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1.0 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 
 
1.1 To provide the Schools Forum with information on the proposed new models of alternative 

educational provision which will be delivered in specific localities. 
 

 
2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
2.1 Over the past 3 years permanent exclusions in North Yorkshire have increased 

significantly and in 2017/18 equated to 0.12% of the school population, 103 children. This 
is despite an investment of over £4.78million (based on 18/19 financial year) in alternative 
provision.  

 
2.2 In the 2018/19 academic year internal data shows there has been an encouraging 20% 

decrease in permanent exclusions but 26 out of 43 secondary schools have permanently 
excluded at least one young person 

 
2.3 In January 2019 the Executive agreed decisions to: 
 

 Proceed with the development of a revised model of AP in localities in collaboration 
with secondary and PRS Head teachers and to finalise the new model by July 2019 
with implementation from September 2020 

 Phase the reduction in discretionary funding by continuing to pay 50% of discretionary 
funding from April 2019 until September 2020 to reduce the impact of the budget 
changes on the PRS/AP provision and provide greater organisational stability whilst 
the transition to the new model is implemented 

 Continue to fund AP places at £19K until September 2019  and then £18K in line with 
national average 

 Securing a saving from the discretionary funding to offset the pressure on the high 
needs block budget by between £1.3m and £1.5m  

 Reallocating a proportion of discretionary money (£771,000) directly to locality 
education boards 
 

2.4 The new models of AP have now been finalised in conjunction with secondary and Pupil 
Referral Services (PRS) head teachers and are detailed in Appendix 3. All current Pupil 
Referral Services remain central to the delivery of the new AP models. 

 
2.5 The new AP provision will provide 162 full time equivalent KS3 and KS4 places across the 

local authority which can be accessed by schools without the need for a permanent 
exclusion. 

 
2.6 Each place will be funded by an £18K contribution from the local authority together with 

£5K contribution from schools for a full year place. 
 
2.7 It is proposed that changes are made to the name of the PRS to remove the association 

with permanent exclusion and also to encourage more secondary schools to be 
represented on the management committees to strengthen governance. 
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3.0 CONTEXT 
 
 National Context 
 
3.1 In England, the number of permanent exclusions across all state-funded primary, 

secondary and special schools has increased from 7,719 in 2016/17 to 7,905 in 
2017/18. Similarly, the number of fixed period exclusions across all state-funded 
primary, secondary and special schools has increased from 381,864 in 2016/17 to 
410,753 in 2017/18.  

 
3.2 The resulting rate of permanent exclusions has remained stable at 0.10 per cent, which 

is equivalent to around 10 pupils per 10,000. This has remained stable across all 
school types:  

 The rate of permanent exclusions in primary schools was 0.03 per cent (3 pupils 

per 10,000).  

 The rate of permanent exclusions in secondary schools was 0.20 per cent (20 

pupils per 10,000).  

 The rate of permanent exclusions in special schools was 0.07 per cent (7 pupils per 
10,000). 

 
3.3 The rates of fixed term exclusions have increased in 17/18 to 5.08% from 4.67% in 

2016/17.The majority of the fixed term exclusions are by secondary schools at 10.13% 
(1,013 pupils per 10,000). Primary, secondary and special academies all have higher rates 
than LA maintained schools. 

 
3.4 Recent studies highlight the correlation between permanent exclusion and the life chances 

of individual children and young people and society: 
 

 High economic price to exclusion, costing the public purse money in terms 
of education, benefits, healthcare and criminal justice. £370K per person 

 Impact on parent and children’s mental health 

 Only 1% of young people achieve 5 good  GCSEs 

 Only 4.5% of pupils in PRUs achieve a good pass in GCSE English and Maths 

(2016/17) 

 Attainment 8 achievement only 7.8% (England average 48.5%) 

 Increased vulnerability of children and young people  in terms of safeguarding risk 

 33% of children in PRS/AP end up Not in Education, Employment or Training 

 Increased vulnerability in terms of criminality with 23% of young offenders 

sentenced to less than 12 months custody having been permanently excluded and 

42% of UK prisoners having been permanently excluded 

3.5 The recently published Timpson Review of School Exclusion (May 2019) highlighted there 
are also children who are not permanently excluded but who are made to leave their 
school and are removed from the school roll or by the school encouraging the parents to 
remove their child from the school, in the school’s interests, and at the school’s request. 
This includes children who move schools due to managed moves and parents electing to 
home educate. 
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3.6 The Timpson Review makes 30 recommendations as detailed in Appendix 1.  
 
3.7 It is encouraging that the recommendations support the approach adopted by North 

Yorkshire including: 
 

 Building the knowledge and skills of the school workforce through training including 
attachment, speech, language and communication needs and strategies to deal 
effectively with poor behaviour 

 Rename PRS to reflect their role in AP 

 Build multi-disciplinary teams around schools 

 Schools and local authorities to work closely to enable schools to have greater control 
of the funding for AP 

 Strengthened oversight of AP 
 
 North Yorkshire Context 
 
3.8 The local authority remains concerned about high levels of permanent exclusion and the 

potential negative impact of such on future life chances and increased vulnerability of 
children and young people. 

 
3.9 Over the past 3 years in North Yorkshire permanent exclusions have increased 

significantly. The percentage of the school population subject to permanent exclusion went 
up from 0.1% in 2016/17 to 0.12% in 2017/18 which is above the national average. 

 
3.10  The current rate (in-house data for 2018/19) of permanent exclusions has decreased and 

is on a par with the national rate for 2017/18 which is encouraging. However this still 
means that 26 out of 43 secondary schools have permanently excluded at least one young 
person. 

 
3.11 In 2017/18 there was also an increase in the proportion of the school population in 

North Yorkshire being fixed-period excluded at least once with an increase from 2.3% 

to 2.48% between 2016/17 and 2017/18 which again is above the national average of 

2.33%. 

 

3.12 North Yorkshire ranks 21st amongst 152 Local Authorities for increases in the number 

of fixed-period exclusion incidents in the period between the 2016/17 and 2017/18 

academic year.  

 When comparing 2016/17 and 2017/18 North Yorkshire ranks 52nd amongst 152 

local authorities for increases in the number of children with at least one fixed term 

exclusion in this period and 59th for permanent exclusion. 

 On average, a fixed term excluded child in North Yorkshire was out of school for 

longer than the national average.  

 
3.13 North Yorkshire currently has a range of Pupil Referral Services (PRS) and Alternative 

Provision (AP) models in operation across the county including:  
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 Craven PRS 

 Sunbeck PRS(Hambleton/Richmondshire) 

 The Grove Academy PRS – Delta MAT (Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon)  

 Scarborough PRS 

 Ryedale Out Of School Education (AP) 

 Whitby Outreach (AP) 

 The Rubicon Centre PRS (Selby) 

(Provisions in Ryedale and Whitby are alternative provisions overseen by schools and are 
not registered as pupil referral services.) 

 
3.14 The PRS/AP models provide education for children and young people of secondary age 

that are permanently excluded and some limited support for those at risk of permanent 
exclusion from their school. 

 
3.15 In 2018 North Yorkshire developed a new Strategic Plan for SEND Education Provision 

2018-2023 (the Strategic Plan) to ensure that provision is robust in meeting the needs of 
children and young people with SEND into the future. The plan was approved by the 
Council Executive Committee in September 2018. It details significant developments 
across the full continuum of educational provision across mainstream, targeted and 
specialist areas including changes to the current arrangements for PRS/AP as 
summarised below: 

 

 A changed role for PRS/AP across North Yorkshire focussing on early intervention and 
use of AP to minimise the need for exclusion 

 Commissioning provision on a ‘full time place’ basis in line with other SEND 
Commissioning models 

 Making changes to the way provision for children and young people with medical 
needs is commissioned. 

 Allocation of an amount of High Needs Block funding to newly formed local education 
steering groups to support key stakeholders to address priorities for inclusion in the 
locality    

 
3.16 From October 2018 further work was undertaken with head teachers to gather feedback 

on their views of the current AP provision within their localities and to identify strengths 
and areas for further improvement.  These are available in Appendix 2 and have been 
used to inform the development of the new models. 

 
3.17  In January 2019, following an extensive public consultation, the Executive took the 

decision to:  
 

 Proceed with the development of a revised model of AP in localities in collaboration 
with secondary and PRS Head teachers and to finalise the new model by July 2019 
with implementation from September 2020 

 
 

 Phase the reduction in discretionary funding by continuing to pay 50% of discretionary 
funding from April 2019 until September 2020 to reduce the impact of the budget 
changes on the PRS/AP provision and provide greater organisational stability whilst 
the transition to the new model is implemented 
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 Continue to fund AP places at £19K until September 2019  

 Apply place funding at £18K from September 2019 in line with national average rather 
than £17k as detailed in the original proposal 

 Continue with the current model of home and in reach medical tuition until September 
2020. Subject to approval for permission to consult, changes proposed to medical 
tuition will be subject to a separate public consultation in 2019  

 Securing a significant saving from the discretionary funding to offset the pressure on 
the high needs block budget  

 Reallocating a proportion of discretionary money (£771,000) directly to local education 
boards which will be established in 2019 to fund local priorities for inclusion 
 

 
4.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS    
 
4.1 The legal implications given due regard in the development of these proposals are 

summarised below. 
 
4.2 The local authority has a legal duty under Section 19 Education Act 1996 to make  

arrangements for the provision of suitable education at school or otherwise than at school 
for those pupils of compulsory school age who by reason of illness, exclusion from school 
or otherwise, may not for any period receive suitable education unless such arrangements 
are made. 

 
4.3 Under Section 19 the duties placed on the local authority are to ensure young people who 

have been permanently excluded from school have access to full time educational 
provision from day 6 of the exclusion. The local authority currently commissions places 
via the PRS/AP providers to meet this duty. 

 
4.4 Under Section 19 the duties placed on the local authority in respect of pupils with medical 

needs are to make arrangements for the provision of education as soon as it is clear that 
a child will be absent due to illness, for 15 days or more. 

 
4.5 Part 3 of the Children and Families Act 2014 is entitled ‘Children and Young People in 

England with Special Educational needs and Disabilities.’ It places duties on Local 
Authorities in relation to both disabled children and young people and those with special 
educational needs (SEN). The strategic planning duties in the Act apply to all children and 
young people with SEND. The Special educational needs and disability code of practice: 
0-25 years (2015) is the statutory guidance which underpins the legislation that the local 
authority must have regard to. 

 
4.6 Section 27 of the Children and Families Act 2014 required local authorities to keep the 

education and training provision for children and young people with SEND under review. 
Local authorities must consider whether the educational, training and social care provision 
is sufficient to meet children and young people’s needs. In carrying out this duty local 
authorities must consult children and young people and their parent/carers as well as 
education providers. 

 
4.7 The local authority also has responsibilities towards children and young people with SEND 

under the Equality Act 2010 in that: 
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 They must not directly or indirectly discriminate against, harass or victimise disabled 
children and young people. 

 They must not discriminate for a reason arising in consequence of a child or young 
person’s disability. 

 They must make reasonable adjustments to ensure that disabled children and young 
people are not at a substantial disadvantage compared with their peers who are not 
disabled. 

 
4.8 The local authority is also bound by the Public Sector Equality Duty and in discharging 

every function and every decision made a public authority must have due regard to: 
 

 Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct prohibited 
under this Act 

 Advance equality of opportunity 

 Foster good relations between those with a protected characteristic, disabled children 
and young people and those without. 

 
5.0 NORTH YORKSHIRE CONTINUUM OF EDUCATIONAL PROVISION FOR CHILDREN 

WITH SOCIAL, EMOTIONAL AND MENTAL HEALTH NEEDS (SEMH) 
 
5.1  It is important to consider the changes to the PRS/AP model alongside the other 

developments in educational provision and support for children and young people with 
Social, Emotional and Mental Health (SEMH) needs. 

 
5.2 If the local authority is to be successful in reducing the numbers of children that are 

excluded action has to be taken to ensure all stages of the continuum of SEMH 
educational provision are working effectively and have appropriate capacity. This work is 
underway with significant progress being made. The Strategic Plan describes how this will 
achieved in North Yorkshire as summarised below: 
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6.0 FUTURE MODELS FOR ALTERNATIVE PROVISION (AP) 
 
6.1 Following the decision in January 2019 to transform the models of AP into an early 

intervention model, several meetings have been held with secondary school and PRS 
Head Teachers in localities to jointly develop the most appropriate model for each locality. 

 
6.2 Models have been developed based on the following agreed key principles: 
 

 Young people remain part of their local home school community 

 Home schools retain responsibility for young people on AP overseeing engagement 
and progress 

 All children and young people on AP are entitled to high quality, full time and relevant 
education which enables them to fulfil their potential 

 AP should be used proactively to personalise the learning programme of young people 
disengaging from a more traditional mainstream curriculum 

 Young people on AP should receive high levels of pastoral and learning support and 
access to a broad social curriculum that prepares them for adulthood 

 Young people on AP programmes should have access to qualifications appropriate to 
their abilities and that wherever possible contribute to Progress 8 performance 

 
6.3 There will not be any significant changes to the existing 2 models of school managed AP 

in Ryedale and Whitby. Schools are satisfied with the current models as reflected in their 
comments in Appendix 2. 

 
6.4 The new locality models for PRS include an AP offer for Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 

students, based on: 
 

 Key Stage 3: Partnership model with schools with 2/3 day part time AP provision and 
the remainder of the curriculum provided in school. Short term placement  and 
interventions with the expectation that children will transition back into school  

 

 Key Stage 4: AP offer which includes part and full time placements for KS4 and short 
term interventions 

 
6.5 The new model from September 2020 will provide 162 full time places across the county 

and Head Teachers will be responsible for managing the capacity versus demand in 
liaison with the PRS Head Teacher and the Local Authority. The numbers have increased 
from the original figures and are based on actual projected demand identified by head 
teachers providing a greater degree of flexibility and responsiveness prior to exclusion. 
Additional places have been funded from the High Needs allocation to the new Locality 
Boards and have been commissioned for a 2 year period and then will be subject to review. 

 
6.6 Commissioned places will be subject to annual review via the Locality Boards to ensure 

that capacity remains appropriate. 
 
