend on support. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I’m not selecting any of the options as our child who has additional 

funding and an EHCP doesn’t receive the support that we fought for. His 

support is used to prop up other children with SEN needs. This is because 

the schools are already underfunded and cannot meet the duty of care for the 

children. In my mind it is wrong that my child’s money is not used for the 

purpose intended, therefore I cannot agree to any proposal that cuts funds” 

“The level of reduction in spending is irrational given the targets that 

have been placed on schools.  My son in particular has dyslexia which is 

only managed under the main budget and this is patently insufficient 

forcing us to consider private tuition, which we cannot afford.  Any of 

these options essentially throw our son on the scrapheap.” 

“[My chosen] order of priority causes the least damage to 

the majority of already underfunded pupils without SEN” 

“To reduce the funding for SEND students would be detrimental to their education. 

Many parents of these children are already unhappy with the support that is put in 

place for them at mainstream schools and are constantly being told there is no money 

available […] I do not feel that any of these options are acceptable for an already 

failing school system.  South Gloucestershire already has a poor reputation for the 

schools in its area and to cut funding further will mean that all children in the 

local schools will suffer due to reduced resources and we will see a decline in 

academic success across the county” 
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(Emphasis added) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Protect Higher Needs Block 
On the other hand, a similar number of comments were made against making any 
reductions to the funds for SEND provision (by 16% of respondents). The arguments 
were that SEND support requires far more resources than other school 
provisions, and also requires more than it’s currently getting (5%), so to make any 
cuts would have a disproportionate effect, and may endanger the ability to fulfil 
EHCPs (2% of comments). It was also felt by some respondents to be important to 
put resources towards protecting the most vulnerable pupils / those in greatest need 
(3%). 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A reduction to the SEND budget was imagined to have an effect on all pupils and 
teachers (2% of comments) as well as to pupils with SEND (4%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

“Our son has a severe physical disability that is deteriorating. He is also 

very intelligent and keen to learn. Without the support provided by the school 

to meet his needs he would not be able to study at a mainstream school. It 

would be inappropriate for him to go to a special school as he would feel 

isolated from his friends and he would not get the same opportunities that 

another child of his age would get from being in a mainstream school. We feel 

it is essential that the funding is increased in the high needs block to ensure 

the school can continue to fully support him.” 

“Main stream schools are desperately struggling too due to cuts in funding. The 

children being the most affected by funding cuts in mainstream school are the SEND 

children too. We can’t afford to lose £3m more! The situation is desperate” 

“Children with an EHCP need individual care to be able to attend a state school, 

but can do that effectively with the right support. To take that away will mean 

vulnerable children put at risk and unable to learn effectively and become 

contributors to society.  The cost of not supporting this group within the school 

environment is surely far greater than the cost of offering the support needed.” 

“More support for send children will allow the teacher time 

to teach the other children with no additional needs.” 
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Fairness 
One factor that guided some people’s choices was what they perceived to be fairest 
(15%), even though what was ‘fair’ varied between treating all children equally 
regardless of need, minimising the impact to everyone as much as possible, or 
ensuring all pupils shared the burden of reduced funds. Respondents who stated 
they wanted fairness were more likely to choose Option 3 as their first choice and 
Option 1 as their third choice. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Improving Financial Management 
Some respondents (8%) mentioned that they considered the present issue to be 
caused by bad financial management by the Council, including inefficient spending, 
or they placed importance on improving the way money is spent on SEND 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

“Having 2 children one with SEN needs and one without its a 

difficult decision to make, either way I could be making a huge 

impact on their education. The fairest way is to split it” 

“Option 3 seems the worse of three evils. There is not enough money in 

any pot and therefore this seems the fairest way to spread the load.” 

“The consultation document explains that the current way that pupils with 

SEN are supported with additional funding is not working - because not only 

is SG council significantly overspending (compared to average) in this 

area, but pupils outcomes are also worse than expected.  Therefore I cannot 

see why it would possibly make sense to take money from the ring-fenced 

schools block (affecting a very large number of schools and pupils), 

without further analysis of what is currently going wrong with the high 

needs/element 3 funding and how it could be managed differently.” 

“I do not believe that moving funding from the schools block to the high 

needs block is appropriate. South Glos schools are not performing to the 

standard that they should be. It seems that option 2 is the more logical 

with analysis to be undertaken as to why SGC pay about double for SEND 

needs currently. I do not believe that SEND needs should be as low as 

neighbouring counties but it appears from the analysis in the paper that 

the ready reckoner still provides a sufficient fund.” 
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Table 6 Q5 “Please tell us the main reasons for your choices” 

Theme 
No. of 

mentions 
% of 

respondents 

   

Disagree or abstain 694 66% 

Disagree with all / No option is preferable / no reductions 323 54% 

Raise money to increase funding, especially lobby Central Government / 
Secretary of State 

235 39% 

Find a different solution 43 7% 

Unfair / wrong / damaging outcome 36 6% 

Not sustainable 24 4% 

Won’t meet council’s plan / priorities / statutory obligations 10 2% 

Transfer money from other council budgets  / reserves 9 2% 

Let each school decide / follow school’s recommendation 3 1% 

Disagree with financial figures / assumptions 1 0.2% 

Not clear what impact would be 1 0.2% 

  
 

Already a funding & education provision problem 315 47% 

South Gloucestershire schools’ funding already insufficient 218 36% 

Schools already underperforming, badly resourced or maintained 41 7% 

Already too hard to get SEND support / SEND needs not currently being 
met / current support insufficient 

35 6% 

SEND requires more/ most help & resources 27 5% 

Improve quality of education – reduce class sizes 1 0.2% 

   

Protect  Schools Block 132 18% 

Minimise impact on kids with no needs / protect majority of kids 37 6% 

Negative impact on Non-SEND children 30 5% 

Cuts to schools would leave inadequate standards 25 4% 

Don’t take from schools block 24 4% 

Removing money from Schools Block / mainstream cuts affect SEND 
children (notional £6k) – protect higher needs with this 

14 2% 

Will reduce talent and skills of local / future workforce 2 0.3% 
Base: respondents to Q5 (who gave a reason for their choices at Q4) n=599 
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Table 6 Continued: Q5 “Please tell us the main reasons for your choices” 

Theme 
No. of 

mentions 
% of 

respondents 

   

Protect Higher Needs Block 124 16% 

SEND requires more/ most help & resources 27 5% 

Negative impact on SEND children 21 4% 

Give to / protect most vulnerable & those with greatest need 17 3% 

Keep SEND support at present level 14 2% 

SEND support affects all children and teachers 14 2% 

Endangers ability to fulfil EHCPs / need to ensure EHCPs protected 13 2% 

Growth in SEND needs 11 2% 

All SEND money should be ring-fenced / currently schools using money 
for other purposes 4 

