
 

 

 
 
 

Cabinet  
Supplementary Information 

 
 
 

Date:      Tuesday, 5 March 2024 
Time:      4.00 pm 
Venue:   The Council Chamber - City Hall, College 
Green, Bristol, BS1 5TR 
 

  

30. Safety Valve Programme   
 (Pages 2 - 38) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Issued by: Amy Rodwell, Democratic Services 
City Hall, Bristol, BS1 9NE 
E-mail: democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk 
Date: Monday, 04 March 2024 
 
 

Public Document Pack

mailto:democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk


 

1 
Version May 2023 

Decision Pathway – Report 
 
 
PURPOSE: Key decision  
  
MEETING: Cabinet  
 
DATE: 05 March 2024 
 

TITLE Safety Valve Programme 

Ward(s) All 

Author: Reena Bhogal-Welsh  Job title: Director of Education and Skills 

Cabinet lead:  
Cllr Craig, Cabinet Member for Children’s Services, 
Education and Equalities 
Cllr Cheney, Cabinet Member for City Economy 
Finance & Performance 

Executive Director lead:  
Stephen Peacock, Chief Executive Officer  
Hannah Woodhouse, Executive Director for Childrens and 
Education 
Denise Murray, Finance Director, and Section 151 Officer 

Proposal origin: Other 

Decision maker: Cabinet Member 
Decision forum: Cabinet 

Purpose of Report:  
 
The Department for Education (DfE) invited Bristol City Council to participate in its Safety Valve intervention 
programme to address historic deficits within the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) High Needs Block (HNB) and reach 
an in-year balance to ensure ongoing sustainability. This report sets out the proposal from the DfE to part extinguish 
the cumulative deficit arising from existing and forecast overspends on High Needs Funding for services to children 
and young people with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND). The report also sets out the requirements 
the Council must meet to receive this funding and seeks approval to enter into a Safety Valve Agreement with the 
DfE. 

 

Evidence Base:  
 

1. The Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) is a ring-fenced grant which local authorities receive and manage, which 
is split into four blocks: Schools, High Needs, Early Years, and Central School Services. The majority of the 
grant is paid to schools and other settings to provide education services. The High Needs Block primarily 
funds services for pupils with SEND. The DSG conditions of grant require that any local authority with an 
overall deficit on its DSG account at the end of the financial year, must present a DSG Deficit Management 
Plan (DMP) to the DfE that identifies how that local authority will manage their future DSG spend.  
 

2. The Children and Families Act 2014 brought in reforms aimed to link support for children and young people 
with SEND aged 0-25 across education, health care, and social care. This was clearest in the introduction of 
Education, Health, and Care Plans (EHCP), which replaced the previous system of ‘statements’ of SEN. 
Separately, changes were also made to funding for schools with pupils with ‘High Needs’, through a national 
funding formula. 
 

3. The recovery of the DSG deficit is fundamental to ensuring continued support is available to meet the needs 
of children and young people and ensure the best possible outcomes for all are successfully achieved.  
 

4. In the last few years across the country there has been a rise in the number of children identified as having 
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special educational needs and disabilities and Bristol is no exception. Funding has not kept pace with the rise 
in demand and two thirds of local authorities have deficits in their DSG grant budget as a result of High Needs 
cost pressures. Whilst in general there is strong evidence that most children with SEND should remain in 
mainstream schools for as long as possible, more children have been assessed as needing EHCPs in 
mainstream schools and some children will require specialist placements. Both have risen over time. This has 
created pressure on specialist places and on top up funding for EHCPs by schools which has in turn led to a 
HND building up.   
 

5. On 18 July 2023, the Council was invited by the DfE to apply for the Safety Valve Programme. The programme 
is designed to assist Local Authorities with significant pressures on their DSG to accelerate SEND reforms. The 
Safety Valve Programme supersedes the current Delivering Better Value in SEND (DBV) Programme. 
 

6. Local Authorities on the Safety Valve Programme are expected to ensure that in-year spend is brought in line 
with in-year grant funding over a planned period and to ultimately eliminate any accumulated deficit in their 
DSG reserve. 
 

7. Following the invitation to join the Safety Valve Programme the Council entered a development period with 
DfE advisors who worked with us to provide a robust and deliverable DSG DMP and the underpinning 
financial modelling. On completion of this process the Council’s Safety Valve application was formally 
submitted to the DfE on 12 January 2024 following engagement with Cabinet Board and the Council’s Finance 
Scrunty Task Group. The submission was supported by the Chief Executive, the Director Education and Skills 
and the Council’s Section 151 Officer.  
 

8. The DMP summarises the key priorities and deliverables building on the Bristol’s SEND Written Statement of 
Action, the Our Families Transformation Programme and the DBV in SEND programme. It not only identifies 
the areas for improvement but also articulates the associated cost pressures, for example inflation. System-
wide culture change is ongoing and focuses on an end-to-end reform from early identification and 
intervention through to statutory support. The work to date is built on a strong model of partnership working 
and shared outcomes across education, health, care and third sector organisations, and will ensure 
improvements are aligned and integrated models for working are maximised.  
 

9.  If the proposal submitted to the DfE is accepted, the Council must undertake all necessary means to reach a 
positive in-year balance on its DSG account as a minimum by the end of 2028/29 and in each subsequent 
year thereafter.  
 