6.7 The current Pupil Referral Services remain central to the delivery of the new AP models 

and in 2 areas the PRS will also be responsible for leading the delivery of the secondary 
SEMH enhanced model in identified mainstream schools, Hambleton/Richmondshire and 
Scarborough. 
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6.8 Details of the new AP models for the following areas are attached in  

Appendix 3 
 

 Selby 

 Hambleton/Richmondshire 

 Craven 

 Harrogate/ Knaresborough/Ripon 

 Scarborough 
 
6.9 In preparation for the launch of the new models from September 2020 it is intended that 

the title Pupil Referral Service is replaced with a new title that reflects the new designation 
of the PRS and to remove the stigma associated with provision for excluded children and 
young people. 

 
 
7.0 GOVERNANCE 
 
7.1 The Instrument of Government of the Management Committee of PRS/AP is subject to 

national DfE guidance (Alternative Provision Statutory Guidance for Local Authorities 
2013). Management committees must contain at least seven, but no more than 20 
members made up of the following composition: 

 

 Parent members - At least one, but no more than one-fifth of the total committee.  

 Staff members - At least one, but no more than one-third of the total committee.  

 Local authority appointed members - At least one, but no more than one-third of the 
total committee.  

 Community members- Must outnumber all of the other members combined.  

 Sponsor members - Sponsor members are entirely optional but where a committee 
has sponsor members there must be at least one, but no more than two.  

 
7.2 Changes were made to regulations in 2012, specifically about community members. When 

appointing community members, local authorities (or the management committee itself 
where it is already in place) must first seek to appoint representatives from local schools. 
The regulations also specify that local authority employees, other than persons employed 
by the local authority to work in a school maintained by them, cannot be community 
members. 7.3 During the transitional year up to September 2020, discussions will be held 
with Management Committees to ensure that local school representation on the 
Management Committee is maximised. This will help ensure that the needs of pupils are 
better met, help build continuity and raise standards in their educational attainment.  

 
8.0 CAPITAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
8.1 The current premises for the PRS across the county do pose some challenges in terms of 

the delivery of the new model due to limited space and small classrooms. The new models 
have tried to mitigate by ensuring that young people are engaged in offsite activity for 1-2 
days per week. This may be in the form of work related experience, college provision, 
community work or outdoor education delivered by staff of the PRS. 
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8.2 Further work will be undertaken in conjunction with Strategic Planning colleagues to 
identify the cost of minor works to help address building limitations. 

 
9.0 TRANSPORT IMPLICATIONS 
 
9.1 The local authority funds the provision of home to school transport for young people that 

have been subject to permanent exclusion. The current cost amounts to £713k per annum 
for young people who are either permanently excluded, undertaking a managed move to 
another mainstream school or who attend an alternative provision for medical reasons. 

 
9.2 Discussions with head teachers regarding the barriers to using alternative provision at an 

early stage rather than permanent exclusion include transport costs. Schools have said 
that the payments for transport to access Alternative Provision are significant and largely 
unaffordable. If this remains unaddressed this could create a perverse incentive for 
exclusion rather than earlier intervention to AP. 

 
9.3 Options for alleviating transport cost implications are currently being explored with 

Integrated Passenger Transport (IPT) and CYPS Transport Managers to identify a cost 
effective option for localities that balances risk to the local authority and incentivises 
inclusive practice in schools. 

 
10.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
10.1 There is a savings target attached to this transformational work amounting to £1.2 million 

(fully implementable in the 2021/22 financial year) to offset pressures in the High Needs 
Block.  

 
10.2 The funding for a full time place in the new AP models delivered by the PRS is based on 

an £18,000 contribution from the local authority per full time place, with a further 
contribution of £5,000 from schools in respect of preventative places. 

 
10.3   The local authority will provide the funding to the PRS in order to ensure budget stability 

but will recharge schools for their contribution which amounts to £26.32 per day. 
 
10.4 Under these arrangements the local authority will still be investing £ £2.59 million to 

support a sustainable model of Alternative Provision (with this resource being 
supplemented by schools contributions to preventative places). In addition £771,000 will 
be invested in the 0-25 Locality Boards to help fund initiatives to enhance inclusive practice 
in the area.  

 
11.0  TRANSITON ARRANGEMENTS 
 
11.1 The new AP models will be implemented from September 2020. However, schools are 

being encouraged to adopt the new approach prior to this date and to access the AP prior 
to permanent exclusion. The capacity for this will vary in localities as there are still a high 
number of permanently excluded young people within the PRS and therefore occupying 
available places. 

 
11.2 Transition plans and timescales are currently being developed for each locality. These 

plans will cover areas including local arrangements to manage capacity including In Year 
Fair Access protocols, staffing, governance, and long term destinations of young people 
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in the PRS who have been permanently excluded. This will ensure capacity to move to 
the new preventative model as planned in September 2020. 

 
12.0 RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS   
 
12.1 The main risks to the implementation of this transformational work and mitigating factors 

to minimise the risk are detailed in Appendix 4. 
 
13.0 HUMAN RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS   
 
13.1 PRS/AP Management Committees are responsible for the employment of their staff and 

will, therefore, need to consider whether a staffing review/restructure is required to ensure 
their staffing structure fits the revised model of delivery. PRS/AP’s will need to contact 
their HR provider for further advice on the restructuring process and timescales attached 
to this. 

 
14.0 EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS     
 
14.1 Equality Impact Assessment is attached in Appendix 5. 
 
14.2 The drive to reduce exclusion and promote a wider range of AP that can be used 

flexibly will have a positive impact on young people. It will mean that schools can 
maintain young people on their roll and ensure the young people remain part of the 
school community, even if the young people are not physically in school 5 days per 
week. The positive impact of such will allow young people to retain relationships with 
teachers and peers in school and participate in events in school. 

 
14.3 The impact of permanent exclusion on young people can be negative in terms of 

academic achievement and life chances into adulthood. Higher proportions of young 
people who have been permanently excluded rely on long term support from public 
services, have increased vulnerability and an enhanced risk of becoming involved 
with the criminal justice system. 

 
14.4 The local authority will continue to meet its statutory obligations in respect of its duties to 

make arrangements for alternative provision. 
 
14.5 The EIA has identified that there may be a negative impact relating to the protected 

characteristic of: 
 

 age for secondary school pupils;  

 disability as a result of a medical condition 

 gender as predominantly more boys than girls. 
 
14.6 These groups are more likely to find the transition challenging as changes are made to 

current services and will need support. This will, be mitigated by careful transitional 
planning for any changes, ongoing engagement with schools, young people and 
parents/carers and careful review during and following implementation of changes.  

 
14.7 The overall development of the continuum of need within the strategic plan will also 

provide mitigation. In addition for young people with an EHCP the local authority have a 
statutory duty to make the provision contained in that plan and for those young people 
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who are permanently excluded it is statutory duty upon the local authority to provide 
education. 

 
14.8 Into the future positive impact has been identified in relation to the continuum of need 

which will be developed as part of the Strategic Plan in relation to the protected 
characteristics of age, disability and gender.  

 
14.9  There will be a positive benefit to all young people that will have access to the required 

support prior to exclusion, thereby maintaining these young people as part of their school 
community. 

 
15.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS/BENEFITS   
 
15.1 There are no environmental impacts identified. 
 
16.0 COMMUNITY SAFETY IMPLICATIONS  
 
16.1 The young people placed on AP will be closely monitored by the home school and the 

local authority. 
 
16.2 All AP providers are scrutinised by both the local authority and schools (if commissioned 

by school directly) to ensure compliance with required safeguarding requirements. 
 
16.3  The preventative approach underpinning these changes may reduce the potential for 

young people to become involved in activity that impacts on both their safety and that of 
the community. 

 
 
17.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
17.1  That the School Forum acknowledge the proposed models which have been submitted to 

the Executive for approval on 24th September. 
 

 
 
Background Documents  
 

 NYCC Executive Papers January 2019 

 Timpson Review May 2019 

 Government Response to the Education Select Committee on Alternative Provision 
October 2018 

 Forgotten Children: alternative provision and the scandal of ever increasing exclusions 
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 LGIU Policy Briefing 

 IPPR Making the Difference October 2017 
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APPENDIX 1 

TIMPSON REVIEW INTO SCHOOL EXCLUSIONS – MAY 2019 

Summary of Recommendations 

 

Ambitious leadership: setting high expectations for every child  

We must back head teachers to create strong school cultures that deliver the best outcomes for 

every child. To do this, we must ensure schools have the support and capability to set clear and high 

expectations of behaviour and outcomes for all children, as well as to put in place the support that 

individual children may need to meet these. As well as considering how schools lead, it is also 

important to think about who leads in schools, to ensure that there are positive role models for all 

children in every school. To help school leaders achieve this, this review recommends that:  

1.  DfE should update statutory guidance on exclusion to provide more clarity on the use of 

exclusion. DfE should also ensure all relevant, overlapping guidance (including behaviour 

management, exclusion, mental health and behaviour, guidance on the role of the designated 

teacher for looked after and previously looked after children and the SEND Code of Practice) is clear, 

accessible and consistent in its messages to help schools manage additional needs, create positive 

behaviour cultures, make reasonable adjustments under the Equality Act 2010 and use exclusion 

only as last resort, when nothing else will do. Guidance should also include information on robust 

and well-evidenced strategies that will support schools embedding this in practice. (Page 60)  

2.  DfE should set the expectation that schools and LAs work together and, in doing so, should 

clarify the powers of LAs to act as advocates for vulnerable children, working with mainstream, 

special and AP schools and other partners to support children with additional needs or who are at 

risk of leaving their school, by exclusion or otherwise. LAs should be enabled to facilitate and 

convene meaningful local forums that all schools are expected to attend, which meet regularly, 

share best practice and take responsibility for collecting and reviewing data on pupil needs and 

moves, and for planning and funding local AP provision, including early intervention for children at 

risk of exclusion. (Page 63)  

3.  DfE should ensure there is well-evidenced, meaningful and accessible training and support 

for new and existing school leaders to develop, embed and maintain positive behaviour cultures. The 

£10 million investment in supporting school behaviour practice should enable leaders to share 

practical information on behaviour management strategies, including how to develop and embed a 

good understanding of how underlying needs can drive behaviour, into their culture. It should also 

facilitate peer support, where school leaders have the opportunity to learn from high-performing 

leaders who have a track record in this area. (Page 63)  

4.  DfE should extend funding to equality and diversity hubs (an initiative to increase the 

diversity of senior leadership teams in England’s schools through training and support for 

underrepresented groups) beyond the current spending review period and at a level that widens 

their reach and impact. (Page 64)  

Equipping: giving schools the skills and capacity to deliver  

If we are to support schools to deliver effectively high standards for every child, we must ensure we 

invest in their skills and capability to identify needs, address poor behaviour and offer the right 

support where this is required. To support schools to do this effectively, this review makes the 

following recommendations 
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5.  To support the school workforce to have the knowledge and skills they need to manage 

behaviour and meet pupil needs, DfE should ensure that accessible, meaningful and substantive 

training on behaviour is a mandatory part of initial teacher training and is embedded in the Early 

Career Framework. This should include expert training on the underlying causes of poor behaviour 

(including attachment, trauma and speech, language and communication needs, among others), and 

strategies and tools to deal effectively with poor behaviour when this arises. (Page 68)  

6.  To ensure designated senior leads for mental health and Special Educational Needs Co-

ordinators (SENCOs) are effective, DfE should:  

- review the training and support available to SENCOs to equip them to be effective in their 

operational and strategic role as SEND leaders - ensure the training designated senior leads receive 

includes a specific focus on attachment and trauma (Page 69)  

7.  DfE should strengthen guidance so that inschool units are always used constructively and 

are supported by good governance. (Page 70)  

8.  DfE should establish a Practice Improvement Fund of sufficient value, longevity and reach to 

support LAs, mainstream, special and AP schools to work together to establish effective systems to 

identify children in need of support and deliver good interventions for them. The fund should 

support effective partnership working to commission and fund AP and enable schools to create 

positive environments, target support effectively and provide the opportunity to share their best 

practice successfully. This should include developing best practice on areas including:  

- internal inclusion units - effective use of nurture groups and programmes 

 - transition support at both standard and nonstandard transition points and across all ages - 

approaches to engaging parents and carers - creating inclusive environments, especially for children 

from ethnic groups with higher rates of exclusion - proactive use of AP as an early intervention 

delivered in mainstream schools and through off-site placements (Page 74)  

9.  DfE should promote the role of AP in supporting mainstream and special schools to deliver 

effective intervention and recognise the best AP schools as teaching schools (and any equivalent 

successors), and actively facilitate the sharing of expertise between AP and the wider school system. 

(Page 76)  

10. To ensure AP schools can attract the staff they need, DfE should take steps to:  

- ensure AP is both an attractive place to work and career choice, with high-quality staff well-

equipped to provide the best possible academic and pastoral support for the children who need it 

most. DfE should consider ways to boost interest in and exposure to AP through new teacher 

training placement opportunities in AP - better understand and act upon the current challenges with 

the workforce in AP, by backing initiatives to support its development, in particular focusing on 

making sure there is action taken to develop and invest in highquality inspirational leaders in AP who 

have the capacity to drive improvement across the school network (Page 76)  

11.  Alongside measures to improve the quality of AP, PRUs should be renamed to reflect their 

role as both schools and places to support children to overcome barriers to engaging in their 

education. (Page 77)  

12.  DfE should invest in significantly improving and expanding buildings and facilities for pupils 

who need AP. As a priority, DfE should carefully consider the right level of capital funding to achieve 

this, for the next spending review. (Page 78)  
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13. The government should continue to invest in approaches that build multi-disciplinary teams 

around schools, and should identify any capacity concerns and work across Departments to ensure 

that schools are supported and work productively with all relevant agencies, including Health and 

Social Care. (Page 79) 

Incentivising: creating the best conditions for every child  

It is concerning that there are schools who feel there is a lack of recognition when they take positive 

action to create cultures that offer the best conditions for all children to learn. Worse still, at 

present, schools, LAs and others report there may be perverse incentives to exclude or off-roll 

children who might not positively contribute to a school’s performance or finances. To ensure 

schools are always rewarded for creating positive and inclusive school cultures, this review 

recommends that:  

14.  DfE should make schools responsible for the children they exclude and accountable for their 

educational outcomes. It should consult on how to take this forward, working with schools, AP and 

LAs to design clear roles in which schools should have greater control over the funding for AP to 

allow them to discharge these duties efficiently and effectively. Funding should also be of a sufficient 

level and flexible enough to ensure schools are able to put in place alternative interventions that 

avoid the need for exclusion where appropriate, as well as fund AP after exclusion. (Page 86)  

15. DfE should look carefully at the timing and amounts of any adjustments to schools’ funding 

following exclusion, to make sure they neither act as an incentive for schools to permanently 

exclude a pupil at particular times, nor discourage a school from admitting a child who has been 

permanently excluded from elsewhere. (Page 86)  

16.  Ofsted should recognise those who use exclusion appropriately and effectively, 

permanently excluding in the most serious cases or where strategies to avoid exclusion have failed. 