1% 

Transfer more than £1.5m to HNB 3 1% 

  
 

Fairness 100 15% 

Fair / fairer option 26 4% 

All children need extra funding / treat all children equally 26 4% 

Least bad option 17 3% 

Spread the impact over wider population 16 3% 

Minimise / minimal impact on children 12 2% 

Balance / compromise 3 1% 

   

Improve financial management & efficiency 64 8% 

Find more efficient ways / why does support cost so much? 19 3% 

Bad financial management 15 3% 

Approve analysis / Ready Reckoner to make  SGC more efficient / 
effective in spending 13 

2% 

SEND kids receive disproportional funding / inefficient spending 12 2% 

Suggestions or support of savings measures  3 1% 

Parents of SEND parents could pay some of costs 2 0.3% 

  
 

Not applicable / miscellaneous comments 6 1% 

Base: respondents to Q5 (who gave a reason for their choices at Q4) n=599 
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3.2. Cumulative impact of proposal 
 
The perception of the current situation in schools, and any changes that have taken 
place in recent years, influences how a number of respondents expect the proposals 
in this consultation to take shape in reality. 
 
 

Satisfaction with current SEND provision 

Overall more of the respondents who have children with SEND are satisfied with the 

quality of SEND provision / support in school than are unsatisfied (46% satisfied vs. 

41% unsatisfied). However this depends on the type of school their children are 

attending and therefore how much support they are receiving; parents of children 

with SEND in a mainstream primary or secondary are more likely to be 

unsatisfied than those in a school with a resource base or in a special school 

(e.g. Primary School: 46% unsatisfied in Mainstream vs 0% unsatisfied in Resource 

Base). And respondents with children who are home educated are the most likely to 

be very unsatisfied (40%). 

 

Table 7 Q3 How satisfied are you with the quality of SEND provision/support that your child 
has received in the last year? 
 

  

Total 

Mainstream 
Primary 
School 

Mainstream 
Secondary 

School 

Resource 
Base in a 
Primary 
School 

Resource 
Base in a 

Secondary 
School 

Special 
School 

Pupil 
Referral 

Unit 

Other 
e.g. 

home 
education 

Base 190 133 83 6 8 18 3 5 

Very satisfied 13% 12% 11% 33% 13% 22% - - 

Fairly satisfied 33% 29% 33% 67% 25% 67% 33% 20% 

Neither satisfied nor 
unsatisfied 

10% 8% 12% - 25% 6% - 20% 

Quite unsatisfied 16% 17% 18% - 13% 6% 33% - 

Very unsatisfied 25% 29% 25% - 25% - 33% 40% 

Not applicable / don't 
know 

4% 5% 1% - - - - 20% 

Total Satisfied 46% 41% 44% 100% 38% 89% 33% 20% 
Total Unsatisfied 41% 46% 43% 0% 38% 6% 66% 40% 

 
Base: parents of children with SEND (n=190) 
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Pre-existing issues which may affect proposed changes 
 
The most frequently stated issue that respondents felt was already negatively 
impacting the education or support of their child was the lack of funding for 
mainstream schools (52% of respondents; see Table 8). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parents and carers described the lack of equipment, training for staff, staff members, 
school transport and trips, and inability of the school to repair or maintain buildings. 
For parents and carers this lead to concerns that their children were getting a lower 
quality education, for example a reduced curriculum and lower grades (5%), or 
larger class sizes (4%), but also that families needed to give money or equipment to 
the school where once the school would have been able to provide items to children. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“School funding isn't covering many schools basic needs and central 

government need to face up to this. Also funding of NHS services such as 

Speech and Language and Occupational Therapy is now so bad that only the 

most severely affected children are able to access appropriate therapy 

leaving our more "high functioning" children unable to achieve their full 

potential which will lead to more issues as they mature. It is false economy 

to not invest in our children's education and wellbeing.” 

“Fewer TAs to support, fewer resources, teachers leaving, heads leaving as they are 

burnt out. More and more being put on parents to support schools. Less money from 

cash-strapped parents to support school funding (e.g. governor's fund) so 

infrastructural decline of schools, fewer resources and yet higher expectations and 

pressure based on a ridiculous national curriculum that is focussed on testing very 

young children for the purposes of Tables and Ofsted. Disastrous. Schools need more 

money, not cutting, not moving it from one set of children to the other. 

“Our school, for which I am a governor, is struggling enormously to balance its 

books. We have had to cut our TA hours by half and change the way our SEND children 

are supported. My little boy has never been on a school trip and the school is 

having to rely more and more heavily on fundraising through the PTA. If a teacher is 

off sick they are covered by unqualified staff. As a parent the cuts to education 

are so depressing to witness and you can see the consequences that it is having on 

the wellbeing of the most vulnerable children, including those who have SEND” 

“The lack of funding has reduced the breadth of the curriculum and 

equipment such as IT etc. in my children's school” 
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The lack of SEND support was noted by 25% of respondents; in particular the 
reduced access to professionals to carry out assessments or support pupils, as 
well as the need for better access to healthcare for children with SEND, and the 
reduced responsiveness of the Council 0 – 25 team. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A number of respondents mentioned issues with staffing; firstly the existing number 
of teaching staff were dwindling, leaving the remaining teachers overstretched and 
with low morale (16%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“The funding cuts have already had a massive impact on my children. My eldest son 

has been given little support, and what he has been given is not consistent. For 

an autistic child consistency is key. It took years for anyone to listen, and in 

that time more damage was done to his mental health. Reduced hours for over a year 

has meant that his education and learning has been impacted greatly, and we have 

even had it mentioned to us from staff within the academy to de-register him or 

find alternative settings.[…] I worry that more damage is being done to children 

with SEN as teachers are overstretched. One TA split between 3 classes, is not 

enough, but this is what happens when it is a game to save money. At the centre of 

all of this are children, all of whom deserve an education.” 

“Reduction of health services delivered in school - physiotherapy, school 

nursing services etc. Benefits cuts which target disabled people in 

society, pushing more and more genuine and intelligent people into 

poverty. Increases in class sizes due to lack of funding for schools.” 