10. If the Council enters into the Safety Valve agreement the DfE has agreed to pay to the authority an additional 
£53m of DSG. This funding will be paid in instalments and subject to continued satisfactory progress. This 
additional funding can only be applied to reduce the deficit on the DSG reserve. 
 

11. In addition to the Safety Valve Programme application outlined above, the Council was also invited to apply 
for additional High Needs Capital Allocation (HNCA) funding to support mitigations within Safety Valve 
Programme. If successful, these capital funds must be used for developments that are in addition to those 
already planned and/or in progress. 
 

12. On 5 January 2024 Bristol City Council applied for capital funding of £28.2m, which will be key in delivering 
the Council’s improvement ambitions. If successful (still to be determined) £13.2m of this funding is 
earmarked for the redevelopment of Claremont Special School. This fills a funding gap and builds on 
previously secured Cabinet approval to rebuild and extend the building in July 2019 subject to full funding 
being secured. 
 

13. It is proposed that the remaining £15m will be used to support education settings to develop more inclusive 
spaces. If successful the funding will be allocated as part of a grants programme where schools can apply for 
funding to deliver minor works, such as opening cramped spaces, improving natural light and outdoor spaces, 
or investing in resource bases or hybrid learning spaces. Working in this way will support the Council’s aim of 
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supporting schools to find solutions to inclusion problems and in turn build relationships between the Council 
and schools.  
 

14. The cost of delivering the Safety Valve Programme has been forecast as £1.2m in 2024/25 and £4.3m over 
the six-year life of the programme to 2029/30. Delivery costs will be funded out of the Council’s planned 
contribution to the Safety Valve Programme through the General Fund as outlined in the Council budget 
agreed at Full Council on 28/02/2024. 
 

15. Children and young people with SEND deserve to have better experiences to enrich their lives.  SEND reform 
is best achieved by listening to young people, parents and carers and partners to rapidly implement an 
effective plan, whilst creating a sustainable financial future.  The Council will work collaboratively across all 
phases: from Early Years through to Post – 16 and then into adulthood to ensure early systematic 
identification of need, effective use of resources for children and young people in mainstream and specialist 
settings and equitable outcomes for families.  
 

16. A new city-wide SEND Inclusion Strategy will be a means to ensure there is commitment to addressing the 
high needs deficit. Reform and improvement to services will enable successful collaboration and innovation 
to change the future of SEND for the benefit of all Children and Young People. 

 
Financial Implications 
 

17. The Council is not able to subsidise activity funded by the DSG without the explicit permission of the 
Secretary of State. Therefore, there is a pressing need to ensure that DSG expenditure is brought within the 
grant funding made available.  
 

18. Currently a “statutory override” is in place, which means that DSG deficits can be ring fenced away from core 
Council budgets and do not have to be cash backed. This override is currently due to remain in place until 31 
March 2026 but is not guaranteed to be in place beyond that date.  
 

19. If the Council chooses not to accept the Safety Valve proposal it would need to have an alternative funded 
plan in place to repay expenditure already incurred and the accumulated DSG deficit reserve at the point at 
which the Statutory Override expired (estimated to be £96.0m by March 2026), and for each of the 
subsequent financial years until an annual balance can be achieved (a further £15.2m by March 2029). This 
would either be through large scale reductions in the services funded from the DSG, which would not be in 
the best interests of children or the wider sustainability of the education system (and probably would not be 
feasible), or through significant reductions in General Fund spend (17% of the Council’s net service budget) to 
pay for the whole deficit.  

 
20.  As per the Council’s Safety Valve submission, it is expected that any Safety Valve agreement will include the 

following financial and monitoring commitments: 
 

• The DfE will make available an additional £53m of DSG allocation payable over the next six years 
which is only to be allocated to reduce the accumulated deficit on the Council’s DSG reserve. 

• The Council will contribute up to £46.5m from its own resources with £42.8m of this amount to be 
allocated to reduce the accumulated deficit on the DSG reserve and £3.7m to provide additional 
funding for the associated costs in delivering the programme of change.  This is included in the 
2024/25 Budget agreed by Full Council at the meeting on 28th February 2024, and further details 
relating to each of the associated funds, source and funding and reserves required to ensure the 
Council’s resilience throughout this period, will be provided when presenting subsequent report with 
the actual Safety Valve agreement. 

• Subject to annual approval at Schools Forum, a transfer from the Schools Block to the High Needs 
Block of 0.5% will also be required in each of the first five years of the agreement. This is projected to 
average £1.8m per annum and total of £9.1m over the five years. 
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• The Council will undertake not to exceed maximum levels of deficit on its cumulative DSG reserve 
(before any additional DSG allocation) at the end of each of the seven financial years 2023/24 
through to 2029/30. This is to be achieved by reaching and sustaining an in-year balance on the 
Council’s DSG account by 2028/29.  

• The Council will have to meet prescribed DfE monitoring arrangements which will involve submitting 
comprehensive monitoring reports to DfE on at least a tri-annual basis but also a commitment to 
make them immediately aware of any unforeseen difficulties or impacts of carrying out the 
agreement, or any significant risks to reaching the agreed financial position as soon as they arise.   

Cabinet Member/Officer Recommendations:  
 
That Cabinet: 

1. Approve the principles and mitigations (Appendix A1) that will form the basis of the Safety Valve 
agreement between the Council and the Department for Education including the allocation of general 
fund resources as approved in the Council’s 2024/25 budget on 28 February 2024.  