This could include consistently recognising schools who succeed in supporting all children, including 

those with additional needs, to remain positively engaged in mainstream in the context of a well-

managed school. Within the leadership and management element of the judgement, Ofsted should 

communicate their expectation that outstanding schools have an ethos and approach that will 

support all children to succeed while accepting that the most serious or persistent misbehaviour, 

which impacts on the education and safety of others, cannot be tolerated. (Page 87)  

17.  DfE should work with others to build the capacity and capability of governors and trustees 

to offer effective support and challenge to schools, to ensure exclusion and other pupil moves such 

as managed moves and direction into AP are always used appropriately. This should include training 

as well as new, accessible guidance for governors and trustees. (Page 89)  

18. Local authorities should include information about support services for parents and carers of 

children who have been, or are at risk of, exclusion, or have been placed in AP, in their SEND Local 

Offer. DfE should also produce more accessible guidance for parents and carers. In the longer term, 

the government should invest resources to increase the amount of information, advice and support 

available locally to parents and carers of children who are excluded or placed in AP. (Page 89)  

19. Governing bodies, academy trusts and local forums of schools should review information on 

children who leave their schools, by exclusion or otherwise, and understand how such moves feed 

into local trends. They should work together to identify where patterns indicate possible concerns or 

gaps in provision and use this information to ensure they are effectively planning to meet the needs 

of all children. (Page 91)  
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20. DfE should publish the number and rate of exclusion of previously looked after children who 

have left local authority care via adoption, Special Guardianship Order or Child Arrangement Order. 

(Page 91)  

Safeguarding: ensuring no child misses out on education  

As well as raising the expectations of schools and giving them the right skills and support to meet 

these expectations, there must be clear safeguards to protect against the serious and concerning 

practices of informal exclusion and off-rolling, together with clear processes that ensure every child 

is safe and in education. The review recommends that:  

21. DfE should consult on options to address children with multiple exclusions being left without 

access to education. This should include considering placing a revised limit on the total number of 

days a pupil can be excluded for or revisiting the requirements to arrange AP in these periods. (Page 

96)  

22. DfE should review the range of reasons that schools provide for exclusion when submitting data 

and make any necessary changes, so that the reasons that lie behind exclusions are more accurately 

captured. (Page 97)  

23. DfE should use best practice on managed moves gathered by this review and elsewhere to 

enable it to consult and issue clear guidance on how they should be conducted, so that they are 

used consistently and effectively. (Page 98)  

24. DfE must take steps to ensure there is sufficient oversight and monitoring of schools’ use of AP, 

and should require schools to submit information on their use of off-site direction into AP through 

the school census. This should include information on why they have commissioned AP for each 

child, how long the child spends in AP and how regularly they attend. (Page 99)  

25. To increase transparency of when children move out of schools, where they move to and why, 

pupil moves should be systematically tracked. Local authorities should have a clear role, working 

with schools, in reviewing this information to identify trends, taking action where necessary and 

ensuring children are receiving suitable education at their destination. (Page 99)  

26. Ofsted must continue its approach set out in the draft framework and handbook of routinely 

considering whether there are concerning patterns to exclusions, off-rolling, absence from school or 

direction to alternative provision and reflecting this in their inspection judgements. Where it finds 

off-rolling, this should always be reflected in inspections reports and in all but exceptional cases 

should result in a judgement that the school’s leadership and management is inadequate. (Page 101)  

27. In making changes that strengthen accountability around the use of exclusion, DfE should 

consider any possible unintended consequences and mitigate the risk that schools seek to remove 

children from their roll in other ways. This should include:  

- reviewing a ‘right to return’ period where children could return from home education to their 

previous school, and other approaches that will ensure that this decision is always made in the 

child’s best interests - consider new safeguards and scrutiny that mitigate the risk of schools 

avoiding admitting children where they do not have the grounds to do so (Page 102)  

28. Relevant regulations and guidance should be changed so that social workers must be notified, 

alongside parents, when a Child in Need is moved out of their school, whether through a managed 

move, direction off-site into AP or to home education, as well as involved in any processes for 

challenging, reconsidering or reviewing decisions to exclude. DfE’s Children in Need review should 
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consider how to take this forward so children’s social care can best be involved in decisions about 

education and how best to ensure a child’s safety and long-term outcomes. (Page 103)  

29. Real-time data on exclusion and other moves out of education should be routinely shared with 

Local Safeguarding Children Boards and their successors, Safeguarding Partners, so they can assess 

and address any safeguarding concerns such as involvement in crime. This should include 

information on exclusion by characteristic. (Page 106)  

30. The government’s £200 million Youth Endowment Fund, which is testing interventions designed 

to prevent children from becoming involved in a life of crime and violence, should be open to 

schools, including AP. This will enable the development of workable approaches of support, early 

intervention and prevention, for 10 to 14 year olds who are at most risk of youth violence, including 

those who display signs such as truancy from school, risk of exclusion, aggression and involvement in 

anti-social behaviour. (Page 106)  

For the children concerned, there is an urgency in the reforms required, and the government needs 

to set out how it intends to ensure successful implementation of the recommendations in this 

report. There are also many design choices that will need to be made to deliver on the review’s 

recommendations. DfE must work closely with system leaders to implement these 

recommendations and ensure that there are no unintended consequences that could inadvertently 

fail to improve the outcomes for the children these reforms are designed to achieve - either for 

pupils who are excluded or for the wider school community 
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Background and aims of this work

In North Yorkshire’s new SEND strategic plan, there is a commitment to consider the future arrangements for local
alternative provision (AP) and inclusion services in each locality that makes up the county. Isos Partnership were
commissioned to facilitate a series of discussions with secondary school leaders in each locality, as well as the leaders of
the Pupil Referral Services (PRSs) and AP providers from across the county to consider what colleagues wanted these
future arrangements to look like.

Throughout this report, we will refer to AP and inclusion services. By this, we mean support and provision for pupils who
are not in full-time mainstream education or at risk of exclusion, but not including pupils in specialist SEND provision.

During October 2018, we facilitated a series of roundtable discussions with PRS and AP leaders across the county, and a
further six locality workshops in the following areas:

• Hambleton & Richmondshire;
• Harrogate, Knaresborough & Ripon;
• Selby;
• Scarborough;
• Whitby and Ryedale (combined); and
• Craven.

The aims of these discussions were to:

a. capture the current context, strengths and challenges of AP and inclusion services in each locality; and
b. identify potential solutions and ideas to be explored further, as well as immediate next steps, in each locality.

We are grateful to all colleagues who contributed to these discussions and hope this summary of the ideas and actions
that came out of the workshops helps colleagues to take forward this important agenda in their localities.
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Learning from other local AP and inclusion systems across the country

We recently completed a significant national research project concerning local alternative provision and inclusion
systems across the country. This was commissioned by the DfE and can be found at the link below. We have used the
learning from this research to inform our discussions with North Yorkshire colleagues – not to advocate for a specific
model or set of arrangements, but to pose questions about how AP and inclusion support arrangements are operating in
localities currently and about the sorts of models colleagues may wish to explore in the future. Specifically, we have used
(a) the nine key characteristics of effective local AP systems drawn from the research to create a self-assessment tool for
North Yorkshire colleagues, and (b) different ways of arranging provision and decision-making responsibility to allow
North Yorkshire colleagues to consider options they may wish to explore in their localities. We have included these tools
in the annex of this pack.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/752548/Alternative
_Provision_Market_Analysis.pdf

How we have set out our key findings

The main section of the pack contains, first, a set of overarching messages and county-wide themes. Second, we then set
out the key messages that came out of the discussions with each of the seven localities, as well as with PRS and AP
leaders. For each of these discussions, we have included:

• the outcome of the self-assessment exercise we facilitated for colleagues, against our nine characteristics of an
effective local AP system – we have captured colleagues votes from this exercise (the framework we used is in the
annex on p.28) as a single RAG-rating (green, amber-red, amber-green, green);

• colleagues’ ideas for how provision and decision-making around AP and inclusion should be arranged in future; and
• Immediate next steps to take this discussion forward.

The pack concludes with a summary of key next steps.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/752548/Alternative_Provision_Market_Analysis.pdf
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The charts above provide some important – but by no means complete – contextual data for this work. The chart on the
left is taken from DfE published statistics on permanent exclusions for the last three academic years for which there is
data (from 2014/15 to 2016/17). The data show the rate of permanent exclusions for secondary age pupils. The chart
shows that, while the rate of permanent secondary exclusions in England have been increasing, they have been
increasing at a faster rate in North Yorkshire and now exceed the national average. In absolute numbers, secondary
permanent exclusions have increased from 44 in 2014/15 to 77 in 2016/16. The chart on the right shows the proportions
of permanent exclusions accounted for by each locality in the last two academic years (the data for 2017/18 is taken
from internal LA data.)
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In this section, we provide a summary for each of the discussions we held – with seven localities and the PRSs / APs.
There were, however, some consistent themes that came out of these discussions, which are summarised below.

The offer of local inclusion support and AP

• Colleagues wanted to ensure that local support could focus pro-actively on prevention, rather reacting to exclusion.

• Colleagues wanted to develop a greater range of options in localities – schools working together to engage partners
and providers was suggested. In many localities, links with vocational providers was seen to be under-developed.

Decision-making and funding responsibilities

• There was a strong interest in improving transparency and data about the use of AP, levels of exclusions across
localities and schools, referrals and placements in AP, and the allocation and use of AP resources in each locality. All
localities were interested in exploring models that would foster greater collective strategic and operational for the
equitable and effective use of AP. Some were keen in exploring (and some already have) devolved funding models.

• Colleagues emphasised the importance of locality arrangements operating within a strong county-level oversight and
QA framework. We know these developments are planned – there is an opportunity to link them to this AP work.

Links with other services

Colleagues were keen to stress the importance of considering local inclusion support and AP arrangements in the
context of a strategic plan for meeting the needs of all pupils in a locality. In particular, the emphasised the importance
of strengthening the links between local secondary-age inclusion support and AP and other services, including:

• primary inclusion support and the role of the EMS;
• health services – regarding health-related referrals to AP and joining up inclusion, CAMHS and other support; and
• specialist SEMH provision – ensuring there is the right capacity and links between AP and SEMH in localities.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

The view from colleagues about local provision was that 
the quality of the local PRS was good. They were 
concerned, however, about (a) the lack of a range of 
alternative options that would complement the PRS, (b) 
the quality of local provision beyond the PRS (and the 
absence of any central quality-assurance, or QA), and (c) 
the difficulties finding alternatives (including among 
mainstream schools) due to transport costs.

Colleagues reflected that there was not yet a strong 
sense of “financial realism” – school leaders did not 
have an understanding of the totality of resources 
available to the locality, both from the high needs block 
and in terms of what schools themselves were spending. 
School leaders suggested that they would be welcome 
to exploring an approach that would enable them to use 
resources currently spent on excluded pupils and invest 
this into preventative measures.

Responses to these questions echoed those around local 
provision (quantity, range and quality) – namely that 
school leaders considered the local PRS had sought to 
be responsive to the locality’s needs and the provision it 
offered secured good outcomes, but that, as a locality, 
the local AP system was not sufficiently responsive to 
needs and there was not a uniformly high-quality offer. 
There was a strong view that there were insufficient 
resources for local AP, but also that these did not 
suitably incentivise preventative approaches.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

1. School leaders wanted to create a greater range of local provision, but specifically to ensure that there was a
sufficient focus on preventative approaches.

2. School leaders were also strongly of the view that meeting the needs of children who required additional inclusion
support and/or AP could not be achieved by local education services working in isolation. School leaders argued
that any future model would require genuine locality working with other services – SEND and inclusion support
services, Prevention, children’s social care, local health services.

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

1. At a strategic level, school leaders were interested to explore options whereby they would take greater collective
responsibility for the use of the locality’s AP resources. There was a caveat that this would need to be a meaningful
amount of money, but were reassured this could include the proportion of the high needs block resources allocated
to the locality, as well as the potential to bring together what schools were currently spending individually.

2. At an operational level, colleagues felt the local collaborative worked well, but that protocols around managed
moves needed to be strengthened, and informed by a collective understanding of each school’s support centres.

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

The immediate next step is to convene a follow-up discussion with headteachers and the LA to explore the models of
provision and decision-making that school leaders said they were keen to consider. This meeting should be informed by
the data on exclusions at locality and school level, placements in and use of AP (broken down by school and source of
referrals), and the resources currently spend from the high needs block and schools’ delegated budgets on AP and
inclusion support. These discussions would also start to map the existing offer of support across the locality.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

Colleagues were positive about the support provided by 
the local PRS, but considered that there were gaps in 
the local offer of AP – a dearth of KS3 turnaround 
options, college-based / vocational pathways, and 16-18 
alternative pathways. They also noted that finding 
placements in other providers often came with 
associated transport costs, and considered the quality 
was variable. This was another area where the need for 
centralised QA was raised.

Colleagues reflected that partnership working between 
schools in the locality were, to some extent, 
fragmented. They acknowledged that certain forms of 
collaborative work, particularly around inclusion and 
the use of AP, had suffered as a consequence. This was a 
complex area of the discussion: the conclusion from 
headteachers present was that there was a strong need 
for a strategic engagement with headteachers and the 
LA around the strategic planning of local inclusion 
support, and how this linked with other strategic plans.