“The budget for SEND is inadequate. Our [..] son struggled from Year 7 with 

anxiety, migraines at secondary school. It wasn't until halfway through Year 9 

after a crisis which involved self-harming, that someone suggested at school he 

was referred to CAMHS for an ASD assessment, despite us raising concerns from 

the start of his time at secondary school. He has now recently been diagnosed as 

being on the ASD, and 3 professionals at CAMHS could not believe that this was 

not recognised by primary or secondary school earlier as it was so very obvious 

to them.[…] His mental health and life chances have been seriously harmed by 

the failure of the schools to recognise this.  Our son has had a very unhappy 

time at secondary school due to the lack of support in his early years, and is 

unlikely to fulfil his potential when he takes his GCSE exams” 

A number of teaching assistants have been pushed out due to lack of funding. Teachers 

are overstretched with coping with huge class sizes and stress and morale within the 

education sector is at an all-time low. Something needs to be done about this now 
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 Secondly there were also too few Teaching Assistants and support staff (11%), 
as well as pastoral support (8%), making it harder to support children in their 
education, and sometimes resulting in disruptive pupil behaviour in classrooms or 
bullying during school time (7%). The limited training and trained professionals also 
meant teaching staff were responsible for supporting children with SEND but without 
the specialist knowledge. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The lack of support for pupils meant that some parents / carers said that their 
children had suffered increased mental health issues (7%), such as low self-
esteem, anxiety or depression, or that mental health issues that would have 
previously been addressed are not anymore. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

“My children will attend Castle where currently, as an example, broken windows and 

leaking roofs do not provide a warm, dry environment in which they can be safe and 

healthy let alone carry out the learning expected of them. Lack of pastoral care due 

to cuts also mean vulnerable students are not adequately catered for, impacting on 

their own wellbeing and learning, and that of those in their classes.” 

“My [son] has recently been diagnosed with having dyslexic tendencies and 

potentially Development Coordination Disorder (DCD). In school he had a TA that 

would sit with him and ensure he understood the teachers instructions. Over time 

his TA was with him less and less. In year 5 he had no TA or support, This had a 

massive negative effect on him and his self-esteem and confidence hit rock bottom. 

He became dis-engaged completely from his learning. This is because the school had 

to make cuts- those cuts were the TA's. my son will be heading to secondary school 

next year.... he is now 3 years behind in his learning from his peers. He suffers 

with anxiety and everyday it is a real effort to get him to school. It is heart 

breaking and to hear him cry himself to sleep because he thinks he is stupid. I 

just don't know what to do anymore” 

“The lack of teacher in assistants to help all 

pupils and not just the send/ disruptive pupils” 
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Table 8 Q7 “If you feel that there is anything already impacting the education and support for 

your child please let us know” 

Theme 
No. of 

mentions 
% of 

respondents 

Lack of funds for mainstream -  equipment, training, staff, 
transport, repairs, trips  151 52% 

Lack of SEND support e.g. Access to professionals, NHS & 
healthcare and slow Local authority 0 -25 team / hard to get EHCP 74 25% 

Staff low morale / burnt out / leaving / overstretched / not enough 
teachers / inexperienced teachers 48 16% 

Too few Teaching Assistants & support staff 33 11% 

Miscellaneous or not applicable 27 9% 

Not enough pastoral support 23 8% 

Disruption to learning in classroom / bullying or assault / bad 
behaviour 21 7% 

Mental health issues increased / not addressed 19 7% 

Limited training / specialists to help 18 6% 

Low standards / reduced curriculum/ poor performing schools 16 5% 

Not enough space in special schools / too many SEND children with 
different needs in mainstream or one class 14 5% 

Too big class sizes / too little attention from teacher 13 4% 

Pupil with SEND not able to attend classes / exclusion 6 2% 

Changes to curriculum / too much testing 4 1% 

Failed Ofsted / impact of poor Ofsted 3 1% 

No - had excellent support 3 1% 

School using SEND money on general things instead of EHCP 2 0.7% 
Base: respondents answering Q7 (n=292) 
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3.3. Adjusting spending to meet income 
 
The most common suggestion for making expenditure match income was to 
increase the income schools and the council get for education; 37% of respondents 
made  comments related to increasing funding, with the most frequent comment 
being to lobby central government (17% of comments). Other suggestions 
included adapting the national funding formula or using council reserves or other 
departments’ money (5%). Other respondents asked for council income to be raised 
through tax and business rates (4%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23% of respondents mentioned improving efficiency or effectiveness of 
current processes. For example within the Council the EHCP process could be 
made more efficient (9%) or staffing could be reduced and finances could be 
generally managed better (4%). Or schools could find ways to make their processes 
more efficient (6%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16% of respondents commented that that did not agree with the proposed options 
or that other options could be created by making decisions in a different way 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10% of respondents suggested ways to reduce costs, for example by reducing 
funding, staffing or transport. Whereas an equal proportion, 10%, asked the Council 
to invest more money in long term solutions such as more special schools, early 
identification and intervention and staff training. 
 

“I cannot agree to any reduction in education funding.  Please go back 

to government and ask for more money or use South Glos reserves.” 

“Can you increase SG council tax instead? It's one of the lowest in the UK. School 

should not be having funding taken away from them. Our younger generations are being 

massively short changed by austerity imposed by this selfish government.” 

“Full review of middle and higher level management positions in all South Glos 

departments The council is full of overpaid and ineffective managers” 

“Appeals process for EHCP's is costing a lot of money. Most EHCP's that go to 

appeal go through. If the process was more thought out you wouldn't need as many 

appeals. More training and guidelines need to be implemented so an appeal is a rare 

occurrence not the norm. My child had her EHCP refused first time she then went on 

to get a full time TA all day at school. Something is not right if one team thought 

she needed no help whilst another agreed she needed full time help.” 

“I don't support any of these options. You have insufficient money and 

can't fix that by moving it around. The solution is to increase funding.” 
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Table 9 Q6 “Please let us know if you have any suggestions to bring expenditure on schools 
and SEND back in line with the funding received” 
 

Theme No. of mentions % of respondents 

  
 

Increase income / funds 107 37% 

Lobby/campaign to central government 45 17% 

Improve schools funding NFF 16 6% 

Council should use its financial reserves/ cuts elsewhere 
in the council 

12 5% 

Increase council tax / business rates 11 4% 

Ask parents for a contribution 9 3% 

Both schools and high needs block should be funded 
(option 4) 

8 3% 

Schools could charge for their specialist services/ use of 
facilities 

6 2% 

   

Efficiency & effectiveness measures 71 23% 

More streamlined cost effective EHCP processes 24 9% 

More cost effective processes in schools 15 6% 

Reduce staffing levels in the LA management team/ 
improve financial management in council 

11 4% 

More effective procurement and commissioning for 
schools 

11 4% 

Invest more in early identification/early help 10 4% 

   

Disagree with current options, proposals or system 44 16% 

Do not agree with options- raise with secretary of state 28 11% 

Both schools and high needs block should be funded 
(option 4) 

8 3% 

General election/change of government 5 2% 

Listen to and involve parents more 2 1% 

Query decision making process  1 0.4% 

“Better training for teachers to ensure adequate curriculum 

differentiation and behaviour management of students. Increase number 

of specialist school places to decrease burden on mainstream teachers” 
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Reduce spend 40 10% 

Reduce SEND funding 14 5% 

Reduce CEO academies staff salaries/ processes 7 3% 

Reduce school transport costs 2 1% 

Reduce 1:1 staff use innovative methods 2 1% 

Remove free school dinners 2 1% 

Reduce school hours 1 0.4% 
   

Improve provision 34 10% 

Build more special schools/create more resource base 
spaces 

11 4% 

Invest more in early identification/early help 10 4% 

Better training for school staff 7 3% 

Charities to provide support to schools 4 2% 

More support for children and families- outside of 
school 

2 1% 

   

Miscellaneous 15 6% 

Unsure/ don’t know enough about it 5 2% 

Base: respondents answering Q6 (n=265) 
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3.4. Profile of survey respondents 
 
 
The majority of respondents (89%) have children aged 0 – 25. 27% of respondents, 
and 30% of respondents who are parents / carers, had at least one child with special 
educational needs. 
 