2. Approve, if the DfE accept the proposal, entering into the Safety Valve Agreement between Bristol City 
Council and the Department for Education. 

3. Authorise the Chief Executive, S151 Officer and the Executive Director Children and Education in 
consultation with the Mayor, Deputy Mayors and Cabinet Members for Children's Services, Education 
and Equalities and Cabinet member for Finance, Governance, Property and Culture to take all steps 
required to enter the Safety Valve Agreement and resolve any minor technical issues to the text, which 
do not materially alter the substance of the Agreement. 

4. Endorse the application for, and subsequent acceptance of, additional DSG funding of £53.0 million in 
relation to the Safety Valve Programme. 

5. Note the bid for additional High Need Capital Allocation funding of £28.2 million submitted on 5 January 
2024 and if successful, a further report will be brought to Cabinet in April to seek approval to accept and 
spend this funding. 

6. Authorise the Director of Education and Skills and Director of Finance, in consultation with Cabinet 
Member for Children's Services, Education and Equalities to approve revenue funding and to take all 
steps required to deliver the Safety Valve Programme including procuring and awarding and 
extending/varying contracts which may be over the key decision threshold. 

7. Authorise the Head of Strategic Procurement & Supplier Relations to approve appropriate procurement 
routes to market where these are not yet fully defined in this report, or if changes to procurement routes 
are subsequently required. 

 

Corporate Strategy alignment:  
 
This programme is well aligned to priorities for our Children and Young People set out within the Corporate Strategy,  
 
CYP3: Equity in education. 
 
Over the course of this Corporate Strategy, the Council expects SEND provision to continue improving by co-designing 
appropriate support with children and families to meet their needs. The Council want to create the right conditions 
that will enable more young people with SEND and from disadvantaged backgrounds to enter further education, 
employment, or training. Supporting children and young people to experience an inclusive education that meets their 
academic, health, social and emotional needs is a crucial step to entering employment and becoming independent 
and economically active within the city, which supports their lifelong wellbeing.  
 
The Council’s ambition is that children and young people have access to an education that develops their potential 
both in what they learn and who they become, so that they have skills for life and work. Additionally, an education 
that is inclusive and values diversity, and that provides opportunities where they learn from each other and benefit 
from understanding their different experiences is important. In achieving this, the Council will work both directly and 
with partners across the entire system to maximise opportunities for all. This includes access to further education, 
higher education, and other training providers to help people find pathways to employment; acknowledging and 
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building upon much existing work by the Council and partners in these sectors to address the educational 
disadvantage in the city. 
 

City Benefits:  
 
That funding which supports provision for pupils and students with SEND is spent in fair, transparent and sustainable 
way. 
 

Consultation Details:  
 

1. Audit Committee, 20/11/23 
2. Cabinet Board, 08/01/24 
3. Scrutiny - Finance Task Group, 23/11/23, 05/01/24 
4. School’s Forum Meeting, 16/01/24 
5. Cabinet member Briefings 01/03/24 
6. Department for Education meetings, 31/08/23, 15/12/23, 05/01/24 

 

Background Documents:  
 

1. DSG: conditions of grant 2023 to 2024 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
2. Education Capital Programme – SEND Capital Proposals July 2019 

 
 

 
Revenue Cost General Fund                       £46.5m 

Dedicated Schools Grant   £53m 
Schools Block transfer        £9m 

Source of 
Revenue Funding  

General Fund 
Dedicated Schools Grant 

Capital Cost  Source of Capital 
Funding 

 

One off cost ☒          Ongoing cost ☒ Saving Proposal ☒           Income generation proposal ☐ 
 

Required information to be completed by Financial/Legal/ICT/ HR partners: 

1. Finance Advice:   
The financial implications are identified within this paper. 

Finance Business Partner: Guy Marshall, Finance Business Partner, 1 March 2024 

2. Legal Advice:  
The application for funding does not raise any specific legal implications. The procurement process must be 
conducted in line with the 2015 Procurement Regulations and the Councils own procurement rules. Legal services will 
advise and assist officers with regard to the conduct of the procurement process and the resulting contractual 
arrangements. 
The Public Sector Equality duty requires the decision maker to consider the need to promote equality for persons 
with “protected characteristics” and to have due regard to the need to i) eliminate discrimination, harassment, and 
victimisation; ii) advance equality of opportunity; and iii) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and those who do not share it.  
The Equalities Impact Assessment is designed to assess whether there are any barriers in place that may prevent 
people with a protected characteristic using a service or benefiting from a policy.  The decision maker must take into 
consideration the information in the assessment before taking the decision. 

Legal Team Leader: Husinara Jones, Team Manager/Solicitor 1 March 2024 
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3. Implications on IT:  
I can see no implications on IT in regard to this activity. 

