
Mainstream High Needs Funding 

Banded Funding 

The purpose of banded funding is to provide equity and consistency of funding across the school 
system. The current levels of funding have significant variance across the mainstream sector.  

In calculating the appropriate banding levels for mainstream we have undertaken a range of 
modelling using both the provision maps that were created during the pilot programme and 
attempting to map existing funding to the bands. 

These have both been incredibly complex and difficult to apply. For the provision maps created 
during the pilot this is partly due to the limited size of the cohort and partly because the cost of 
provision was high when compared to current levels of funding. In effect schools in the pilot were 
keen to enhance their existing provision, but obviously that comes at a cost that is not affordable 
or sustainable. 

The existing cohort are challenging to map because of the variation that exists within funding 
levels for similar levels of need and the subjective nature of mapping them to the new system.  
Ironically the broad variation in funding levels is one of the challenges we sought to address by 
implementing a new banding system. 

So, in trying to use the existing plans, we have mapped them to the current system and then 
removed outliers by: 

 Assuming any plan over 15k top-up would be covered through an exceptional funding
request; and

 Discounting the top and bottom 5% and creating a median value for the band.

This output of this is shown in the following table: 

Bands 1 2 3 4 Total 

Total Plans 497 1,104 431 142 2,174 

Total £ 1,450,972 6,381,088 3,777,901 1,541,324 13,151,285 

Max £ 13,979 10,908 12,363 14,996 14,996 

Min £ 187 281 281 2,865 187 

Median £ 2,526 5,761 8,718 11,917 7,230 

Band rate value £ 2,526 5,761 8,718 11,917 

SEMH 164,217 1,572,693 1,386,085 369,422 3,492,417 

C&L 677,079 1,872,253 1,176,865 667,343 4,393,540 

C&I 399,174 2,799,739 1,089,689 536,258 4,824,859 

S&P 15,158 115,216 104,610 119,168 354,153 

Total 1,258,155 6,365,661 3,765,967 1,704,108 13,093,890 

Over/(under) -192,817 -15,428 -11,935 162,784 -57,395 
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To stress test this, we have been exploring banding levels for other local authorities See table 
below.  

Band 
Scale 

South 
Gloucestershire  

BANES Devon Wiltshire Average  

Band 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Band 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Band 2 2,227 2,205 1,600 2,023 2013.75 

Band 3 5,350 5,297 3,100 4,067 4453.5 

Band 4 8,880 8,792 4,500 7,384 7389 

Band 5 10,758 10,651 8,000 10,822 10057.75 

Band 6 12,152 12,032 14,659 15,796 13659.75 

Band 7 
Individually 

Commissioned 
Individually 

Commissioned 
Individually 

Commissioned 
Individually 

Commissioned 
N/A 

It’s worth noting that South Gloucestershire’s funding levels have just been agreed with the DfE 
and ESFA as part of the work they are doing to address funding pressures through the Safety 
Valve Programme. 

Wiltshire and Devon are both part of the Safety Valve programme due to the significant nature of 
the deficits they are carrying, so are likely to see a reduction in their top banding. Gloucestershire 
are part of the DfE DBV programme, a lower level of intervention that the Safety Valve, but still 
part of the group of 80 LAs working to address the growing deficits we face.  

A key challenge is that our descriptors operate across 4 bands for mainstream, so it’s not a 
straight comparison with other LAs. However, the progression levels still flow well across 4 bands 
and we believe it will make band allocation and review more straightforward. When you look at 
the BANES and S Gloucs models, the gaps between 4,5 and 6 are much tighter (less thank £2k) 
than the early bands (over £3k). 

The work we have done on modelling is in line with S Gloucs and BANES and broadly in line with 
Devon and Wiltshire, except at the top end of the banding. This gives confidence that we are 
broadly at the right levels.  

As such we would be recommending the band rate values are a good starting point for 
agreement on the bands.  However we could consider some refinements…….. 

Discussion points: 

 Does the approach we have taken make sense and are you comfortable that it’s 
providing a reliable basis to agree the bands? 

 Does progression through the bands look appropriate? 

 What refinements could we consider? A slight reduction in band 1 to allow an 
increase in band 4, could be one consideration. 



 

 