 

Table 10 Q1 Which of the following best describes you? 

Type of respondent 
Number of 

respondents 
% 

Parent/ Carer of a child aged 0 - 25 with special educational needs 195 27% 

Parent/ Carer of a child aged 0 - 18 without any special educational 
needs 515 71% 

Local resident with no children living in household 12 2% 

Professional working in a school or education setting 94 13% 

Professional working in a practitioner role/ support role/ voluntary 
community sector 9 1% 

Answering on behalf of an organisation 4 1% 

Other 11 2% 
Base All respondents n= 727 

 

Only a small number of parents of a child with SEND had their children attending a 
resource base (3% in a primary school, 4% in a secondary school), while for 10% of 
parents who have a child with SEND their child attended a Special School. 
 
 
Table 11 Q2 If you have a child who is educated at a school in South Gloucestershire, what 
type of school do they attend? (If you have more than one child, tick all that apply) 

 What type of school 
your child attends: 

 Total 

Parent/ Carer 
of a child 

aged 0 - 25 
with SEND 

Parent/ Carer 
of a child 

aged 0 - 18 
without SEND 

Base 644 192 507 

Mainstream Primary 
School 

74% 70% 77% 

Mainstream Secondary 
School 

43% 44% 45% 

Resource Base in a 
Primary School 

1% 3% 0% 

Resource Base in a 
Secondary School 

1% 4% 1% 

Special School 3% 10% 0% 

Pupil Referral Unit 0% 2% 0% 

Other e.g. home 
education 

1% 3% 1% 

Base: Parents and Carers n= 644 
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Table 12 Q9 Age 

  % Respondents 
Base 722 

Under 16 1% 

16-25 1% 

26-35 13% 

36-45 54% 

46-55 27% 

56-65 2% 

66-75 1% 

Over 75 0% 

Prefer not to say 2% 
 

 

Table 13 Q10 Gender 

  % Respondents 

Base 724 

Female 77% 

Male 19% 

Other - 

Prefer not to say 4% 
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Table 14 Q11 Disability 

  % Respondents 

Base 721 

No 90% 

Prefer not to say 5% 

Yes- Physical 
impairment 

1% 

Yes- Sensory 
impairment 

1% 

Yes- Mental health 
condition 

2% 

Yes- Learning 
disability/difficulty or 
cognitive impairment 

0% 

Yes- Long standing 
illness or health 

condition 

2% 

Yes- Other (please 
state below) 

0% 

 

 

Table 15 Q12 Ethnicity 

Break % 
Respondents   

Base 655 

BAME 3% 

White Other 3% 

White British 95% 

 

  

Table 16 Q13 “Do you have any children of the following age groups living in your household? 

Break % 
Respondents   

Base 718 

Children’s’ age group   
0 - 4 years 22% 

5 - 10 years 64% 

11 - 16 years 46% 

17 - 18 years 6% 

19 - 25 6% 

None of the above / not 
applicable 

4% 

Prefer not to say 3% 
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Table 17 Q14 Sexual Orientation 

Break % 
Respondents   

Base 708 

Bisexual 1% 

Gay male 0% 

Gay female/ lesbian 1% 

Heterosexual 82% 

Other 0% 

Questioning 
 

- 

Prefer not to say 16% 

 

 

Table 18 Q15 Do you identify as transgender? 

Break % 
Respondents   

Base 712 

Yes - 

No 88% 

Prefer not to say 12% 

 

 

Table 19 Q16 Religion/ belief 

Break % 
Respondents   

Base 709 

Buddhist 0% 

Christian 40% 

Hindu 1% 

Jewish - 

Muslim 1% 

Sikh - 

Any other religion 
(please state below) 

1% 

No religion 41% 

Prefer not to say 17% 
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4. Other representations 

4.1. Emails and Letters 
 
 
63 emails and 2 letters were received in response to the consultation. The responses 
have been divided in this report into those from members of the public, those from 
organisations, and those from Local Councillors, Town and Parish Councils or 
Members of Parliament. 
 
 
Members of Public 

 
The consultation team received 58 emails from members of the public, most of which 
focussed on the need for sufficient funding and therefore not accepting any of 
the three proposed options. The emails included the following major themes: 

 
Table 20: Summary of themes found in emails from members of the public 

Theme 
Number of 
mentions 

None of the options are acceptable, please provide a 4th option 34 

Schools are currently struggling do not cut further 14 

Raise issue with secretary of state/government 7 

Please invest in children’s education 5 

Take funding from somewhere else and prioritise education 3 

Query about pots of money 1 

Prefer Option 1 1 

Prefer Option 3 1 

Prefer Option 2 0 
Base: Members of public who sent an email to consultation@southglos.gov.uk (n=58) 

 
34 emails were received with the same wording, stating: 
 
‘None of the options are acceptable. The local authority must work with central government 
to provide a 4th option, where both mainstream and high needs education have adequate 
funding.’  

 
Additionally 7 other emails mentioned asking the secretary of state or central 
government for funding: 
 
“South Gloucestershire are the lowest funded authority in the Country and you wish to 
reduce this further. I approve to none of these 3 options and request that the serious under-
funding of South Gloucestershire schools is raised with the Secretary of State for Education 
as a matter of urgency” 

 
 
There were 14 mentions that schools are struggling with the funding that they 
currently receive, for example: 

mailto:consultation@southglos.gov.uk
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‘In reference to your recent consultation on school funding, in particular how money will be 

divided between mainstream and high needs education, I find it necessary to write to voice 
my opinion. None of the options that have so far come up are acceptable. The local authority 
must work with central government to provide a 4th option, where both mainstream and high 
needs education have adequate funding. This really does appear to be another blow in 
terms of funding for our schools. I have 3 children at Olveston primary school. The school is 
drastically struggling with its finance due to its unfair payment system and it appears to be at 
a huge 'disadvantage' for simply being a small country school. Our children are happy at this 
school but how long can this continue. I urge you to pay immediate attention to this need in 
our schools.’ 