Comments made against these sets of characteristics 
reflected points described earlier – positive comments 
about support from the PRS, but concerns about the 
way other providers were QA’d and could demonstrate 
outcomes for the pupils placed with them. There was a 
strong view that funding was not aligned to and 
organised to foster inclusive practices.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Ultimately, school leaders in this locality wanted a more strategically planned, flexible and responsive offer of local AP.
They wanted an offer that provided a wider range of support and pathways, including those that they felt were lacking at
the moment: (a) turnaround provision, particularly for KS3 pupils, and (b) more college-based, vocational and
employment-focused pathways for KS5 students. (We should point out, however, that much of the discussion with
colleagues in this locality focused on the principles of partnership between school leaders the LA, and collaborative
strategic planning – colleagues were keen to agree how this could be taken forward, and consequently the discussion
focused more on the next steps for getting these engagements off the ground and less on the specifics of the future offer
of inclusion support and AP in the locality.)

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

As noted above, the main point to come out of this workshop was the need for a headteacher-level strategic
engagement between local schools and the LA about the future of inclusion support and AP. Colleagues were keen to
stress they were willing to be part of this discussion, and saw the need for more collaborative, collective shaping and
oversight of the local offer of inclusion support and AP.

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

The key next step is to organise a roundtable of headteachers from Harrogate, Knaresborough and Ripon schools, with
representation from the LA (and potentially, either then or further down the line from other services – colleagues were
also keen to strengthen locality-based working so as to improve links with and holistic support from other services and
agencies). Colleagues wanted this discussion to be informed by current AP resources, projections and intelligence about
future demand, current data (e.g. on locality- and school-level exclusions) and information about the current range of AP
providers used by schools – to be added to and developed by schools and the LA as a collective resource.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

There were positive comments about the skills and 
expertise of the local PRS, as well as the provision 
offered Selby College and other AP providers. School 
leaders were concerned, however, that the current 
model did not allow for resources to be used in a more 
flexible, responsive, preventative manner. They also 
considered there was a lack of an agreed vision for the 
sorts of pathways and curricular offers across 
mainstream and alternative education locally, for 
students from KS3 to 19.

Some Selby headteachers had a good understanding of 
the link between the high needs block and the schools 
block, but acknowledged that current understanding of 
local AP was not informed by “financial realism” about 
local resources. Likewise, headteachers acknowledged 
that they needed to take greater strategic ownership of 
the local AP system – but would welcome a strategic 
conversation about how local resources could be used, 
and closer locality working with LA services.

Views about outcomes were mixed – generally positive 
about the PRS, but with school leaders very much of the 
view that the outcomes achieved varied by pupils and 
by provider. School leaders recognised that the current 
funding arrangements did not incentivise inclusion, but 
recognised that a good local AP requires a school 
leaders to have a greater strategic grip on collective 
resources for inclusion support and AP, and were keen 
to explore how this could be established in Selby.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Selby leaders’ analysis of what was missing from the offer of local inclusion support and AP was largely consistent with
those from other localities: namely that what was missing was (a) dedicated capacity for more preventative and
turnaround options, particularly for younger pupils, (b) a stronger offer of 14-19, vocational and work-based pathways to
ensure all young people in the locality could find a pathway to success in fields that engaged them, and (c) stronger
locality links with other services (specifically to support disengaged young people). Where Selby colleagues differed was
in identifying, specifically, the need to articulate a clear, consistent and comprehensive vision of the curricular options
and pedagogy for all young people in Selby, across both mainstream and alternative education. They wanted to develop
a genuine AP and SEMH continuum locally, with a more explicit offer of in-school inclusion support, in-reach, as well as
turnaround options, AP, and dedicated expertise and/or provision for SEMH needs.

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

Selby colleagues’ analysis was, however, that they needed a strategic forum for headteachers to work together to
consider how local resources could be used to develop a more responsive and multi-faceted local AP offer. Selby
colleagues were keen to move to a model where funding from the high needs block would be devolved to headteachers
– they felt this could empower a meaningful strategic forum of headteachers to shape a collective ethos (around no
exclusions and better planning of inclusion support and AP) and set of curricular pathways for Selby’s young people.

At the same time, Selby colleagues reflected that schools needed to recommit to making the collaborative work
effectively, including revisiting and strengthening formal arrangements governing managed moves.

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

The next steps discussion here could usefully get into the detail of current resources, options for devolving funding, how
its use would be decided upon and used, and what shape the future offer of inclusion support and AP could take.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

Scarborough school leaders were positive about what 
was offered by the local PRS, but were concerned about 
the range of other provision that they could access –
both the narrow range of alternatives, but also the 
quality of those that options that were available. They 
also noted that the links with the offer of 14-19 
vocational pathways from the local college were not 
well developed. They felt there was the need to 
“unclog” a backlog of excluded pupils at the PRS, and 
free up capacity for preventative approaches.

School leaders acknowledged that there was not a 
shared understanding of locality resources for inclusion 
and AP. There was, however, a willingness to bring this 
together, and also a suggestion of utilising the link with 
the Scarborough opportunity area work. School 
responsibility for pupils they placed in AP was seen to 
be strong, but there was no link to a mainstream school 
for an excluded pupil: consequently, reintegration was 
not working well. School leaders would welcome 
greater strategic planning: AP, EMSs, SEMH provision.

Colleagues noted some of the implications of the 
national accountability system – the fact that not getting 
a child the right support could not only be detrimental 
to that child’s education, but also could have a 
significant impact on the school’s overall performance 
figures. School leaders acknowledged they did not want 
this to influence decisions, but heightened 
accountability meant it could not be ignored. They 
would welcome discussions about a shared framework 
for considering progress and outcomes achieved in AP.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Scarborough colleagues felt a future offered would be one in which (a) the PRS was “unblocked” and able to offer more
flexible, preventative support; (b) there was a broader “menu” of local options and pathways, with schools working
together to support and develop stronger links with the local college and prospective local providers, as part of an
effectively QA’d system; and (c) there was a stronger focus on pupils in KS1 and through the transition into secondary
schools – identifying pupils early who were likely to need more bespoke support or a turnaround placement rather than
waiting for them to fail in secondary school.

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

School leaders were interested in moving to a set of arrangements with greater collaboration and collective
responsibility for placements in, the use of, and the shape of local AP and inclusion support. Colleagues, were, however,
circumspect about the changes in status and leadership of two Scarborough schools, and the way in which the
turnaround of those schools could disrupt local arrangements and place greater strain on local AP. Colleagues also
recognised, however, that developing a new approach now may provide something that all local school leaders could
agree to, and which could help them to plan an effective “whole-system” response that supported whole-school
improvement activities across all Scarborough without placing a disproportionate burden on some schools and the PRS.

Colleagues also noted that it would not be possible to move to a new, more inclusive and prevention-focused model
overnight: there would need to be a careful transition and roadmap to shift the focus of resources gradually.

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

Impending changes of school leadership mean that it will be important to move forward with further discussions with
Scarborough school leaders. A follow-up discussion with all school leaders about the AP offer and decision-making
responsibility in general, but also some short-term priorities.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

Ryedale school leaders are pleased with their local 
model, which they feel is flexible and responsive, and 
want to sustain this. ROOSE (or Ryedale out-of-school 
education) operates as a service for the four secondary 
schools in the locality, providing personalised pathways 
based on the needs of pupils and their schools. Pupils 
remain on the role of their mainstream school, which 
fosters connection, school responsibility, and planning 
for reintegration. Ryedale colleagues were keen to 
explore developing a new KS3 model.

Since funding is devolved to the schools, there is a 
strong sense of financial realism (understanding what 
resources are available to them) and individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP (ensuring 
local resources are used equitably and to best effect). 
Ryedale colleagues are having debates currently about 
updating locality protocols to reflect current needs and 
practices. In terms of strategic planning, they would 
welcome greater scope for joining up their work with 
related provision (EMSs, SEMH) and across phases.

As noted above, colleagues in Ryedale considered that 
the current devolved arrangements foster a responsive, 
dynamic model, achieve good outcomes, and are based 
on funding arrangements that foster inclusion and 
effective, collective strategic planning and use of AP. 
They noted, however, that inevitably this becomes more 
challenging in times where there are pressure on 
resources and a diminution in the capacity of other 
services.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Broadly speaking, Ryedale colleagues felt their model worked well. Significantly, they recognised that having funding
devolved to schools themselves to use collectively to shape the support in the locality meant that they were empowered
to make changes and adaptations to the offer themselves: AP was not a resource that they expected to be provided by
someone else, but something that they could control and shape to the needs of their pupils. Colleagues were currently
having discussions, with ROOSE colleagues, about strengthening the offer for KS3 pupils.

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

As with the offer of support itself, school leaders believe that the current arrangements with devolved decision-making
work well and they would want to see these continue. Within those arrangements, school leaders are currently
considering how to ensure protocols around access to ROOSE reflect current practice and needs, and are applied
consistently.

The one area Ryedale colleagues would welcome support is linking up the work of ROOSE with other locality services,
and ensuring that there is a coherent offer of inclusion support across phase (with the primary SEMH EMSs), across the
SEMH continuum (the link with specialist providers) and across agencies (the link with other services and professionals).

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

Since Ryedale already has a devolved model, which colleagues were keen to sustain and work within to strengthen their
offer of support locally, there is not the need for a follow-up discussion with school leaders. Instead, for Ryedale
colleagues, the key next steps would appear to be facilitate the linking up of local related provision (the EMSs, special
schools, agencies) and helping to ensure that there is a strong, joined-up offer locally. Ryedale colleagues also expressed
a strong interest in being part of any county-wide on outcomes frameworks for and QA of AP.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

As with colleagues from Ryedale, Whitby school leaders 
were largely positive about their local arrangements –
like Ryedale, funding for AP is devolved to the two 
Whitby secondary schools, who manage local AP 
arrangements across the town. Colleagues were 
concerned, however, about (a) links with other agencies 
(and geographical isolation) and (b) places in AP being 
taken up by inappropriate referrals from health services. 
They were also keen to develop a new KS3 offer.

As noted above, Whitby colleagues felt there was a 
strong sense of financial realism (but not without 
concerns about overall pressures on and levels of 
funding) and school responsibility. Their concern was 
about the need for greater strategic planning across 
services and agencies, and ensuring that there was 
access to the right offer of support for pupils in Whitby.

As noted above, school leaders felt the local 
arrangements were responsive to their needs and 
achieved good outcomes. They noted the challenge in 
demonstrating the impact of AP in terms of mainstream 
school performance measures, and would welcome the 
development of a county-wide outcomes and QA 
framework that could be used in localities to QA and 
evidence the impact of AP and progress made by pupils.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Whitby colleagues were keen to strengthen the local offer of inclusion support and AP in three ways.

1. Ensure that there was a clear understanding of the role of local AP and when a pupil should / not be referred by
local health professionals. A stronger engagement with local health services to ensure a shared understanding was
suggested. This was also seen as a way to strengthen the local SEMH continuum, including the links with CAMHS.

2. To ensure Whitby had equitable access to support from other services and agencies, there was a suggestion that it
would be useful to facilitate a strategic engagement with leaders from those services and agencies to define a “core
offer for Whitby” and to set up a flexible “hub” to enable professionals based on other services and agencies to
have a central base from which to work in Whitby. This could include Prevention, CAMHS, healthy child, youth
justice, and could be co-located with local AP and outreach support to enable multi-agency working.

3. As in other localities, colleagues in Whitby were also keen to develop a new KS3 turnaround offer.

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

School leaders felt that the devolved model worked well for Whitby – it was well-suited to Whitby’s context, size and
geography, and also enabled school leaders to take individual and collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP. One
suggestion was the need to continue to ensure that inclusion and AP was “on the radar” of senior leaders, and that they
were effectively engaged with oversight and planning of local AP.

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

The immediate next steps in Whitby relate to supporting schools in their discussions with (a) local health services about
health-related referrals to local AP, and (b) a wider range of services and agencies to shape a “core offer for Whitby”.



Craven
How effective are current arrangements?
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

Colleagues expressed some strong views here about the 
lack of a genuine offer of alternative education and 
inclusion support: they felt that the current 
arrangements only gave them support when a pupil was 
permanently excluded, but was not affording them the 
sort of preventative support, and capacity-building 
advice around SEMH, that they felt was needed. 
Colleagues noted specifically the absence of the right 
offer for pupils out of school for health-related reasons, 
and of vocational pathways into the world of work.

School leaders understood that resources were 
stretched, but acknowledged that there was not a clear 
sense of what resources were allocated to Craven from 
the high needs block, how this was used, and what 
schools were funding from their own delegated 
budgets. They considered that schools had a strong 
sense of individual responsibility for pupils placed in AP 
(less so when pupils were excluded), but felt collective 
responsibility was lacking (and challenging given the 
make-up of schools in Craven).

School leaders noted that the PRS’s view was that its 
capacity was focused on children with more complex 
needs, and had limited ability to provide preventative 
support. They noted that there was not a broad menu of 
local options, and felt that there was a lack of 
collaborative, strategic planning of the options all 
schools may want to call upon. They felt outcomes 
varied for different pupils, and that funding 
arrangements were not currently linked to promoting 
inclusion, only responding to exclusion.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Craven colleagues were keen to develop the local offer of inclusion support and AP in two main ways.

1. School leaders wanted to develop a wider range of pathways to ensure that there were genuine alternative
pathways on which young people could be supported – working with the local college, employers / work experience
placements, providers in other local areas that may be interested in developing an offer in Craven.

2. Developing a means for schools to access capacity-building advice, support and preventative work. As one school
leader put it, ‘I know where I would go to get expertise on maths, but where do I go to get support on SEMH?’

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

School leaders were interested in exploring models in which some aspects of decision-making may be devolved to school
leaders in Craven – particularly models that would ensure collective oversight of access to (and reintegration from) local
AP to ensure this was working effectively and equitably. Colleagues also expressed some interest in exploring models
that would foster a greater sense of collective, strategic partnership locally – they saw working together might put them
in a stronger position to take propositions to the local college or other providers for developing new pathways in Craven.

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

1. School leaders in Craven were keen to have a follow-up discussion, with headteachers from all local schools
involved, informed by information about the resources available for local inclusion support and AP in Craven. They
considered this would improve transparency, and open up the possibility of exploring a wider set of options
including discussions with other providers and agencies to develop the local menu of AP and inclusion support.