IT Team Leader: Alex Simpson – Lead Enterprise Architect 4 March 2024 

4. HR Advice:  
The report is seeking to provide Cabinet with sufficient information to endorse the application to Safety Valve 
Programme and delegation for the Director Education and Skills to spend the grant.  This report has no significant HR 
issues arising from it for Bristol City Council employees 

HR Partner: Lorna Laing - HR Business Partner 4 March 2024 

 
 
 
 
 
 

EDM Sign-off  Hannah Woodhouse 01/03/2024 
Cabinet Member sign-off Cllr Craig & Cllr Cheney 01/03/2024 
For Key Decisions - Mayor’s 
Office sign-off 

Mayor’s Office 01/03/2024 

 
 

Appendix A – Further essential background/detail on the proposal 
A1 – DSG Deficit Management Plan 

YES 
 

Appendix B – Details of consultation carried out - internal and external NO 
 

Appendix C – Summary of any engagement with scrutiny NO 
 

Appendix D – Risk assessment  NO 
 

Appendix E – Equalities screening / impact assessment of proposal  YES 
 

Appendix F – Eco-impact screening/ impact assessment of  YES 
 

Appendix G – Financial Advice  NO 
 

Appendix H – Legal Advice  NO 
 

Appendix I – Exempt Information  No 

Appendix J – HR advice NO 
 

Appendix K – ICT  NO 
 

Appendix L – Procurement  NO 
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1817.933802

Scenario shows the cumaltive deficit position with the Schools Block Contribution 0.5% to HNB, backlog, i               

Scenario 2022-23
£,000s

Mitigated Planned DSG position (surplus)/deficit £39,577
Unmitigated Planned DSG position (surplus)/deficit £39,577

Total DSG Grant Allocations 
(Based on 2024-25 Allocations Published December 2023)

Unmitigated expenditure forecast
Uncontainable Inflation
Project Resource - Cost of Delivery

Total Unmitgated Expenditure

Revised Unmitigated expenditure forecast

Other Income Allocations

Schools contribution of 0.5% (subject to annual Budget approval)

Additional Funding for new Maintained Specialist Provision Places

Total Other Income

Savings forecast

Stretched Target - Optimistic Scenario

Total Savings Forecast

Total Scenario (Annual Deficit) excluding LA Contributions

Additional Council Contributions

Council General Fund contribution Project Resource - Cost of Delivery

Council General Fund contribution 

Council General Fund contribution - Reserves

Total Council Contributions

Grand Total Scenario (Annual Deficit)

Cumulative Mitigated Planned DSG position (surplus)/deficit after Council 
Contribution
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Inflation 
Forecast

2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

               inflation, project resource cost of delivery & stretched targets from financial year 2024-25 to 2029-30
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

2023-24
£,000s

2024-25
£,000s

2025-26
£,000s

2026-27
£,000s

2027-28
£,000s

2028-29
£,000s

2029-30
£,000s

8

£56,077 £76,179 £96,023 £108,444 £114,213 £111,184 £100,290 8

£58,189 £90,505 £133,110 £181,483 £236,554 £296,577 £360,661 8
8

(£452,302) (£490,014) (£502,978) (£516,331) (£530,085) (£544,251) (£560,838) 8

8

£470,915 £518,211 £537,084 £552,810 £569,386 £584,268 £600,598 8

£0 £3,455 £7,282 £11,245 £15,371 £19,607 £23,926 8

£0 £663 £1,218 £649 £399 £399 £399 8

£470,915 £522,329 £545,584 £564,704 £585,156 £604,274 £624,923 8
8

£18,612 £32,315 £42,606 £48,373 £55,071 £60,023 £64,084 8
8

8

£0 (£1,722) (£1,773) (£1,826) (£1,881) (£1,938) £0 8

£0 (£933) (£1,358) (£1,878) (£2,225) (£2,537) (£2,699) 8

£0 (£2,655) (£3,131) (£3,704) (£4,106) (£4,475) (£2,699) 8
8

(£2,112) (£9,491) (£17,883) (£28,148) (£38,540) (£49,190) (£60,361) 8

£0 (£69) (£1,748) (£4,100) (£6,656) (£9,387) (£11,918) 8

(£2,112) (£9,560) (£19,631) (£32,247) (£45,196) (£58,577) (£72,279) 8
8

£16,500 £20,101 £19,844 £12,421 £5,769 (£3,029) (£10,893) 8
8

8

£0 (£663) (£1,218) (£649) (£399) (£399) (£399) 8

£0 (£3,500) (£3,500) (£3,500) (£3,500) (£3,500) (£3,500) 8

£0 (£7,837) (£7,282) (£6,655) £0 £0 £0 8

£0 (£12,000) (£12,000) (£10,804) (£3,899) (£3,899) (£3,899) (£46,500)

8

£16,500 £8,101 £7,844 £1,617 £1,870 (£6,928) (£14,792) 8

8

£56,077 £64,179 £72,023 £73,640 £75,510 £68,582 £53,790 8
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Equality Impact Assessment [version 2.12] 

 
Title: Safety Valve Programme 
☐ Policy  ☐ Strategy  ☐ Function  ☐ Service 
☒ Other [Programme]  

☒ New  
☐ Already exists / review ☐ Changing  

Directorate: Children and Education Lead Officer name: Reena Bhogal-Welsh 
Service Area: Education Lead Officer role: Director Education, Skills 

and Learning 

Step 1: What do we want to do?  
The purpose of an Equality Impact Assessment is to assist decision makers in understanding the impact of proposals 
as part of their duties under the Equality Act 2010. Detailed guidance to support completion can be found here 
Equality Impact Assessments (EqIA) (sharepoint.com).  

This assessment should be started at the beginning of the process by someone with a good knowledge of the 
proposal and service area, and sufficient influence over the proposal. It is good practice to take a team approach to 
completing the equality impact assessment. Please contact the Equality and Inclusion Team early for advice and 
feedback.  