 
There were 5 mentions of the importance of investing in and funding children’s 
education for the future good of all in the community:  

 
‘None of the ideas are acceptable. Demand more money for Education or we are likely to 
end up churning out more uneducated decision makers who will come up with even worse 
ideas on how to spend the tax payers’ money in a spiral that can only lead to a crash. 
Education has never been so important as it is now, look at the divisive politics that are 
plaguing the world playing on poorly educated people’s fears through no fault of their own 
except a lack of access to good education.’ 

 
There were 3 mentions of prioritising funding for education and taking the money 
from another source/service area at the council: 

 
‘I would like to add my comments to the above consultation. Cutting funding for any areas of 
education in South Gloucestershire is not acceptable. Education is a vital service like health 
and social care and an even more badly resourced education will have a negative impact on 
the future of individuals but also our communities, particularly for those who need extra 
support to reach their potential. Other services will eventually pay the price. I appreciate it is 
due to government funding which is a disgrace, but the council has a duty to provide a good 
education for its children even if it means ruthless prioritising.’ 

 
 1 email mentioned a query around the 4 pots of money: 
 
‘Your consultation document mentions 4 pots of money, however you only identify options 
relating to two of these pots. Surely if you want people to make an informed decision around 
funding for our schools all pots of money should be identified and options for moving money 
between all 4 pots should be on the table.’ 
 

 
1 email stated that the respondent prefers Option 1:  
 
‘If I have to choose, I support idea 1’ 

 
 
1 email mentioned that they preferred Option 3; sharing the reduction between both 
blocks: 

 
‘If £3m of pain is to be felt then the pain should be shared between the 2 pots. You limit 
yourselves to 3 solutions here but must see that there are multiple variations to option 3.I 
keep in mind that an additional £1 in pot A benefits far more children numerically than an 
additional £1 in pot B If pot A receives an addition £3.7M from the government but (as an 



30 
School & SEND Budget 2019 - 2020 Consultation Output Report 

example) gives £2M to the B, then pot A can be seen as both £1.7M up and £2M down. Pot 
B can be seen as both £2M up and £1M down. This seems more justifiable to myself and 
can be viewed as either a win/win or a lose/lose, but both pots feel some pain but are better 
off than their worst case scenario.’ 

 
Organisations 
The Council received one collective response from the Special Schools detailed their 
opposition to any of the three proposed options: 
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Local Councillors, Town and Parish Councils and Members of Parliament 
 
4 emails and 2 letters were received, with the following contents: 
 
Table 21: correspondence from elected members and Town and Parish councils 

Respondent Content of Email 

Pucklechurch Parish Council Dear Sirs 
Pucklechurch Parish Council reviewed the consultation at its 
meeting on 7th November and believes that the consultation is 
flawed, to which it is unable to make an informal decision, 
however, PPC does not support the reduction in school 
provision in any form! 
 

Yate Town Council “Yate Town Council’s response is to defend our children most 
in need and all of education.  The most disadvantaged should 
not be have their funding cut.” 
 

South Gloucestershire 
Liberal Democrat Group 

We cannot endorse any of the three options proposed by the 
Conservative administration, each of which would lead to 
increased hardship for our already chronically underfunded 
schools. As has been widely acknowledged, the funding 
allocated by central Government to both SEND and 
mainstream schooling in South Gloucestershire is inadequate. 
South Gloucestershire has become the national poster child 
for schools in financial crisis, as a result of the BBC’s School 
documentary. Instead of simply acquiescing to this situation, 
and forcing parents of SEND and non-SEND pupils to vie for a 
share of over-stretched funding, the administration (and South 
Gloucestershire’s three Conservative MPs) should vigorously 
lobby their colleagues in Government to ensure that education 
in South Gloucestershire is adequately resourced, before the 
situation deteriorates still further.  
  
This consultation has been deemed necessary on the basis 
that there is a £3 million overspend above the allocated 
budget for High Needs SEND in South Gloucestershire 
schools. As Lib Dem councillors have repeatedly warned the 
administration in recent years, such overspends have become 
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inevitable and are an indication that the budget for this area 
has been set at an unrealistically low level – not that our 
schools have been profligate, inefficient or overgenerous in 
the way that High Needs money is allocated. There has been 
significant growth in demand for High Need support in South 
Gloucestershire in recent years. We understand that the 
number of pupils with EHCPs has grown from just 1145 four 
years ago to around 1800 today. Given this increase in 
demand, attempts to squeeze the High Needs budget by £3 
million are doomed to fail and are likely to lead to inadequate 
outcomes for High Needs pupils.  
  
The administration’s preferred option of dealing with the 
overspend in 2019/20 is to take £3 million from the 
mainstream budget. At a time when South Gloucestershire 
has the lowest per pupil funding in the entire country and 
when three quarters of our schools have been forced to cut 
teaching assistants, this is not a palatable option. The other 
options, which would see the High Needs budget cut directly, 
are also unworkable for the reasons given above.           

Siston Parish Council At the full council meeting last Thursday, members considered 
the above consultation and would like to lodge the following 
comments: 
 
'Being the lowest funding Education Authority in the whole 
country, South Gloucestershire Council should not be placed 
in the position of needing to choose between funding for the 
schools block or SEND students. 
 
The shortfall in SEND funding and lack of local provision for 
those students, many with complex needs, force South 
Gloucestershire to transport many such students to high cost 
provision in other parts of the country. 
 
Siston Parish Council wonder why this local provision is so 
lacking, those parish councillors also believe greater effort 
should be made to secure a higher level of National funding.'  
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4.2. Public engagement events  
 

Members of Public and Parent and Carer events 
 
The Council held 5 public engagement events, two of which were for members of the 
parents and carers forum, and three of which were for members of the public, 
although a number of parents and carers forum members attended both. For this 
reason, it is not possible to separate out the feedback of parents and carers of 
children with SEND from the feedback of other members of the public. 
 
 
Feedback on Option 1 
 
Whilst Option 1 had the benefit over Option 3 of not increasing the deficit, the biggest 
criticism of this option was that it did not solve the actual problem at hand, which 
was firstly reducing the deficit, and secondly addressing the years of underfunding 
that schools had received; in fact it would exacerbate the second issue.  
 