2. School leaders also considered that there was the need to revisit the local collaborative and ensure that it was
providing effective collective oversight of and equitable access to local AP.
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is 
regularly QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively 
foster inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as 
responding to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the 
pupils it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

There was a recognition that the PRS model was under 
pressure. PRS colleagues saw this as being due to (a) 
increased pressure and changing approaches to 
behaviour in mainstream schools and (b) a lack of 
specialist provision, meaning the PRSs were increasingly 
supporting pupils with more complex needs over a 
longer period and thus had limited capacity to offer 
preventative and turnaround options. They echoed 
mainstream schools in highlighting that there was not a 
broad range of alternatives open to schools locally.

We had a good debate about the strength of inclusion in 
the North Yorkshire education system. PRS and AP 
colleagues view was that many schools did all they 
could to keep children included and prevent exclusion, 
but also recognised the increased pressure and 
questioned whether local partnerships were fostering 
collective responsibility among schools and fostering 
inclusion as consistently as they could be (except 
Ryedale and Whitby, given their devolved models).

Colleagues felt their models had sought to be 
responsive to local needs – within the confines of the 
pressures on their capacity and other factors, such as 
physical facilities. (Ryedale and Whitby colleagues were 
particularly positive about the responsiveness of their 
local models). Colleagues were positive about the 
outcomes they received, but were concerned about the 
quality and impact of other providers that were used 
across the county.

Characteristic of an effective local AP system RAG Commentary
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Local inclusion support and provision: What should this look like in the future?

Colleagues recognised that the AP model had been set up to deal with a specific set of needs, but that the needs of the
pupils the PRSs (and to some extent other local AP providers) were supporting had evolved. Colleagues argued that their
capacity was becoming squeezed by increasing demand, including pressures from mainstream schools (as levels of
permanent exclusions rise) and other services (such as referrals from local health services). Many have sought to be
responsive to local needs and develop preventative and therapeutic approaches, but are conscious that a whole-system
response is needed to break the current vicious cycle of increasing demand and diminishing preventative capacity.

Local decision-making around inclusion and AP: What should this look like in the future?

The discussion about decision-making and models involving devolving funding to localities was less of a focus in the
workshop with PRS and AP leaders as it was with mainstream schools. We recognise that the possibility of transferring
the locus of decision-making responsibility and devolving funding for placements of pupils in AP to locality groups of
mainstream schools has implications for those localities where PRSs operate (the exceptions being Ryedale and Whitby,
where funding is already devolved to local secondary schools).

Next steps: Taking forward these discussions within the locality

In the discussions with mainstream schools, in many areas there were positive reflections on the support offered by the
PRS, and the skills and expertise of their staff. As discussions proceed with school leaders in each local area, and where
there is interest in exploring moving to a different way of arranging provision or decision-making, it will be important to
consider how what is valued can be retained and capacity and provision, where it is required, is arranged and funded on
a sustainable basis. As we have noted in all of the workshops, a key finding from our national research has been the
importance of local inclusion and AP arrangements being planned collectively and strategically: that entails key roles for
mainstream schools, AP providers, the LA and other partners.
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Key reflections
We have been privileged to have had the opportunity to meet with and speak to school, PRS and AP leaders in each
locality across North Yorkshire about the specific challenges and needs of their local AP and inclusion system. The
discussion in each locality has had a different emphasis, despite, as we explain on p.7, there having been some common
themes that have come through all of the discussions. All workshops have, however, appeared to us to have been
valuable – and powerful – in terms of engaging school leaders and AP providers in localities in an informed, partnership-
based and action-orientated set of discussions about how local leaders could re-shape local inclusion support and AP.

Furthermore, in all localities, school leaders have expressed an interest in exploring models characterised by greater
collective responsibility. Some have expressed a specific interest in moving to a model of funding being devolved to
schools collectively (while Ryedale and Whitby already have these arrangements in place), while others have considered
that a first step would be to strengthen collective decision-making responsibility and oversight for the use of AP. Part of
this appeared to be driven by a strong consensus about the need to rebalance inclusion support and AP from reacting to
exclusion to pro-actively fostering inclusion and preventing issues from escalating, as well as working with local partners
and agencies to develop a broader menu of alternative education pathways and holistic support for young people.

Next steps
In terms of next steps, therefore, we suggest that there are three key ones.

1. Continue the discussions between school leaders in localities and the LA (and potentially, at the right time, other
partners) to build on the principles and firm up the ideas put forward during these workshops.

2. Build on the SEND strategic plan by developing a clear strategic approach to inclusion and AP for each locality.

3. Facilitate county-level work that would support locality inclusion and AP arrangements – effective oversight of
pupils not in full-time mainstream education (or at risk of being so), developing a county-wide framework of
outcomes and QA of AP that can be developed and tailored to each locality.
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A good local system of inclusion support and AP
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The make-up 
of local 

provision

1. Quantity – will depend on strategic decisions about role of local AP and other inclusion 
support. It is crucial to have a clear strategic plan for inclusion, and clear roles for all AP 
providers. Equitable access to support across the local area is also vital.

2. Range – having the right range to (a) meet pupils’ needs, and (b) provide appropriate 
support options and pathways (in-school, outreach, turnaround, long-term placements).

3. Quality – having a well-developed QA  framework (covering safety, attendance, 
engagement, progress, progression, wellbeing), and building provider quality pro-actively.

How local AP 
is used

4. Financial realism – ensuring that there is collective understanding of local resources 
available for AP in order to inform strategic choices, trust and equitable access to support.

5. Responsibilities – (a) school-level responsibility for individual pupils placed in AP, their 
outcomes and destinations; (b) collective school responsibility for fair and equitable use of 
AP. Crucial oversight and QA role for LA. Join-up with SEND, early help is crucial.

6. Strategic planning – pro-active fostering of inclusion to meet needs and manage 
demand (not just finding placements). Tight, informed, responsive commissioning.

The 
effectiveness 

of the local AP 
system

7. Responsiveness – ensuring AP providers are connected to the local system and see their 
role as responding to local needs, not defining and performing within their own niche.

8. Outcomes – the local system has collectively agreed systems and performance 
measures, aligned to strategic priorities, that enable AP providers to demonstrate impact.

9. Funding – funding is used flexibly to incentivise inclusion and support strategic 
priorities. Decisions are informed by financial considerations, and the overall impact on 
the high needs block is considered. Benchmarking is used to ensure value for money.

Theme Key characteristics of the local AP system

1

2

3



A good local system of inclusion support and AP?
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Quantity: ‘There is the quantity / capacity of local 
provision to meet locally-agreed needs for AP.’

Range: ‘There is the right range of support pathways to 
meet locally-agreed needs.’

Quality: ‘Local provision is of a high quality and is regularly 
QA’d, giving commissioners confidence.

Financial realism: ‘There is shared understanding of 
available resources, informing decisions about use of AP.’

School responsibility: ‘Schools take individual and 
collective responsibility for pupils placed in AP.’

Strategic planning: ‘Local arrangements pro-actively foster 
inclusion and early help.’

Responsiveness: ‘AP providers see their role as responding 
to the needs of the local system.’

Outcomes: ‘Local AP achieves good outcomes for the pupils 
it supports.’

Funding: ‘Funding is arranged to incentivise inclusive 
practices and support inclusive strategies.’

Strongly 
agree

Agree Disagree
Strongly 
disagree

Cannot 
say



Spectrum of provision
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Places Prevention

“Places” – all local resources 
invested in places for pupils 
placed full-time (single roll) in 
AP. Generally long-term 
placements.

“Turnaround” – pupils 
placed in AP for a time-
limited period for intensive 
turnaround work. (Single or 
dual roll.)

“Part-time / in-reach” –
pupils spend part of their 
time in AP and part, with 
appropriate support, in 
mainstream school.

“Prevention” – support is 
provided by a service 
offering intensive outreach, 
direct work with pupils, 
advice and training for staff.

1

2

3

4



Spectrum of decision-making responsibilities
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Centralised Devolved

“Centralised” – all 
decisions re: pupils 
placed in AP (funded 
from HNB) taken by 
the LA, HNB funding 
held centrally.

“Devolved to AP 
provider” – AP provider 
acts as a broker for 
pupils requiring AP 
placements.

“Devolved preventative 
support” – schools are 
responsible (may have 
devolved funding) for 
preventative placements; LA 
responsible for PX / pupils 
without school place.

“Partnership decision-
making” – LA 
commissions places / 
services, decisions of 
about use taken by 
local panels involving 
schools

“Governance” – HTs 
make up the 
management 
committee of the 
main local AP 
provider and decide 
on placements.

2
“Devolved to individual 
schools” – schools are 
responsible making and 
funding placements in AP 
(e.g. for prevention and PX). 
Schools receive devolved 
funding / pay tariffs.

“Devolved to school 
partnerships” –
funding and 
responsibility for 
placements in AP 
devolved to schools 
in partnerships.

4 6

1 3 5 7



Thinking about different groups of pupils
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Pupils who have been excluded for one-off serious incidents or are 
without a school place temporarily – they are not out of mainstream 
education due to underlying additional needs. Support is often focused 
on swift reintegration.

Pupils who are engaged in education, but may be having difficulties 
accessing aspects of their learning or self-regulating in a mainstream 
environment. May benefit from a smaller environment, more 
personalised curriculum than is offered in mainstream schools.

Vulnerabilities may include mental health difficulties, abuse or neglect 
at home, unidentified underlying needs. May have been withdrawn 
from school, refused to attend, had periods of home education. Can 
require nurture-based, therapeutic, reintegrative approaches.

Pupils who are disaffected, have stopped engaging with education. 
Often have had patchy / low / no attendance at school. Potential 
complicating factors related to family life, involvement of social care. 
Can include issues / risks of gang involvement, crime.

Pupils requiring AP due to 
one-off incidents or 

temporary circumstances 

Pupils who need an 
alternative curriculum or 

learning environment 

Vulnerable pupils

Disengaged pupils

1

2

3

4



Planning local support for pupil groups
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Pupils requiring AP due to 
one-off incidents or 

temporary circumstances 

Pupils who need an 
alternative curriculum or 

learning environment 

Vulnerable pupils

Disengaged pupils

1

2

3

4

What are our 
aims for this 
group?

What support 
pathways are 
needed for 
this?

Who would 
decide 
placements?

Who would 
oversee 
placements, 
progress?

Who would 
plan and 
commission 
provision?



If you have any other questions before the workshop
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 Appendix 3 

The models contained within the appendices have been developed in partnership with 

Head Teachers of Secondary Schools, Head Teachers of the PRS in each locality and 

LA Officers. The tables below illustrate the offer developed by each locality partnership 

within budget allocation. These will be subject to modification over time and in line with 

local needs. 

LOCALITY AREA: Hambleton and Richmondshire 

Summary of Model:  
30 place provision with a range of flexible part and full time places across Key Stage 3 and 4. 
Delivery will take place in Sunbeck PRS and a range of offsite opportunities and activities such 
as work experience, outdoor education and community based projects. 
 
In addition Sunbeck PRS will manage and deliver two enhanced mainstream school provisions 
hosted by two mainstream schools for young people with EHCPs with a primary need of SEMH. 
 

Location for 
Delivery 
Northallerton 
 

Individual timetables for young people will include a range of lessons and 
activities that take place at the PRS site, in their home school and in the 
local community supported by PRS staff  

Number of Places: 
30 

KS3 18 places  
KS4 12 places  (KS 3 and 4 ratio of places to change subject to demand) 

Identification of 
needs 

As well as baseline assessment to identify current levels of academic 
attainment all young people accessing AP will have their individual needs 
assessed using recognised screening tools for: 

 Social, Emotional and Mental Health 

 Speech, Language and Communication 

 Cognition 

Curriculum  
 

Key Stage 3 Key Stage 4 

Flexible programmes of assessment, 
intervention and reintegration for 
young people typically between 8-18 
weeks.  
 
Curriculum will include: 

 Targeted Maths and English 
interventions 

 Personal, Social, Health and 
Emotional Education 

 Humanities 

 Art and Design 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, Forest 
School and/or Duke of 
Edinburgh 

 
A range of personalised therapeutic 
interventions will also be provided 
from trained staff following SEMH, 
Cognition and Speech Language and 
Communication screening on entry to 
AP. 

A range of part and full time 
places agreed with schools and 
young people dependent upon 
needs.  
 
Curriculum will include core 
subjects: 

 English  

 Maths  

 Science  
Options including: 

 Art (up to GCSE level) 

 Design & Technology 

 Catering 

 Construction 

 Geography 

 History 
Additional elements of the 
curriculum will include: 

 ICT 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, 
Forest School and/or 
Duke of Edinburgh 

 Physical Education 



 Preparation for Adulthood 

 Employability skills 
 
Qualifications will range from 
Entry Level to GCSE dependent 
upon individual needs and 
abilities 

Enhanced Support 
Offer 

Trained staff within the PRS delivering identified interventions and 
pastoral care 
Therapists and specialist practitioners from locality hubs including Speech 
and Language, Occupational Therapy, SEMH practitioners and Education 
Psychologists 

Place Cost £18K per place from High Needs Block 
£5k school contribution per annum @ daily rate of £26.32 for preventative 
placements 

Budget Allocation 
(Whole Year) 

£615,000 (based on 15 places PEx and 15 Preventative Places) 

Budget Summary 
 

Staff: £424,998 
Buildings and Miscellaneous: £140,032 
 
Total: £565,030   
 

Governance  
 

Each PRS will review management committees from Sept 2019. In line 
with DfE guidance the management committee will include a majority of 
community members made up of school representatives. Current 
vacancies will be offered to local schools in the first instance. 
 
Access to places will be managed through the development of local 
protocols between the LA, Schools and PRS. Locality Education boards 
will maintain oversight of performance around exclusion.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



LOCALITY AREA: Selby District 

Summary of Model:  

30 place provision with a range of flexible part and full time places across Key Stage 3 and 4. 

Delivery will take place at The Rubicon Centre and a range of offsite opportunities and activities 

such as work experience, outdoor education and community based projects. 

Location for 

Delivery 

Selby 

Individual timetables for young people will include a range of lessons and 

activities that take place at the PRS site, in their home school and in the 

community supported by PRS staff  

Number of Places: 

30 

KS3 12 places  
KS4 18 places   
(KS 3 and 4 ratio of places to change subject to demand) 

Identification of 

needs 

As well as baseline assessment to identify current levels of academic 

attainment all young people accessing AP will have their individual needs 

assessed using recognised screening tools for: 

 Social, Emotional and Mental Health 

 Speech, Language and Communication 

 Cognition 

Curriculum  

 

Key Stage 3 Key Stage 4 

Flexible programmes of assessment, 

intervention and reintegration for 

young people typically between 8-18 

weeks.  