1.1 What are the aims and objectives/purpose of this proposal? 
Briefly explain the purpose of the proposal and why it is needed. Describe who it is aimed at and the intended aims / 
outcomes. Where known also summarise the key actions you plan to undertake. Please use plain English, avoiding 
jargon and acronyms. Equality Impact Assessments are viewed by a wide range of people including decision-makers 
and the wider public. 

On 18 July 2023 Bristol City Council was invited by Department for Education (DfE) to apply for the Safety Valve 
Programme. The programme is designed to assist Local Authorities with significant pressures on their Dedicated 
Schools Grant (DSG) and supersedes the current Delivering Better Value in SEND Programme. 
 
If accepted onto the Safety Valve programme, the authority will undertake all necessary means to reach a positive 
in-year balance on its Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) account by the end of 2028/29 and in each subsequent year. 
 
The objective is to produce a system which is fair, transparent, consistent, and financially sustainable, that 
achieves good outcomes for children and young people (CYP) with Special Educational Needs and Disability (SEND) 
through robust monitoring and accountability frameworks. This will be co-produced with parents/carers, children, 
and education partners to ensure the change process is collaborative, clearly communicated, understood, and fit 
for purpose – building a culture of shared responsibility and ownership.  
 
Robust analysis of the key impact measures, relating to ensuring more CYP’s needs are effectively met earlier and 
within mainstream education will be key, along with the changes as a mechanism to increase parental confidence 
in Bristol’s mainstream provision. 
 
As an inclusive culture becomes embedded in the system more C&YP will have their needs met earlier. This will 
result in less children requiring specialist provision, reducing the demand for specialist places and costly INMS. 
More children with EHCPs will be able to remain in mainstream provision and the impact of the early years and 
pathways to independence projects will reduce the number of children requiring support outside of element 1 & 2 
funding in mainstream provision.  
 
Ongoing priorities are focused on continuing the work undertaken to address the significant weaknesses identified 
in the 2019 inspection of SEND, as well as the findings of the deep dive analysis following BCC’s involvement in the 
Delivering Better Value (DBV) Programme.  Page 10
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Demand for statutory plans continue to increase and the use of provision outside of mainstream settings remains 
high - with a particular pressure on the use of costly INMS. Although the demand for specialist places is unlikely to 
decline in the next two years the LA has decided to follow a strategy which is not solely focused on the building of 
additional specialist provision.  
 
Instead, a focus on a mixed strategy of addressing current specialist shortages, whilst building an inclusive culture 
where early intervention and prevention are engrained will be followed. The Pathways to Independence project is 
working with cross sector colleagues to enhance inclusive practice within early years and support inclusion for 
C&YP as they move through school age and post 16 provision - strengthening cross phase transition.   
 
Training and support to effectively deliver a robust ‘graduated approach’, consistently across Bristol’s schools and 
settings is key and central to the cultural change. Ensuring effective support and resources are routinely available, 
using Element 1 and 2 funding, is fundamental.  Integrated, multi-agency models for early help and support have 
been strengthened following the WSoA and the Our Families Transformation Programme with the aim to provide 
timely and effective intervention and reduce escalating needs. 
 
Successful SEND systems require a culture of shared responsibility, accountability, and learning – underpinned by 
trust. We intend to build a system where good education outcomes and sustainable finances are balanced. BCC 
will deliver this by: 
 
• Creating a SEND system where more CYP with SEND can remain in mainstream provision for longer, by 
providing schools and early years settings with the support to strengthen practice and improve physical spaces 
 
• Ensuring we have the right mix and level of provision to meet the needs of all children and young people 
when a specialist place is required 
 
• Designing efficient and effective systems ensuring CYP with SEND receive timely support, and that schools 
receive the right level of funding to meet those needs  
 
• Continuing to build, strengthen, and sustain relationships with key stakeholders engaging them in genuine 
collaboration and co-design 
 
Although these reforms will take time to be fully delivered, the long-term impact of this will be significant and 
sustainable. Not only in securing improved outcomes for Bristol’s children and young people with SEND, but also 
ensuring funding is appropriately used to deliver best value. 
 
 

1.2 Who will the proposal have the potential to affect? 

☒ Bristol City Council workforce  ☒ Service users ☒ The wider community  
☒ Commissioned services ☒ City partners/Stakeholder organisations 
Additional comments: The main impact of this proposal will relate to Disabled children and young people with 
SEND, their families and their education settings; particularly those in receipt of non-statutory top up funding. 
There will also be changes to practice required by the Education & Skills workforce within the Council. 

1.3 Will the proposal have an equality impact?   
Could the proposal affect access levels of representation or participation in a service, or does it have the potential to 
change e.g. quality of life: health, education, or standard of living etc.?  

If ‘No’ explain why you are sure there will be no equality impact, then skip steps 2-4 and request review by Equality 
and Inclusion Team.  

If ‘Yes’ complete the rest of this assessment, or if you plan to complete the assessment at a later stage please state 
this clearly here and request review by the Equality and Inclusion Team. 
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☒ Yes    ☐ No                       [please select] 
 

Step 2: What information do we have?  

2.1 What data or evidence is there which tells us who is, or could be affected? 
Please use this section to demonstrate an understanding of who could be affected by the proposal. Include general 
population data where appropriate, and information about people who will be affected with particular reference to 
protected and other relevant characteristics: How we measure equality and diversity (bristol.gov.uk) 

Use one row for each evidence source and say which characteristic(s) it relates to. You can include a mix of 
qualitative and quantitative data e.g. from national or local research, available data or previous consultations and 
engagement activities. 