Regarding exacerbating the current underfunding, a number of people were 
concerned about how schools would cope with further reductions, and felt that the 
£3.7m schools were meant to receive was badly needed. To take the majority of this 
away from schools’ budgets wouldn’t take into account the years of increased costs 
that schools have faced. Some respondents felt that the additional money from 
central government should be used as originally intended, as children were already 
struggling from reduced support and lower standards, such as disruption in class and 
increased exclusions; issues that may get worse without the additional funds. Some 
feared this may result in increased numbers of young people not in education, 
employment or training, or would leave more pupils with poor mental health. Many 
respondents wanted some reassurance that there would be a long term solution to 
the lack of funding, and that moving funds between differently underfunded areas, or 
“robbing Peter to pay Paul” as some described it, could not keep being used as a 
strategy. 

 
Regarding solving the long term, underlying problem, some respondents felt an 
option was required to reduce the deficit or at least ensure the Council was not faced 
with the same problem this time next year. Some respondents mentioned that Option 
1 lacked any idea of how to manage funds more efficiently in future, make better 
decisions, or ensure that there would not be a negative impact on mainstream 
children. 

 
A number of participants mentioned that one of the potential benefits of Option 1, 
relative to the other options, was that it could have the lowest impact per child by 
spreading the ‘pain’ across all school pupils. However some people were unsure 
whether affecting more pupils overall would cause more harm than affecting a few 
pupils more acutely. 

 
It was seen as positive that by not requiring any cuts to the SEND budget, this option 
protects children with SEND, and therefore is preferable for the parents of these 
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children. By not making reductions to the higher needs block, a number of 
participants felt that Option 1 ensured that those children who had the greatest need 
or would benefit most from the limited funds would receive them. And that 
additionally this would have a positive impact on the whole system if children with 
SEND were receiving the help they needed. 
 
However other respondents felt that whilst it meant no direct reduction to the SEND 
provision, the reduction to the Schools Block budget would affect all children with 
SEND as the standards of the school building, teaching or wider support would 
decline, and may particularly affect children with SEND who do not have an EHCP or 
are currently waiting for a diagnosis since they rely on Schools Block funding to 
support their higher needs. Some individuals felt that Option 1 would lead to an 
increase in the number of EHCP applications in order for schools to try to access 
more funding for children. And some respondents felt that children with EHCPs 
would be particularly affected by the Schools Block funding reduction, since it may 
result in fewer teachers and resources to managing higher needs children and could 
lead to more exclusions or fewer higher needs children being accepted into schools. 

 
One potential positive effect of option 1 was that it gave the Council and schools 
more time to find a long term solution to the problem; one respondent described it as 
“less of a knee-jerk reaction” than the other two options, allowing more time to 
implement the proposed changes. 

 
There was a question whether asking the Secretary of State for a transfer, and 
effectively taking money away from schools to pay for SEND provision, would 
highlight to the Department for Education that SEND funding was a serious issue, 
and therefore a solution may be found at this higher level. 

 
 
Feedback on Option 2 
 
Many respondents felt that there were no positive points to Option 2 at all.  
 
A few respondents mentioned that it would be a good outcome if it could improve 
efficiency and consistency in SEND support, and that Option 2 at least attempts to 
address the problem with the system, and sort it out as soon as possible. If it could 
do so, a few respondents saw a possibility that Option 2 may bring about a fairer 
allocation of funding or earlier intervention, which would be more cost effective and 
beneficial to families.  
 
Many participants imagined that this option might be preferable to parents and carers 
of children in mainstream education without SEND, and that it would reduce funding 
pressures for schools, as well as impacting on the fewest students. However most 
attendees at the events were uncomfortable with the idea of focusing the negative 
impact on a small number of children as it increased the scale of the negative 
effects; especially when it is targeted at those who are most vulnerable and have 
the greatest need. Some questioned if this was treating pupils with a lack of equality 
since the effects would not just be large, but disproportionate for children with SEND. 
Others asked if this would contradict the aim of inclusion for children with SEND by 
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making mainstream education too poorly provisioned for children with higher needs 
to be able to attend.  
 
There were a number of people who thought the lack of funding for higher needs 
might lead to more exclusions, or to schools not accepting children with complex 
needs as they would not have the funds to support them, or that it might lead to 
negative labelling of children in order to try and get them a diagnosis. Thinking of the 
children without SEND, some participants wondered if they would also experience 
some effect from children with higher needs not being supported sufficiently, for 
instance more disruption in the classroom, teachers becoming more overstretched, 
or less support as it is focussed on children with SEND. 
 
If SEND funding were to decrease many participants emphasised the increased 
importance of having the £6,000 per pupil within the Schools’ Block ring-fenced to 
ensure there was at least some funding for higher needs. 
 
One of the potential issues was that it would be unfair to pupils without an EHCP but 
who require support, since they may find it harder to obtain an EHCP. Another 
potential issue was that it might lead to more challenges to EHCPs as it becomes 
more critical to secure support through plans, and therefore there would be more 
tribunals, whilst disadvantaging children with parents who can’t advocate as 
effectively as others, since securing support might depend more on a parent’s ability 
to ‘fight’ for particular support. Many parents or carers of children who were 
struggling in mainstream school mentioned how difficult it is to get an EHCP and 
dreaded the prospect of this becoming even more of an ordeal or harder to achieve. 
 
A major point of contention was around how Option 2 would be achieved, and if it 
was really achievable. For some this came down to the detail behind the Ready 
Reckoner; some respondents did not understand how it would make savings, and 
questioned what would happen if the support children needed actually meant it 
would cost the Council more. Others questioned whether it could take into account 
the actual availability of resources in a school; for instance, if a school doesn’t have 
enough Teaching Assistants how will this be planned around, or if a resource base 
has to be consolidated into one group of twenty pupils instead of two groups of ten, 
how would this work? Many parents were also aware that children without EHCPs 
currently ‘piggyback’ support off money from other children with EHCPs, and that the 
Ready Reckoner might prevent this and therefore reduce support to some children. 
 
There was also a concern that the timescale was too quick for the Council and 
schools to iron out these practicalities, and this would likely lead to disruption or not 
meeting the deadlines. This seemed especially likely to those who said they had 
experienced the current lack of capacity in the 0-25 team to cope with the existing 
workload, and their inability to be sufficiently responsive to the everyday issues at 
hand. 
 
Some respondents also worried that leaving the schools budget unaffected left too 
much freedom for schools to avoid spending money on SEND, and a lack of 
transparency to check what it had been spent on. 
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Feedback on Option 3 
 
Option 3 was considered to be a compromise in that it could bring some benefits of 
the other options, but only half of their benefits; for instance it only tackled the 
overspending problem half as much as Option 2, but at least had more efficiency 
measures than Option 1. For some it felt more fair and balanced to ‘spread the pain’ 
between the two blocks, with neither losing out too much. However for many of the 
participants, this had all the negative effects of both options, and didn’t solve any 
issues. Some worried that it would be too slow an implementation, others worried 
that the timing wasn’t realistic enough. Many felt it put too much pressure on schools 
by hitting them in two places at once, and that everyone is bound to suffer some 
negative effects of this option, with no pupils protected. At the same time there was 
the concern that the money distributed or saved with this option was too small to do 
anything with. It was far more likely to be considered the ‘worst of both worlds’ 
than, as most people described their preferred choice, ‘the best of a bad bunch’. 
 