Curriculum will include: 

 Targeted Maths and English 
interventions 

 Personal, Social, Health and 
Emotional Education 

 Humanities 

 Art and Design 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, Forest 
School and/or Duke of 
Edinburgh 

 

A range of personalised therapeutic 

interventions will also be provided 

from trained staff following SEMH, 

Cognition and Speech Language and 

Communication screening on entry to 

AP. 

A range of part and full time 

places agreed with schools and 

young people dependent upon 

needs.  

Curriculum will include core 

subjects: 

 English  

 Maths  

 Science  
Options including: 

 Art (up to GCSE level) 

 Design & Technology 

 Catering 

 Construction 

 Geography 

 History 

 Hair and Beauty 
 

Additional elements of the 
curriculum will include: 

 ICT 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, 
Forest School and/or 
Duke of Edinburgh 

 Physical Education 

 Preparation for Adulthood 

 Employability skills 



 

Qualifications will range from 

Entry Level to GCSE dependent 

upon individual needs and 

abilities 

Enhanced Support 

Offer 

Trained staff within the PRS delivering identified interventions and 

pastoral care 

Therapists and specialist practitioners from locality hubs including Speech 

and Language, Occupational Therapy, SEMH practitioners and Education 

Psychologists 

Drama Therapy provided by the PRS  

Place Cost £18K per place from High Needs Block 

£5k school contribution per annum @ daily rate of £26.32 for preventative 

placements 

Budget Allocation £615,000 (based on 15 places PEx and 15 Preventative Places) 

Budget Summary 

 

Staff: £483,640  
Buildings and Miscellaneous: £123,274 
Total: £ 606,914  

Governance  

 

Each PRS will review management committees from Sept 2019. In line 

with DfE guidance the management committee will include a majority of 

community members made up of school representatives. Current 

vacancies will be offered to local schools in the first instance. 

Access to places will be managed through the development of local 

protocols between the LA, Schools and PRS. Locality Education boards 

will maintain oversight of performance around exclusion.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

LOCALITY AREA: Scarborough  

Summary of Model:  
40 place provision with a range of flexible part and full time places across Key Stage 3 and 4. 
Delivery will take place at Scarborough PRS with a range of offsite opportunities and activities 
such as work experience, outdoor education and community based projects. 
 
In addition Scarborough PRS will manage and deliver two enhanced mainstream school 
provisions hosted by two mainstream schools for young people with EHCPs with a primary need 
of SEMH. 
 

Location for 
Delivery 
Scarborough 
 

Individual timetables for young people will include a range of lessons and 
activities that take place at the PRS site, in their home school and in the 
local community supported by PRS staff  

Number of Places: 
40 

KS3 18 places  
KS4 22 places   
(KS 3 and 4 ratio of places to change subject to demand) 

Identification of 
needs 

As well as baseline assessment to identify current levels of academic 
attainment all young people accessing AP will have their individual needs 
assessed using recognised screening tools for: 

 Social, Emotional and Mental Health 

 Speech, Language and Communication 

 Cognition 

Curriculum  
 

Key Stage 3 Key Stage 4 

Flexible programmes of assessment, 
intervention and reintegration for 
young people typically between 8-18 
weeks.  
 
Curriculum will include: 

 Targeted Maths and English 
interventions 

 Personal, Social, Health and 
Emotional Education 

 Humanities 

 Art and Design 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, Forest 
School and/or Duke of 
Edinburgh 

 
A range of personalised therapeutic 
interventions will also be provided 
from trained staff following SEMH, 
Cognition and Speech Language and 
Communication screening on entry to 
AP. 

A range of part and full time 
places agreed with schools and 
young people dependent upon 
needs.  
 
Curriculum will include core 
subjects: 

 English  

 Maths  

 Science  
Options including: 

 Art (up to GCSE level) 

 Design & Technology 

 Catering 

 Construction 

 Geography 

 History 
Additional elements of the 
curriculum will include: 

 ICT (Entry Level) 

 Community Projects 

 Duke of Edinburgh 

 Physical Education 

 Preparation for Adulthood 

 Employability skills 

 Additional enrichment- 
Art, Photography, 
Cooking, Land Based 



Studies, Marine Biology, 
Psychology 

 
Qualifications will range from 
Entry Level to GCSE dependent 
upon individual needs and 
abilities 

Enhanced Support 
Offer 

Trained staff within the PRS delivering identified interventions and 
pastoral care. Scarborough PRS is a recognised Nurture School and all 
young people will benefit from this whole school approach 
 
Therapists and specialist practitioners from locality hubs including Speech 
and Language, Occupational Therapy, SEMH practitioners and Education 
Psychologists 

Place Cost £18K per place from High Needs Block 
£5k school contribution per annum @ daily rate of £26.32 for preventative 
placements 

Budget Allocation  £820,000 (based on 20 places PEx and 20 Preventative Places) 

Budget Summary 
 

Staff: £586,550 
Buildings and Miscellaneous: £230,959.00 
Total: £817,509 

Governance  
 

Each PRS will review management committees from Sept 2019. In line 
with DfE guidance the management committee will include a majority of 
community members made up of school representatives. Current 
vacancies will be offered to local schools in the first instance. 
 
Access to places will be managed through the development of local 
protocols between the LA, Schools and PRS. Locality Education boards 
will maintain oversight of performance around exclusion.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



LOCALITY AREA: Craven  

Summary of Model:  
During 2019/20 Craven PRS will be commissioned for 10 additional places to mitigate the risk of 
a reduced service from The Grove Academy in Harrogate. This will stabilise Craven PRS budget 
in the short term and enable collaborative arrangements to be established with Forest Moor from 
September 2020. 
 
The model will therefore bring together a mixed economy of Alternative and Special School 
provision .This will maintain the ability of the LA to meet its statutory duties whilst also secure the 
development of a preventative AP and SEMH offer that can serve the Craven locality. 

Location for 
Delivery 
Craven PRS Sept 
19/20 
 
Forest Moor 
School/  Craven 
PRS  from Sept 
20/21 
 

Individual timetables for young people will include a range of lessons and 
activities that take place at the PRS site, in their home school and in the 
local community supported by PRS staff 
 
 
Moving forward to Sept 2020 a greater range of opportunities for AP and 
SEMH places will be offered via the addition of the extensive facilities 
available at Forest Moor school as well as Craven PRS.  

Number of Places:  23 places Sept 2019- Sept 2020 (10 as mitigation as described) 
13 places Sept 2020 onwards 

Identification of 
needs 

As well as baseline assessment to identify current levels of academic 
attainment all young people accessing AP will have their individual needs 
assessed using recognised screening tools for: 

 Social, Emotional and Mental Health 

 Speech, Language and Communication 

 Cognition 

Curriculum  
 

Key Stage 3 Key Stage 4 

Flexible programmes of assessment, 
intervention and reintegration for 
young people typically between 8-18 
weeks.  
 
Curriculum will include: 

 Targeted Maths and English 
interventions 

 Personal, Social, Health and 
Emotional Education 

 Humanities 

 Art and Design 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, Forest 
School and/or Duke of 
Edinburgh 

 
A range of personalised therapeutic 
interventions will also be provided 
from trained staff following SEMH, 
Cognition and Speech Language and 
Communication screening on entry to 
AP. 

A range of part and full time 
places agreed with schools and 
young people dependent upon 
needs.  
 
Curriculum will include core 
subjects: 

 English  

 Maths  

 Science  
Options including: 

 Art (up to GCSE level) 

 Design & Technology 

 Catering 

 Construction 

 Geography 

 History 
Additional elements of the 
curriculum will include: 

 ICT (Entry Level) 

 Community Projects 

 Outdoor Education, 
Forest School and/or 
Duke of Edinburgh 

 Physical Education 



 Preparation for Adulthood 

 Employability skills 
 
Qualifications will range from 
Entry Level to GCSE dependent 
upon individual needs and 
abilities 

Enhanced Support 
Offer 

Therapists and specialist practitioners from locality hubs including Speech 
and Language, Occupational Therapy, SEMH practitioners and Education 
Psychologists 

Place Cost £18K per place from High Needs Block 
£5k school contribution per annum @ daily rate of £26.32 for preventative 
placements 

Budget Allocation  £264,000 (Sept 2020 based upon 7 PEx to 6 Preventative Places) 

Governance  
 

Each PRS will review management committees from Sept 2019. In line 
with DfE guidance the management committee will include a majority of 
community members made up of school representatives. Current 
vacancies will be offered to local schools in the first instance. 
 
Access to places will be managed through the development of local 
protocols between the LA, Schools and PRS. Locality Education boards 
will maintain oversight of performance around exclusion.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



LOCALITY AREA: Harrogate 

Summary of Model:  
Currently three options remain open to Harrogate, Ripon and Knaresborough. 
 

 Delta Multi Academy Trust continue to operate The Grove Academy under the agreed 
funding model 

 The Grove Academy is transferred to another Multi Academy Trust in the event that 
Delta MAT do not feel able to operate a new model 

 The Local Authority commission places from another provider to meet the statutory 
duties of the LA and develop a more preventative model of AP 

 
Mitigating Actions  
Early in the development of proposals it was identified that The Grove Academy may close. To 
this point no formal closure process has been initiated with the Regional Schools Commissioner. 
Following notification from Delta MAT that the Academy would reduce its current service the LA 
have taken some short term mitigating actions to ensure all statutory duties can be fulfilled and a 
service continues to be offered to children and families. This has included: 

 Medical Outreach provision-A teaching pool has been developed to deliver this service to 
families from September 2019  

 Medical In-reach provision-The commission for this has been allocated to Forest School 
in Knaresborough for one academic year from Sept 2019 

 Day 6 provision (Permanently Excluded children)-An additional 10 places have been 
commissioned at Craven PRS if the capacity at The Grove Academy is reduced   

 
Given that progress in the Harrogate, Ripon and Knaresborough area has not been made at the 
same rate as in other localities, it is essential that development of the model to be delivered from 
September 2020 is pursued with urgency by all key stakeholders. 

Location for 
Delivery 
 

In both MAT options the delivery of the provision would continue from its 
current base at The Grove Academy. 
 
If the provision cannot be delivered by a suitable MAT the LA will pursue 
plans to increase the AP offer from Forest Moor School following the 
collocation of Craven PRS. This may be via  a satellite arrangement or the 
utilisation of additional space at Forest Moor  

Number of Places:  30 places Sept 2020 

Identification of 
needs 

As well as baseline assessment to identify current levels of academic 
attainment all young people accessing AP will have their individual needs 
assessed using recognised screening tools for: 

 Social, Emotional and Mental Health 

 Speech, Language and Communication 

 Cognition 

Enhanced Support 
Offer  

Therapists and specialist practitioners from locality hubs including Speech 
and Language, Occupational Therapy, SEMH practitioners and Education 
Psychologists 

Place Cost £18K per place from High Needs Block 
£5k school contribution per annum @ daily rate of £26.32 for preventative 
placements 

Budget Allocation  £615k (based on 15 places PEx and 15 Preventative Places) 

Governance  
 

To be determined upon agreement of Academy status   

 



 

APPENDIX 4 

RISK MANAGEMENT LOG OF THE AP/PRS MODEL FROM SEPTEMBER 2020 

 

Description of Risk Actions to Mitigate Risk 
 

Permanent exclusions continue 
to increase and  this will reduce 
ability to implement the new 
model from September 2020 

 From September discussions will be held with Head 
teachers to take action to implement the early intervention 
model prior to September 2020 to minimise new 
permanent exclusion 

 Awareness raising of the Behaviour and Attendance 
Collaborative Panels 

 Local authority monitoring of identification of future 
placements for young people that have been permanently 
excluded – readiness to move back into school, progression 
to statutory assessment as appropriate 

 In Year Fair Access and Ladder of Intervention fully 
implemented from September 2019 
 

Physical limitations of current 
PRS buildings 

 Consideration to be given to young people being off site to 
progress their learning for 1-2 days per week 

 Identification of costs to combine smaller teaching rooms 
underway 

 AP premises to be included in the wider capital plan for 
SEND 

 Satellite bases may evolve over time 
 

Uncertainty regarding the 
future position of the Grove 
Harrogate 

 Commission of Craven PRS increased by 10 for 19/20 
academic year 

 Plans being finalised to move Craven PRS from September 
2020 under leadership of Forestmoor. This commission 
could be increased to accommodate Harrogate model if 
required 

 Discussions continue regarding re sponsorship of PRS 
 

Capacity of places  Reviewed on annual basis  

 Funding available in Locality Boards could be used to help 
buffer additional places if agreed in locality 
 

Performance of the PRS in 
implementation of the new 
models 

 New SLA to be discussed with Head teacher and Chair of 
the Management Committee prior to September 2020 

 Contracts Manager to review the cost effectiveness and 
value for money of the PRS on a 6 monthly basis alongside 
the Service 

 Governance arrangements of the PRS to change to ensure 
greater membership of secondary Headteachers from 
locality 

Costs of transport to schools 
make AP unaffordable 

 Options under development to try to offset some of the 
costs to schools by developing a local model which is cost 
effective and maximises local transport resources 

 



 

 

 

 

Equality impact assessment (EIA) form: 
evidencing paying due regard to protected 

characteristics  
(Form updated May 2015) 

 

 
Changing the way provision for secondary aged 

pupils who are permanently excluded or at risk of 
permanent exclusion is commissioned and funded 

 
 

If you would like this information in another language or 
format such as Braille, large print or audio, please contact 
the Communications Unit on 01609 53 2013 or email 
communications@northyorks.gov.uk. 

 
 

 

 

 
Equality Impact Assessments (EIAs) are public documents.  EIAs accompanying reports 
going to County Councillors for decisions are published with the committee papers on our 
website and are available in hard copy at the relevant meeting.  To help people to find 
completed EIAs we also publish them in the Equality and Diversity section of our website.  
This will help people to see for themselves how we have paid due regard in order to meet 
statutory requirements.   