Outline whether there is any over or under representation of equality groups within relevant services - don't forget 
to benchmark to the local population where appropriate. Links to available data and reports are here Data, statistics 
and intelligence (sharepoint.com). See also: Bristol Open Data (Quality of Life, Census etc.); Joint Strategic Needs 
Assessment (JSNA); Ward Statistical Profiles. 

For workforce / management of change proposals you will need to look at the diversity of the affected teams using 
available evidence such as HR Analytics: Power BI Reports (sharepoint.com) which shows the diversity profile of 
council teams and service areas. Identify any over or under-representation compared with Bristol economically 
active citizens for different characteristics. Additional sources of useful workforce evidence include the Employee 
Staff Survey Report and Stress Risk Assessment 

Data / Evidence Source 
[Include a reference where known] 

Summary of what this tells us 

School census: Data is from the 
Jan 2023 school census and 
provides information on the 
number of pupils in Bristol 
schools with SEND. 
Note: This does not include 
pupils who live in Bristol but 
attend a school out of area or 
young people not of school age. 

We know from Bristol’s school census data that for school age children – boys 
are more likely to receive support for non-physical SEND needs than girls, 
whilst Black African children are more likely to be in receipt of non-statutory 
top-up funding at mainstream schools; and more likely to be at a special 
school. Mixed White and Black African/Caribbean children are also 
overrepresented, whilst White British children are underrepresented 
compared to the Bristol population average. We also know that Disabled 
children with SEND are more likely to live in a deprived area and be eligible 
for free school meals. 
 
Pupils with SEND in schools 
Over 13,500 pupils in Bristol been diagnosed with special educational needs 
(SEN). This is an increase of 9% in the last year and 43% since 2016. 
• 2,877 pupils have an Education, Health and Care plan (EHC plan) 
• 10,944 pupils have SEND but no EHC plan – SEND support (SEND support 
means support that is additional to, or different from, the support generally 
made for other children of the same age in a school.) 
 
In Bristol, 4.1% of pupils have an EHC plan. The percentage of pupils with an 
EHC plan has been increasing since 2018 but is still below the national average 
(4.3%). 
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The proportion of pupils in Bristol schools with SEND support continues to 
increase with 15.6% of pupils recorded with SEND support in 2023, higher 
than the national average of 13%. 
 

 
 
SEND provision by school type 
Rates of EHC plans and SEND support are higher in secondary schools than 
primary schools. 
• In primary schools, 2.1% of pupils have an EHC plan and 14.9% have SEND 
support 
• In secondary schools, 2.7% of pupils have an EHC plan and 16.7% have SEND 
support 
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Pupil characteristics (does not include independent schools) 
SEND Diagnosis is more prevalent in boys than girls, both locally and 
nationally. 
• 71% of pupils with an EHC plan are boys 
• 62% of pupils with SEND Support are boys 
 
In Bristol, EHC plans are most prevalent at age 12 and SEND support rates are 
highest for 9 and 10 year olds. The proportion of pupils with SEND support 
increase with age up until age 10. The proportion of pupils with an EHCP also 
increases with age from 3.5% at age 4 to 11.5% at age 12. 
 
White British children make up a smaller proportion of the population in 
receipt of top-up funding than they do of the general British population of the 
same age (2021 Census data) by around 16%. Black African children are 27% 
more likely to be in receipt of non-statutory top-up at mainstream schools, 
and 60% more likely to be at a special school than the average child in Bristol. 
Mixed White and Black African/Caribbean children are also overrepresented. 
A full analysis of impact by ethnicity has not been possible due to data 
limitations. 
 

 
 

Ethnic group Bristol England Bristol England
White British 4.5% 4.5% 16.7% 14.3%
Irish 4.2% 4.4% 12.1% 13.6%
Traveller Of Irish Heritage 2.0% 6.1% 25.5% 25.5%
Any Other White Background 2.7% 2.9% 10.8% 9.5%
Gypsy Roma 3.3% 4.8% 27.5% 22.2%
White And Black Caribbean 6.8% 5.4% 20.8% 17.0%
White And Black African 4.6% 4.5% 15.9% 12.6%
White And Asian 2.6% 3.4% 11.0% 10.1%
Any Other Mixed Background 4.6% 4.3% 15.5% 11.5%
Indian 2.0% 2.4% 7.3% 6.3%
Pakistani 3.8% 3.9% 14.1% 11.2%
Bangladeshi 5.2% 4.5% 12.4% 10.2%
Any Other Asian Background 3.5% 3.7% 8.4% 8.0%
Black Caribbean 7.0% 5.8% 26.0% 16.5%
Black African 4.7% 4.5% 14.1% 10.4%
Any Other Black Background 5.7% 5.6% 15.0% 12.7%
Chinese 2.6% 2.1% 5.3% 4.9%
Any Other Ethnic Group 4.1% 3.4% 11.4% 10.1%
Unclassified 4.8% 4.7% 13.8% 11.6%

EHCP SEN Support
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Primary type of need (does not include independent schools) 
Speech, language and communication needs is the most common primary 
need type for SEND pupils in Bristol. For pupils with SEND support the most 
common primary need type is also speech, language and communication 
needs, but for pupils with an EHC plan it is Autistic Spectrum Disorder. 
 