 
General Comments 
 
One of the themes that came out of the discussions was dissatisfaction with the 
current situation in schools and SEND provision. Some of the parents and carers of 
children with SEND felt that their children’s needs were not being met at the 
moment, before any further reductions in spending were made, and that therefore 
support for SEND took too long to obtain and was given too late. This was 
considered not cost effective for schools or the Council, and damaging to children’s 
outcomes and opportunities. Additionally many participants mentioned the mismatch 
between the growth in SEND needs and the lack of growth in funding coming to 
South Gloucestershire.  
 
With the notional £6,000 in the schools’ block not being ring-fenced, many parents or 
carers of children without EHCPs felt that their children were not getting the 
support they were meant to and it was hard to ensure the schools spend the 
money on children with additional needs. The types of support or provision some 
parents considered to be lacking included teaching assistants, pastoral support, 
EHCPs and special school places. The lack of resources was considered by some to 
already be at a situation some described as an emergency, and therefore there 
should be some kind of response from local or central government, such as using 
emergency reserves.  
 
It felt discordant to some participants that the Council was saying it hands out too 
many EHCPs when so many parents felt or were told it was difficult, and getting 
increasingly more difficult, to get EHCPs for their children. This dissatisfying and 
frustrating situation sometimes led to a lack of trust in South Gloucestershire 
Council, especially when parents or carers found it difficult to get any support or 
communication from the Council and felt there was a lack of transparency. This 
sometimes led to the suspicion that the Council was managing resources poorly. 
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In light of this situation, many parents and carers were looking for a long-term 
solution, which would involve finding more funding as well as being more 
efficient with resources. For this reason the Ready Reckoner was welcomed by 
many as a cost saving measure that would also be more transparent and tailored. 
However others saw it as unlikely to lead to better outcomes when it was 
fundamentally driven by saving money. 
 
Some participants mentioned that trying to tweak the system by, for example, 
providing more training opportunities to clusters of schools, would not work because 
the fundamental lack of staff would mean there wouldn’t be the capacity to take the 
training. Therefore a few people suggested a total reforming of the system was 
needed, which involved investing more money in the service – something which 
would save money in the long run. Some suggestions included more local provision 
and more early intervention and prevention. 
 
If a long-term solution is in place, some respondents mentioned that it is then easier 
to tolerate short-term ‘pain’ of reduced provision due to lower spending. However a 
reduction in quality or quantity of service with no end date or goal firmly in place 
would be unacceptable. This is often how respondents viewed the three options; 
something that didn’t solve the deficit or funding problem and therefore none of 
the options were acceptable or preferable. Hence when people suggested a 
fourth option it usually involved finding additional money, by lobbying central 
government or using funding from other council budgets or reserves. Not finding 
extra money was seen to lead to inadequate standards or damaging outcomes such 
as more exclusions or fewer EHCPs, whichever block the funds came out of. Many 
participants also found it hard to give an opinion on the potential outcomes of the 
options without the information on how these changes would affect their children. 
 
 
Conclusions 
The vast majority of feedback from the events tended to be that no option was 
preferable, but that Option 3 appeared to be the worst out of the three since it 
involved both of the drawbacks of options 1 and 2. 

 

School pupil focus groups 
 
6 local primary schools took part in the consultation by holding a total of 7 focus 
groups with a small number of pupils of mixed abilities and ages. A Council officer 
facilitated two groups, and school staff in four schools facilitated the other five 
groups.  
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 were explained in their most basic form. Although young people 
were not given much detail on the options and background for these groups, the 
Council wanted to understand what young people said about the general principal of 
money making decisions.  
 
Activity: 
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After a brief explanation of each option, the young people were allocated gold coins. 
They were asked to put their coins into: 

 Put all of the money in the schools’ pot. This will then be split up to ensure all 

schools and all children benefit. This money buys things like laptops, pays for 

teachers and TAs, repairs buildings and so on (this represents Option 2) 

 Put all the money in the High Needs pot. This is money that goes to help 

support children with special needs or disabilities (this represents Option 1) 

 Put some money in each pot (this represents Option 3) 

 
Overall conclusion: 
A slightly larger proportion of pupils chose to share the money equally between 
schools and pupils with SEND (Option 3) than those who chose to give all the 
money to supporting pupils with SEND (Option 1). None of the school focus groups 
chose to allocate all of the money to schools (Option 2). Option 3 was often seen as 
the most fair because the money was shared between areas that were both seen to 
need more money. 
 

 St Michaels School pupils chose to allocate more to SEND pupils 

 Tynings School pupils chose to allocate more to SEND pupils 

 Holy Family pupils shared the money equally 

 Frampton Cotterell School group 1 chose to allocate more to SEND pupils 

and group 2 chose to share the money equally. 

 Pupils from a local village school chose to share the money equally. 

 Pupils from a Primary school in Yate would share the money equally 

 
Examples of comments pertaining to Option 1 (putting money in the jar for young 
people who need more support (SEND) ) 

 “Children who need it most, need a good education and get a house if they 
don’t have one” 

 “I think it should go to children with SEND because they need more money.  If 
someone is really struggling and they don’t have enough resources or help, 
they need more money.” 

 ‘They need it more than we do’.   

 ‘I think everyone should benefit but children with special needs should get a 
bit more’. 

 ‘I put some in both but more in the High Needs pot because I think children 
could get diagnosed earlier or younger and so get the help they need’. 

 
Examples of comments pertaining to Option 2 (putting money in the Schools jar) 

 “It will make more students improve” 

 “I put both in school because children in schools need equipment or they 
wouldn’t be happy.” 

 'You can't give money to help them if there is no school - it will keep the 
school going for longer.' 

 ‘I think all schools should get the money so that everybody benefits including 
children with special needs. Schools do need more money to help them 
improve things’ 
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Examples of comments pertaining to Option 3 (share the money equally between 
the two jars) 

 ‘Schools need more education and disabilities need money as well because if 
they didn’t have enough money or anyone to care for them’ 

 “I think sharing the money is more fair.  I know children with SEND need more 
help but schools are looking a bit poor.  Schools with “Average Joes” can also 
need money for learning equipment.” 

 "Both are important - just the same. Children with needs do need money to be 
supported but so do schools." 

 ‘Children who need it are a bit more important than the school , but schools 
need it and can help less fortunate children to go to school’. 