 

Name of Directorate and Service 
Area 

Children and Young People’s Service – NYCC 
 
Inclusion Service  

Lead Officer and contact details Jane Le Sage - Assistant Director – Inclusion  

Names and roles of other people 
involved in carrying out the EIA 

Chris Reynolds – SEND Placement Officer 
Jane Harvey  - Strategic Planning & Development Officer 
(SEND) 
 

How will you pay due regard? e.g. 
working group, individual officer 

This work is overseen by the High Needs Funding Officer 
Group and is governed through a strategic Programme 
Board. Monitoring takes place via the Children and Young 
People’s Leadership Team. 
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A High Needs Funding Sub Group of the Schools Forum 
and the Schools Forum itself have advisory roles. 
 
The proposals were subject to a formal public 
consultation process between 5th October and 11th 
November 2018 and this EIA was monitored during the 
consultation and reviewed at the end of this period. 
 
In January 2019 the Executive approved the decisions to  

 Proceed with the development of a revised model of AP in 
localities in collaboration with secondary and PRS Head 
teachers and to finalise the new model by July 2019 with 
implementation from September 2020 

 Phase the reduction in discretionary funding by continuing to pay 
50% of discretionary funding from April 2019 until September 
2020 to reduce the impact of the budget changes on the 
PRS/AP provision and provide greater organisational stability 
whilst the transition to the new model is implemented 

 Continues to fund AP places at £19K until September 2019  

 Apply place funding at £18K from September 2019 in line with 
national average rather than £17k as detailed in the original 
proposal 

 Continue with the current model of home and in reach medical 
tuition until September 2020. Subject to approval for permission 
to consult, changes proposed to medical tuition will be subject to 
a separate public consultation in 2019  

 Securing a saving from the discretionary funding to offset the 
pressure on the high needs block budget by between £1.3m and 
£1.5m  

 Reallocating a proportion of discretionary money (£771,000) 
directly to local education boards which will be established in 
2019 to fund local priorities for inclusion 

 

When did the due regard process 
start? 

Following the decision by the Executive meetings with 
secondary and PRS head teachers have been held on a 
monthly basis to develop the new models of AP based on 
the principles below: 
 

 Young people remain part of their local home school 
community 

 Home schools retain responsibility for young people on 
AP overseeing engagement and progress 

 All children and young people on AP are entitled to high 
quality, full time and relevant education which enables 
them to fulfil their potential 

 AP should be used proactively to personalise the 
learning programme of young people disengaging from 
a more traditional mainstream curriculum 

 Young people on AP should receive high levels of 
pastoral and learning support and access to a broad 
social curriculum that prepares them for adulthood 

 Young people on AP programmes should have access 
to qualifications appropriate to their abilities and that 
wherever possible contribute to Progress 8 
performance 

 
In parallel to the consultation an independent research 
organisation was commissioned to work with Head 
Teachers of both mainstream schools and Pupil Referral 
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Services to share the benefits of their national research 
and shape discussion on how provision could be better 
modelled and targeted in the future. 
The models have been co-produced with head teachers of 
secondary schools and the Pupil Referral Services. 

 
Section 1. Please describe briefly what this EIA is about. (E.g. are you starting a new service, 
changing how you do something, stopping doing something?) 
 
The local authority has a statutory responsibility, under the Children and Families Act 2014, to keep 
its special educational provision under review, to ensure sufficiency in placements to meet the 
needs of children and young people with Special Education Needs/Disabilities (SEND), working 
with parents/carers, young people and providers.   
 
In order to meet this statutory duty, North Yorkshire developed its Strategic Plan for SEND 
Education Provision 2018-2023 (the Strategic Plan). The plan was approved for implementation by 
The Executive on 4th September 2018, following an extensive period of engagement and informal 
and formal consultation. 
 
The Strategic Plan includes a range of actions in respect of targeted provision, including changes 
to the current arrangements for Pupil Referral Service (‘PRS’)/Alternative Provision (‘AP’). This 
provision in North Yorkshire comprises: 

 Craven PRS 

 Sunbeck (Hambleton/Richmondshire) 

 The Grove Academy (Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon) 

 Scarborough PRS 

 Ryedale Out Of School Education (ROOSE) 

 Whitby Outreach 

 The Rubicon Centre (Selby) 
Provisions in Ryedale and Whitby are alternative provisions overseen by schools and are not 
registered as pupil referral services. 
 
These changes include: 

 A changed role for PRS/AP 

 Commissioning provision on a place basis in line with other LA models and NYCC 
Special School commissioning. 

 Making changes to the way provision for children and young people with medical 
needs is commissioned. 

 
The Strategic Plan also includes actions to develop locality boards-  locality based approach to joint 
accountability and decision making. This approach will introduce more local decision making in 
respect of children and young people with SEND through local area steering groups and inclusion 
panels. An agreed amount of funding will be available for each local area to shape provision in the 
area with the aim of meeting needs locally and reducing exclusion. 
 
The Strategic Plan is clear that provision for children and young people with SEND needs to be 
made within the High Needs Budget available. This includes PRS and AP funding. The High Needs 
Budget is currently projecting an overspend of £5.7 million. 
 
This EIA considers the impact of changes to the PRS/AP which will be introduced during phase 1 
of the Strategic Plan in years 2018-2021. 
 
These changes are: 

 The PRS/AP budget model will move to a place based model. Each place will be funded at 
£10,000 plus a set amount of top up funding which will be in line with the overall 
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arrangements for top up funding in the LA, in particular arrangements for SEMH special 
school day places.  

 There will be a specified number of places commissioned at each PRS/AP. These will be 
flexible preventative places/for pupils who have been permanently excluded (secondary 
pupils). There will also be places at PRS only for pupils with EHCPs (late KS3/KS4) 

 The PRS/AP will not be commissioned to provide home tuition for pupils with medical needs 
from academic year 2019/20. 

 The PRS/AP will be commissioned to provide in reach support for pupils with medical needs 
for academic year 2019/20 and then this will cease. Places will be funded at   £10, 000 per 
place. 

These changes will bring about a fundamental change to the budget modelling for PRS/AP as well 
as the introduction of funding allocated to local areas. This is in line with the Strategic Plan actions 
to review and reshape the systems and process for allocating the High Needs Budget and to ensure 
that the LA makes the best provision possible with the funding it has. 
  
New models of AP provision have been developed in four out of 5 localities so that schools can 
access AP at an early stage to personalise a young person’s curriculum and reduce the need for 
permanent exclusion. The models have incorporated feedback from young people from the public 
consultation in terms of strong pastoral care, small groups and opportunities for accreditation and 
additional support as needed. 

 
Section 2. Why is this being proposed? What are the aims? What does the authority 
hope to achieve by it? (e.g. to save money, meet increased demand, do things in a better 
way.) 
 
The numbers of permanent exclusions across the local authority have increased over the past 
3 years. NY is the 13th highest LA in terms of rate of increase in permanent exclusions despite 
an investment of over £4.7 million. 
 
We are intending to  develop new models of AP in localities that will provide a more flexible and 
responsive model to meet the needs of young people in mainstream school who are at risk of 
permanent exclusion. We intend to remove the £2.7 million discretionary funding from the 
PRS/AP budgets and to provide £770K of this funding for use by the newly established Locality 
Education Partnerships made up of school leaders and other key professionals. This funding will 
be used to address priorities for inclusion in the locality area. The remainder of the funding will 
be used to offset the £5.7 million deficit in the High Needs Block budget. 
 
NY is committed to reducing permanent exclusion as we are aware of the negative impact on 
young people in terms of attainment and future life chances. We intend to work with Head 
teachers to create a model that provides short term and longer term AP at the earliest stage in 
order to minimise the risk of exclusion. 
  

The vision and aims of the new models have not changed. We want to be able to reduce 
the numbers of children subject to permanent exclusion by ensuring schools have early 
access to good quality AP. 
 
There is a savings target of £1.2 million associated with this new model, to offset 
pressures in the High Needs Block budget. 

 
Section 3. What will change? What will be different for customers and/or staff? 

 
With regard to customers it is anticipated that any impact arising from changes to current 
provision will be mitigated by achieving better outcomes for individual young people with SEND 
and by having a better range of educational provision.  The introduction of targeted mainstream 
provision across the county will increase provision for pupils with SEMH needs, and it is 
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anticipated that this will provide support earlier for the pupils, reduce exclusions and support 
pupils to be maintained in mainstream provision. 
 
The changes to provision for pupils with medical needs will give greater flexibility to the provision 
of home tuition, and therefore more opportunity for pupils to engage with and benefit from this 
provision. Pupils will be encouraged to return to school as soon as it is appropriate and be 
supported to do this. The introduction of a ‘virtual school’ for pupils with medical needs will ensure 
pupils are monitored and reviewed regularly and that they are achieving appropriate outcomes. 
Care will be taken to ensure that changes to provision for pupils with medical needs are carefully 
planned and implemented so that the needs of these pupils are met and the LA delivers its 
statutory duty. 
 
The proposed revised governance arrangements for SEND provision will support local 
approaches, for example towards alternative provision, meaning more decisions can be taken 
in individual localities. The provision of financial resource to local leaders will assist schools in 
developing or commissioning a broader range of provision to meet young people’s needs. This 
will enable a greater focus upon earlier intervention strategies than currently exists. Proposals 
will also enable localities to identify training needs and provide peer support and challenge to 
better meet the needs of young people. Local approaches to governance would also enable 
parent/carer representation to ensure customer perspectives to be considered in relation to 
provision. 
 
The review and reshaping of High Needs Budget allocation for PRS/AP will ensure funding is 
allocated and used as effectively as possible and SEND education provision is delivered within 
the available budget. There will be an impact on  budgets for individual PRS/AP which will be 
mitigated by: 
 

 Developing a more flexible range of  AP offer 

 The introduction of targeted mainstream provision 

 Clarity of commissioning of places and expectations 

 Funding allocated to local areas to assist in earlier support and intervention 

 Introduction of locality based multi-disciplinary teams providing outreach support 
including therapeutic interventions 

 
The impact on a child/young person would also be mitigated as the Authority will continue to 
make provision for all assessed needs and meet its statutory duty in relation to permanently 
excluded pupils.  

 
The impact of the changes should be positive for children and schools in terms of: 
Reduced use of permanent exclusion 
Children remain part of their school community and local community 
Young people benefit from a personalised curriculum with access to accreditation and 
high levels of additional support. 
 
 

 
Section 4. Involvement and consultation (What involvement and consultation has been 
done regarding the proposal and what are the results? What consultation will be needed and 
how will it be done?) 
 

The Strategic Plan was subject to extensive engagement and informal and formal consultation 
from May 2017 to June 2018 prior to approval by The Executive. Some initial proposals, for 
example in respect of pupils with medical needs were amended in the final plan following 
consultation.  
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As part of this there were number of engagement meetings with Head Teachers across all 
areas, including some specifically with secondary Head Teachers to discuss alternative 
provision, and a number with Head Teachers of PRS/AP throughout informal and formal 
consultation. 
 
The following has taken place in respect of the budget modelling/funding: 

 High Needs Funding Sub Group 10.9.18. 

 Schools Forum 27.9.18. 

 Schools Forum 06.12.18 
 
A public consultation took place from 5th October 2018 to 11th November 2018.  An online 
survey was available on the NYCC website with paper copies made available for those who 
required these.  Easy Read versions were also made available.  Public engagement events in 
localities were held during the public consultation period and included events in localities for 
parents and families and for education and SEND health professionals.   
 
During this time we also used existing communication methods such as promoting the 
consultation and events through the council’s e-red bag to schools, our Local Offer, and 
NYPACT to disseminate information to parents and carers through their network of groups and 
members, our NYCC website, and corporate Facebook and Twitter accounts.  
 
During the consultation period additional communications took place in the form of direct 
mailings to; parents and carers of young people with EHCPs; to young people post 16 with an 
EHCP; to parents and carers of young people who attend a Pupil Referral Service (PRS); and 
to young people who are on the role of a PRS.  This was to act as a further reminder of the 
consultation and to raise awareness of the consultation events for parents and families, and to 
ask for their assistance in supporting their young people to be able to respond to the 
consultation. 
 
During the consultation we regularly updated some frequently asked questions on our 
consultation page to help respond and provide clarity on any key areas of feedback highlighted 
throughout the consultation period. 
 
There were a total of 351 responses to the survey for question 9 ‘To what extent do you agree 
with proposal 2?’ The views were as follows: 

 17% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed 

 23% of respondents neither agree nor disagreed  

 60% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed 
 
Consideration of the additional responses within the survey have identified a number of key 
themes. Many of the comments made were in relation to the current good quality of the PRS 
and AP provision that exists within North Yorkshire. Further to this, a high proportion of 
comments are raising concern that current models of provision would not be able to be 
maintained and that funding proposals are insufficient to meet needs. 
 
Responses highlighted concerns around the ability of mainstream schools to appropriately 
support young people with SEMH needs and questioned what the future model of provision 
would look like to support these young people. Another theme that emerges from the 
comments is the need for a more flexible range of AP and a small proportion of comments 
around a perceived inequity in funding across mainstream, targeted (PRS) and specialist 
education provision 
 
Throughout the public engagement meetings there was a very strong view that the timescales 
were not sufficient to implement the funding changes proposed. This was supported in the 
written responses but was not as apparent as in the meetings. In particular questions were 
raised around the timescales needing to ensure suitable transition so that provision is 
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consistent with continuing to meet needs of young people. Many parents at the engagement 
events raised questions with regard to what provision for young people with medical needs 
would look like into the future and expressed their anxiousness around the right offer being in 
place for these young people. 
    
The new models have been co-produced with Head teachers and have given due 
consideration to the feedback during the public consultation. Examples include: 

 High levels of pastoral support, small groups, additional help – feedback from young 
people 

 Access to accreditation – young people feedback 

 Responsive model of AP that can be accessed as required – schools 

 Sufficient funding to stabilise the budget- schools 

 Enhanced therapeutic support – parents, schools 
 
 

 
 
Section 5. What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost 
neutral, have increased cost or reduce costs?  
 
The Council receives around £44.8m million in high needs budget to deliver provision for 
children and young people with SEND. There is significant pressure on this budget as a result 
on the increase in numbers of children and young people with SEND and the demand for 
specialist placements. Currently the budget overspends by around £5.7 million. Therefore 
these proposals are aimed to reduce costs bringing funding in line with Alternative Provision 
nationally and local special schools. 
 