 
 
The most common primary need in primary schools is speech, language and 
communication needs (2,236 pupils), with a much higher number of pupils 
with this need type compared to secondary schools (822 pupils). 
 
In secondary schools the most common primary need type is social, emotional 
and mental health (1,320 pupils). 

Primary Need EHCP SEN Support Total
Speech, Language and Communications needs 413 2943 3356
Social, Emotional and Mental Health 640 2467 3107
Autistic Spectrum Disorder 922 653 1575
Specific Learning Difficulty 113 1439 1552
Moderate Learning Difficulty 178 1020 1198
Other Difficulty/Disability 61 472 533
SEN support but no specialist assessment of need 0 364 364
Physical Disability 107 207 314
Hearing Impairment 82 131 213
Severe Learning Difficulty 129 34 163
Visual Impairment 33 67 100
Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty 90 4 94
Multi- Sensory Impairment 5 23 28
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Free school meal (FSM) eligibility (does not include independent schools) 
Pupils with SEND are more likely to be eligible for free school meals. 
 

 
 
 

SEN2: data is from the SEND 
statutory return, SEN2, and 
includes information on Disabled 
children and young people with 
SEND from 0-25 years who live in 
a Bristol postcode. 
 
https://www.explore-education-
statistics.service.gov.uk/find-
statistics/education-health-and-
care-plans 

The children and young people for whom Bristol maintains an EHC Plan are 
distributed across the age ranges, with the vast majority (91%) aged between 
5 and 19 years. 
 
Of those 3,709 children and young people for whom Bristol maintains an EHC 
Plan in January 2023: 
• 141 (3.8%) are aged under 5 years 
• 1139 (30.7%) are aged 5 to 10 years 
• 1413 (38.1%) are aged 11 to 15 years 
• 839 (22.6%) are aged 16 to 19 years 
• 177 (4.8%) are aged 20 to 25 years 
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There is a large gap in the percentage of children achieving a good level of 
development in Early years between children with SEN and no SEN. 

 
 
Pupils with SEND are significantly less likely to achieve the expected level at 
KS2 in reading, writing and maths than pupils with no identified SEN.  
% of pupils in Bristol schools achieving the expected level at KS2 in reading, 
writing and Maths: 

• 24% of children with a SEN Support achieve the, this is above the 
national average (21%). Page 18



• 7% of children with an EHCP, both locally and nationally 
• 68% of pupils with no SEND 

 

 
 

 
 
Key stage 4 
 
The average attainment 8 school for pupils in Bristol with SEND is significantly 
lower than pupils with no SEND 
2022 Bristol average attainment 8 scores: 
• SEN support- 37.3 (England 34.9) 
• EHCP – 11.10 (England 14.3) 
• No SEND – 52.9 (England – 52.6) 
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Attendance & Deprivation 
(Source: Xvault) 

The attendance rate for pupils with an EHCP or SEND support is consistently 
below the overall attendance rate for Bristol schools. We also know that 
Disabled children with SEND are more likely to live in a deprived area. 
 

 
 
Deprivation 
41.6% of pupils with SEND support live in a deprived area and 58.5% of pupils 
with an EHCP. This compares to 34.9% of all pupils in Bristol. 
NB: in this analysis a deprived area is an LSOA in the bottom 20% in the IDACI 
deprivation index. Totals do not include pupils who live outside of Bristol but 
attend a Bristol school. Excludes pupils who attend an independent school. 
 

Suspension rates (source: 
Department for Education)  
 
https://explore-education-
statistics.service.gov.uk/find-
statistics/permanent-and-fixed-
period-exclusions-in-england 

Suspension rates were higher within SEN provision (both with and without 
EHC) in 2020/21; compared to “no SEN provision” category. 
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SEN by Ward 
Sen support is highest in Henbury & Brentry with 20.06% of pupils living in 
that ward receiving SEN support and is lowest in Easton at 9.34%. 
 

 
 
The rate of pupils with an EHCP ranges from 6.34 in Hartcliffe and 
Withthywood to 1.14% in Redland 
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OS data © Crown copyright & database 
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Please note: Map data doesn’t include pupils who attend an independent 
school. Percentages are a proportion of the total pupils living in that ward 
who attend a Bristol school. 
 
Deprivation 
41.6% of pupils with SEN support live in a deprived area and 58.5% of pupils 
with an EHCP. This compares to 34.9% of all pupils in Bristol. 
 
NB: in this analysis a deprived area is an LSOA in the bottom 20% in the IDACI 
deprivation index. Totals do not include pupils who live outside of Bristol but 
attend a Bristol school. Excludes pupils who attend an independent school. 
 
 
 

Gender differences in special 
educational needs identification, 
Daniel, J. & Wang, H. 
 
Source: 
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.343
7 

Of the roughly 1.5 million children in English schools identified for SEN 
services in 2022-23, only 0.5 million were girls. The same pattern is seen 
across the country, with girls making up between 34% to 36% of all students 
accessing SEN support in most regions. In some cases, this may be because 
certain disabilities are more common in boys. But it is likely to be also down 
to gender bias in assessment and from those referring children for 
assessment, as well as girls being better at hiding the challenges they face 
from some conditions. 
 