 ‘I split it 50/50 because there are two children in my class with special needs 
who need more help’ 

 ‘It’s fair, if everyone has the same” 
 
 
 

Youth Board 
 
The Youth Board debated the benefits and drawbacks of the three options at their 
meeting on 23rd October 2018. 
 
Members of the Youth Board had an understanding of what special educational 

needs and disabilities might include, for example they mentioned children who 

require a learning support assistant, children with special educational needs (which 

they listed as autism, ADHD, dyslexia), and children with disabilities such as being 

deaf, blind, requiring a wheelchair, or having a long term condition such as 

leukaemia. They also clarified whether funds to Special Schools would be affected, 

and whether there would already be funds going to both blocks. 

 

Overall the young people voted with the following preferences: 

Table 21: votes on options from Youth Board members 

Options Votes 

Option 1 “£3m to children who need it most” 2 

Option 2 “£3m to remain with schools, to spend how they like” 2 

Option 3 “Split the £3m between schools and children who need it most 2 

 

The Youth Board members raised a number of arguments in favour of Option 1: 

 The number of children with SEN is growing  

 We need more Teaching Assistants, we should give it to people who need it 

most 
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 It should be allocated directly to the children rather than the school to make 

sure it’s directly spent on them 

 The few young people with SEN are most important because they haven’t got 

the help; others might have the money for resources or help already 

 We can’t ignore or write off people who need extra support 

 
There were also some arguments in favour of Option 2: 

 Schools should have the majority of funds; it’s not that the higher needs block 

doesn’t need it, but that everyone deserves help, and you have to choose if / 

where you can make a bigger difference to the majority of people 

 Schools could choose where to invest the money, and they might choose to 

invest it in special educational needs 

 Why would a smaller number of young people be more important than the 

larger number of mainstream pupils (and therefore deserve the money)? 

 Schools are massively underfunded at the moment, you could help so many 

more people –it’s about whether one would rather that everyone has a good 

education or that a few young people have a bit more support 

 If someone has an extreme physical condition it could cost thousands of 

pounds, whereas that money could be spent on so many children 

 
Option 3 was seen to have some merits, and the participants were also keen to 
think about how this could be adapted into an alternative third (or fourth) option: 

 Option 3 treats everyone equally. Children with disabilities need more, others 

need less. It’s about equal rights.  

 £3m is a lot so it can be easily shared 

 It doesn’t have to be split equally  

In undertaking the activity of allocating coins to either a schools block or higher 

needs block jar, the participants asked to be given 3 coins, to represent £3m, so that 

they could split the money but unevenly if they felt that one block needed more than 

the other. Overall the group showed that they wanted some money to go to both 

blocks, but gave slightly greater importance to SEND, by placing slightly more 

coins in the higher needs jar (10 coins versus 8 for Schools). 

 
The Youth Board were also asked what they thought about making savings to the 
higher needs block by adjusting how much funding different young people with 
SEND received. The participants came up with the following factors to take into 
consideration if funding were to change: 

 Geographical location: different places where people live in can have different 

facilities; if you live in the countryside you might need more funding than if you 

live in the centre of town, in order to access services and support. For 

instance, one individual stated, “It depends on the area – if you’re out where I live 

(Wickwar) you are not going to have access to facilities, whereas in the centre of 

Bristol there are more opportunities – public transport is more accommodating (of 

disabilities) in cities too 
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 Redistributing the money could make it slightly more fair, but if someone 

realises they’re going to be “short-changed” then they might take the council 

to tribunal 

 Redistributing funding could be implemented before the Council allocates the 

£3m. This was suggested for two reasons; firstly, if, for instance, a child is 

diagnosed with a physical disability, then the schools will have to provide for 

that pupil’s needs. But If there’s not as much money in the school’s budget 

already, schools might decide spend it on [general] education instead. 

Secondly, one respondent felt that the new way of allocating funding should 

be implemented first so that it’s more equal when the Council provides money 

to the children with SEND 

 One participant commented that while they don’t disagree that SEND support 

needs more help, they felt that this support isn’t going to be given as an adult 

anyway, and so it might as well be reduced now. 

 
 

Learning Difficulties Partnership Board (LDBP) 
 
The main issue commented on by members of the board was the lack of funding for 
schools at present, and the poor Ofsted inspection result with regards to SEND 
provision for children and young people. It was considered that reducing funding for 
a service that is trying to improve inadequate standards may be a risk to achieving 
the required educational, health and social outcomes for children and young people 
with SEND. 
 
Related to the lack of funding, some members of the LDBP raised questions about 
the current problem around exclusions of SEND pupils. They felt any reduction in 
either blocks’ funding could potentially result in increased exclusions, since they 
believed schools might not be able to cover the cost of, or find adequate resources 
for, some higher needs pupils. 
 
Some members raised the issue of the lack of any other options, since all options 
seemed to lead to worse outcomes for Children and Young People. 
 
The chair of the board considered Option 3 to represent the best option 
considering the members’ concerns around funding for both blocks, and asked for 
members to vote to show support for this option; two more members voted in support 
of Option 3 than those that abstained from the vote.  
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4.3. Easy Read Survey 

 
The Easy Read survey received 4 responses, but due to the necessary simple and 
short nature of the survey, it is not possible to confirm how many, if any, of the 
responses were from young people or individuals with learning difficulties or 
disabilities.  
 
Only two respondents answered the question about which option they preferred, with 
both respondents selecting Option 1. 
 
One respondent, who did not select a preferred option, stated: 
 

“None of the ideas are acceptable. Demand more money for Education or we are 

likely to end up churning out more uneducated decision makers who will come up 
with even worse ideas on how to spend the taxpayers money in a spiral that can only 
lead to a crash. Education has never been so important as it is now, look at the 
divisive politics that are plaguing the world playing on poorly educated peoples fears 
through no fault of their own except a lack of access to good education. FIND MORE 
MONEY, TAKE IT FROM OTHER POINTLESS POTS OR TAX THE LOOPHOLE 
TAX DODGERS” 
 

 

The only other respondent to comment on the options, said: 
 

“I have 2 children and they both currently attend South Gloucestershire Schools. My 
son has SEN but my daughter doesn’t. If I’m honest, I don’t think the choices are 
brilliant but if I’m asked to make a choice it would have to be Option A, because I 
know from personal experience how stretched schools are when it comes to 
supporting SEN students so any extra money that can be dedicated to these 
students would be extremely beneficial for them” 
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Appendix 
Copy of survey 
 

 



48 
School & SEND Budget 2019 - 2020 Consultation Output Report 



49 
School & SEND Budget 2019 - 2020 Consultation Output Report 



50 
School & SEND Budget 2019 - 2020 Consultation Output Report 

Full comments are available on request. 