The proposals in the strategic plan are designed to strengthen provision at universal and 
targeted levels, to reduce the number of children and young people needing specialist places, 
and to have a better offer within North Yorkshire. This should enable provision to be delivered 
to meet children and young people’s needs, with more focus upon better outcomes for them 
whilst also being delivered more efficiently and within budget.  
 
A saving of £1.2 million has been identified from the remodelling of the budget for the PRS/AP 
and the allocation of funding to local areas/contingency. 
 
The model will provide savings of £1.2 million per annum 

  

 
 
Section 6. How 
will this 
proposal affect 
people with 
protected 
characteristics? 

No 
impact 

Make 
things 
better 

Make 
things 
worse 

Why will it have this effect? Provide 
evidence from engagement, consultation 
and/or service user data or demographic 
information etc. 

Age  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Customer: 
Things will improve as follows: 

 A revised continuum of special education 
provision and a wider AP offer for North 
Yorkshire for secondary aged pupils will 
in the longer term mean a strengthened 
offer with improved early identification 
and intervention. This should reduce the 
numbers of pupils being excluded. 
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 The development of targeted 
mainstream provision will increase 
provision for secondary pupils with 
SEMH. 

 Local approaches and funding will allow 
for tailored approaches to meet needs for 
the secondary age group. 

 Children remain part of their home school 
community 

 Vulnerability of children to negative 
correlations from permanent exclusion 
are reduced 

 Enhanced support to therapeutic staff to 
support children 

  
There may, however be negative impact in 
the shorter term during implementation as 
follows: 

 The impact on the budgets of the 
PRS/AP will require changes to 
organisation of provision and 
potential changes for secondary 
aged pupils. This will be mitigated by 
transitional support for the provisions 
as the changed model is 
implemented, and by work 
undertaken with the independent 
research organisation to develop 
new provision models within the new 
budget model. 

 There may be an impact on 
secondary schools as provision 
models are changed and as other 
aspects of the Strategic Plan are 
introduced. This will be mitigated by 
clear communication and the work 
with ISOS outlined above. 

 There will be further mitigation in that 
for young people with an EHCP the 
LA have a statutory duty to make the 
provision contained in that plan and 
for those young people who are 
permanently excluded it is statutory 
duty upon the LA to provide 
education. 

 This will be kept under review, and 
any adverse impact will be 
considered as the proposals develop 
in order to minimise any adverse 
impact. 

 
Staff:  
These proposals will not introduce any 
change in terms of the current age profile. We 
will be compliant with the legislation to ensure 
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that staff are not disadvantaged because of 
their age. 
Staffing reorganisation will be required as 
part of the new AP models 
 
 
 
 

Disability  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  Customer: 
Things will improve as follows: 

 For children and young people with a 
disability and special educational 
needs there will be a strengthened 
offer of special education provision 
which will increase the number of 
children and young people educated 
in North Yorkshire and improve 
outcomes. 

 For children and young people who 
may have a medical need and as a 
result are considered to have a 
disability, but not a special 
educational need the introduction of 
the virtual school will improve 
provision and monitoring. This will be 
supported by a clearer referral 
process and a strengthened home 
tuition model. In the short term ‘in 
reach’ provision will continue to be 
commissioned from the PRS/AP 

 Greater focus on transition into 
longer term educational placements 
deemed appropriate for the children 
– specialist, long term AP, return to 
school 

 
There may, however be some negative 
impact during transition between models. 
This will be managed by the named officer in 
the LA with engagement from parents/carers, 
children and young people and the PRS. 

 There will be further mitigation in that for 
young people with an EHCP the LA have 
a statutory duty to make the provision 
contained in that plan and for those young 
people who are permanently excluded it 
is statutory duty upon the LA to provide 
education. 

 This will be kept under review, and any 
adverse impact will be considered as the 
proposals develop in order to minimise 
any adverse impact. 

 
Staff:  
No impact is anticipated. It is envisaged that 
these proposals will not introduce any change 
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in terms of the current disability profile. We 
will be compliant with the legislation to ensure 
that staff is not disadvantaged because of 
their disability. 
 
This will be monitored and reviewed as the 
proposals are developed and, if the decision 
is taken to proceed with the proposals, 
implemented. 
 
 

Sex (Gender)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

  Customer: 
Things will improve as follows: 

 A revised continuum of special education 
provision and a wider AP offer for North 
Yorkshire for secondary aged pupils of 
both genders will in the longer term mean 
a strengthened offer with improved early 
identification and intervention. This 
should reduce the numbers of pupils 
being excluded. 
.  
The changes will have a greater impact 
on boys as they are over represented in 
the population of children who have or are 
at risk of permanent exclusion. Boys will 
have a greater opportunity to access AP 
rather than be subject to permanent 
exclusion 
 

Staff: No impact is anticipated. 
 

Race  
 
 
 
 
 

  Customer & Staff: 
It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact on specific ethnic groups as a result of 
the project. This will be monitored and 
reviewed as the proposals are developed 
and, if the decision is taken to proceed with 
the proposals, implemented. 
 

Gender 
reassignment 

 
 
 
 

 
 

  Customer & Staff 
It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact in relation to gender reassignment as 
a result of the project. This will be monitored 
and reviewed as the proposals are developed 
and, if the decision is taken to proceed with 
the proposals, implemented. 

Sexual 
orientation 

 
 
 
 

 

  Customer & Staff 
It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact in relation to sexual orientation as a 
result of the project. This will be monitored 
and reviewed as the proposals are developed 
and, if the decision is taken to proceed with 
the proposals, implemented. 
 

Religion or belief    Customer & Staff 
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It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact on specific religious groups or beliefs 
as a result of the project. This will be 
monitored and reviewed as the proposals are 
developed and, if the decision is taken to 
proceed with the proposals, implemented. 
 

Pregnancy or 
maternity 

 
 
 
 
 

  Customer & Staff 
It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact as a result of the project. This will be 
monitored and reviewed as the proposals are 
developed and, if the decision is taken to 
proceed with the proposals, implemented. 
 
 

Marriage or civil 
partnership 

 
 
 
 
 

  Customer & Staff 
It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact as a result of the project. This will be 
monitored and reviewed as the proposals are 
developed and, if the decision is taken to 
proceed with the proposals, implemented. 
 
 

 
 
Section 7. How 
will this 
proposal affect 
people who… 

No 
impact 

Make 
things 
better 

Make 
things 
worse 

Why will it have this effect? Provide 
evidence from engagement, consultation 
and/or service user data or demographic 
information etc. 

..live in a rural 
area? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Customer: 
There may be a beneficial impact on those 
living in rural areas as a greater range of AP 
is developed.  
 
There may be a negative impact due to the 
transport costs which can sometimes be 
limiting in terms of access to AP. Schools are 
responsible for paying for transport to AP 
which may become problematic as schools 
budgets are under pressure. This will be 
mitigated by ensuring options are fully 
explored as new models of AP are being 
shaped in localities.  
Options to reduce impact of transport costs 
for schools are being developed for 
September 2020 
 
Staff: 
It is anticipated there would be no identifiable 
impact as a result of the project.  

 
…have a low 
income? 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 Customer: 
 
The proposals should have no or even a 
positive impact on low income families.   
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 Children in AP will be overseen by a central 
officer who will monitor participation and 
progress and can intervene if any difficulties 
arise and are impacting on outcomes 
 
Staff: 
No identified impact. 
If subject to restructure there may be 
implication for staff roles and grades. 
Teachers will be subject to 3 year pay 
protection and NJC staff to 1 year. 

 
Section 8. Will the proposal affect anyone more because of a combination of protected 
characteristics? (e.g. older women or young gay men) State what you think the effect may 
be and why, providing evidence from engagement, consultation and/or service user data 
or demographic information etc. 
 
It is anticipated proposed changes to the current provision will impact more on the following: 
Secondary aged pupils with special educational needs and disabilities, especially boys.  
 
These groups are more likely to find change challenging as changes are made to current services 
and will need support to make the transition. This will be mitigated by transitional funding, careful 
planning for any changes, work with ISOS on new models, phased transition to the new models, 
ongoing engagement with schools, young people and parents/carers and careful review during 
and following implementation of changes. The overall development of the continuum of need will 
also provide mitigation. In addition for young people with an EHCP the LA have a statutory duty 
to make the provision contained in that plan and for those young people who are permanently 
excluded it is statutory duty upon the LA to provide education. 
 
Greater personalisation of the curriculum to meet individual needs and an enhanced therapeutic 
offer for young people.  
 

 
 
Section 9. Next steps to address the anticipated impact. Select one of the 
following options and explain why this has been chosen. (Remember: we have 
an anticipatory duty to make reasonable adjustments so that disabled people can 
access services and work for us) 

Tick 
option 
chosen 

1. No adverse impact - no major change needed to the proposal. There is no 
potential for discrimination or adverse impact identified. 

 

2. Adverse impact - adjust the proposal - The EIA identifies potential problems 
or missed opportunities. We will change our proposal to reduce or remove these 
adverse impacts, or we will achieve our aim in another way which will not make 
things worse for people.  

 

3. Adverse impact - continue the proposal - The EIA identifies potential 
problems or missed opportunities. We cannot change our proposal to reduce or 
remove these adverse impacts, nor can we achieve our aim in another way 
which will not make things worse for people. (There must be compelling reasons 
for continuing with proposals which will have the most adverse impacts. Get 
advice from Legal Services) 
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4. Actual or potential unlawful discrimination - stop and remove the proposal 
– The EIA identifies actual or potential unlawful discrimination. It must be 
stopped. 

 

Explanation of why option has been chosen. (Include any advice given by Legal Services.)  
 
Option 3 has been chosen because the EIA has identified possible negative impact for some 
groups, however mitigation actions have been indicated. 
 
Whilst anticipated adverse impacts upon those with protected characteristics has been 
identified and mitigating action is indicated, it may not be possible to mitigate all impact. 
Therefore this could easily fall under Option 3 – Adverse impact – continue the proposal. It is 
not possible to adjust all the proposals to remove this adverse impact particularly during the 
initial transition stage but ultimately the impact will be positive in terms of reducing children who 
are permanently excluded from school and have a disrupted education. However, the impacts 
have been identified, and will continue to be minimised wherever possible during the 
development of the proposals, decision making and implementation.  
 
As implementation takes place there will be ongoing review through the Strategic Plan and 
high Needs Budget Programme Board and Schools Forum and further mitigating actions will be 
taken as required. The impact on individual children and young people will also be mitigated as 
the Authority will continue to make provision for all assessed needs. 
 

 
 
Section 10. If the proposal is to be implemented how will you find out how it is really 
affecting people? (How will you monitor and review the changes?) 
 
If proposals are approved we will monitor and review via: 
 

 Revised service level agreement and QA monitoring framework 

 Creation of locality based managers for Inclusion who will have oversight of provision 

 Monitoring via the new locality boards of Head teachers 

 Change in governance for the PRS to increase membership of head teachers in the 
locality 

 Creation of an identified officer in the LA to oversee students with medical needs 

 A monthly strategic Programme Board to discuss issues, resources and provide 
direction and resolution   

 Monitoring by CYPLT 

 Monitoring as part of ongoing review and monitoring of the Strategic Plan. 

 For individual pupils, through annual reviews for EHCPs where appropriate. 

 For pupils with medical needs, through the virtual school for those pupils. 

 6 month post implementation review 
 
 
Section 11. Action plan. List any actions you need to take which have been identified in this 
EIA, including post implementation review to find out how the outcomes have been achieved in 
practice and what impacts there have actually been on people with protected characteristics. 

Action Lead By when Progress Monitoring 
arrangements 

Formal consultation 
 

Jane Le Sage 11th November 
2018 

Due to start on 
5th October 
2018 

Through the 
Programme 
Board and 
Schools Forum. 
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Monitoring during 
formal consultation 

Jane Le Sage Ongoing 
between 5th 
October 2018 
and 11th 
November 
2018. 

Ongoing 
between 5th 
October 2018 
and 11th 
November 
2018. 

Through High 
needs Officer 
group and 
Programme 
Board. 

Post implementation 
monitoring 

Jane Le Sage By Dec 2020 To begin 

Through: 
- High Needs 
Officer group 
and Programme 
Board 
- High Needs 
Sub Group and 
Schools Forum 
- Strategic Plan 
monitoring 
-Individual 
Annual reviews 
 

 
Section 12. Summary Summarise the findings of your EIA, including impacts, recommendation 
in relation to addressing impacts, including any legal advice, and next steps. This summary 
should be used as part of the report to the decision maker. 
 
The drive to reduce exclusion and promote a wider range of AP that can be used flexibly will have 
a positive impact on young people. It will mean that schools can maintain young people on their 
roll and ensure the young people remain part of the school community, even if the young people 
are not physically in school 5 days per week. The positive impact of such will allow young people 
to retain relationships with teachers and peers in school and participate in events in school. 
 
The impact of permanent exclusion on young people can be negative in terms of academic 
achievement and life chances into adulthood. Higher proportions of young people who have been 
permanently excluded rely on long term support from public services, have increased vulnerability 
and an enhanced risk of becoming involved with the criminal justice system 
 
The main implication of the changes to AP models relate to transitional arrangements but also 
ensuring that young people receive the high levels of support and guidance required to ensure they 
participate fully. 
This will be mitigated by transitional funding, careful planning for any changes, work with ISOS on 
new models, phased transition to the new models, ongoing engagement with schools, young 
people and parents/carers and careful review during and following implementation of changes. 
The overall development of the continuum of need will also provide mitigation. In addition for 
young people with an EHCP the LA have a statutory duty to make the provision contained in that 
plan and for those young people who are permanently excluded it is statutory duty upon the LA to 
provide education. 
Into the future positive impact has been identified in relation to the continuum of need which will 
be developed as part of the Strategic Plan in relation to the protected characteristics of age, 
disability and gender.  

 
Section 13. Sign off section 
 
This full EIA was completed by: 
 
Name: Chris Reynolds 
Job title: SEND Placement Officer 
Directorate: CYPS 
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Signature:  C. Reynolds 
 
Name: Jane Harvey 
Job title: Strategic Planning and Development Officer 
Directorate: CYPS 
Signature: J.Harvey 
 
Completion date: 17.12.18    Updated version completed 6.9.2019 
 
Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature): 
Signature:   Jane Le Sage 
Date: 17.12.18 
New version authorised  : 9.9.2019 
 

 