 

1 to 1
2 to 3
4 to 4
5 to 6

OS data © Crown copyright & database 
rights 2013 Ordnance Survey 100023406

School census 2023 
(Doesn't include pupils 
who live outside of Bristol 
but attend Bristol school)

EHCP by ward

Central

Avonmouth & 
Lawrence 

Weston

Henbury & 
Brentry

Southmead

Westbury 
on Trym & 
Henleaze

Stoke 
Bishop

Horfield

Lockleaze
Bishopston 
& Ashley 

Down
Redland

Clifton 
Down Cotham

Clifton

Hotwells & 
Harbourside

Southville

Bedminster

Bishopsworth

Hartcliffe & 
Withywood

Hengrove & 
Whitchurch 

Park

Stockwood

Knowle

Filwood

Windmill 
Hill Brislington 

East

Brislington 
West

Lawrence 
Hill

St George 
Troopers 

Hill

St George 
Central

Hillfields
Eastville

Frome 
Vale

Ashley
Easton

St 
George 

West

Page 22



 
 
 

The population of Bristol  
 
 
 
 
Bristol Key Facts 2022 

Updated annually. The report brings together statistics on the current 
estimated population of Bristol, recent trends in population, future 
projections and looks at the key characteristics of the people living in Bristol.   
 
Population Profiles for Equalities Groups bring together detailed analysis 
looking at equalities groups and how they differ in relation to age, health, 
employment, education and housing, and maps the distribution of equalities 
groups across the city. 

Ward profile data (bristol.gov.uk) The Ward Profiles provide a range of data-sets, including population, life 
expectancy, health and education disparities etc. for each of Bristol’s electoral 
wards. 

Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 
(JSNA) 

The Joint Strategic Needs Assessment reports on the health and wellbeing 
needs of the people of Bristol. It brings together detailed information on local 
health and wellbeing needs and looks ahead at emerging challenges and 
projected future needs. The JSNA is used to provide a comprehensive picture 
of the health and wellbeing needs of Bristol (now and in the future); to inform 
decisions about how we design, commission and deliver services, and also 
about how the urban environment is planned and managed; to improve and 
protect health and wellbeing outcomes across the city while reducing health 
inequalities; and to provide partner organisations with information on the 
changing health and wellbeing needs of Bristol, at a local level, to support 
better service delivery. 

Children in Care Data There are currently 727 children in care, 57% are male and 43% female 
(compared to 51% and 49% of the overall child population). 9% have a 
disability (compared to 6.1% of the total Bristol child population) and the 
majority (73%) are aged 10-17. 
Ethnicity: 
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2.2  Do you currently monitor relevant activity by the following protected characteristics? 

☒ Age ☒ Disability ☐ Gender Reassignment 
☐ Marriage and Civil Partnership ☐ Pregnancy/Maternity ☒ Race 
☐ Religion or Belief ☒ Sex ☐ Sexual Orientation 

2.3  Are there any gaps in the evidence base?  
Where there are gaps in the evidence, or you don’t have enough information about some equality groups, include an 
equality action to find out in section 4.2 below. This doesn’t mean that you can’t complete the assessment without 
the information, but you need to follow up the action and if necessary, review the assessment later. If you are 
unable to fill in the gaps, then state this clearly with a justification. 

For workforce related proposals all relevant characteristics may not be included in HR diversity reporting (e.g. 
pregnancy/maternity). For smaller teams diversity data may be redacted. A high proportion of not known/not 
disclosed may require an action to address under-reporting. 

 
Although our corporate approach is to collect diversity monitoring for all relevant characteristics, there are gaps in 
the available local diversity data for some characteristics, especially where this has not always historically been 
included in school census and statutory reporting e.g. for sexual orientation.  
 
We also know there are currently some reporting gaps for age groups outside of the school census age (post-16 
and early years). Our “Funding All Pupils” reports currently only report on sex, ethnicity, age and primary need; 
and do not report on religion or sexual orientation. This means we are unable to assess the equality impact of this 
proposal for the protected characteristics where data is not currently collected. 
 

2.4 How have you involved communities and groups that could be affected?  
You will nearly always need to involve and consult with internal and external stakeholders during your assessment. 
The extent of the engagement will depend on the nature of the proposal or change. This should usually include 
individuals and groups representing different relevant protected characteristics. Please include details of any 
completed engagement and consultation and how representative this had been of Bristol’s diverse communities.  

Include the main findings of any engagement and consultation in Section 2.1 above. 

If you are managing a workforce change process or restructure please refer to Managing a change process or 
restructure (sharepoint.com) for advice on consulting with employees etc. Relevant stakeholders for engagement 
about workforce changes may include e.g. staff-led groups and trades unions as well as affected staff.  

 
Bristol City Council has recently completed a formal consultation on top up funding. The 6-week consultation 
included: 

• Online survey for all key stakeholders and wider public to provide feedback on options (equality profiling 
questions were included). The SEND Top-up 2023/24 consultation survey received 196 responses, all of 
which were completed online. 

• Briefing Note published on council website alongside survey. 

• 60% White (compared to 72% across the total Bristol child 
population) 
• 16% Mixed Race 
• 12% Other Ethnicity 
• 9% Black British 
• 3% Asian/Asian British 
It is not possible to add other comparative data for the Bristol average child 
population due to the size and format of data sets. 

Additional comments:  
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• Virtual and in-person engagement with key stakeholder groups running in parallel: Council staff, 
Headteachers and SENCOs, Parent Carers. Young People. 

• Easy Read materials available and options to request translation services. 
• Dedicated sessions with young people via schools/College and charitable partners. 

 
In advance of the formal consultation, there was also extensive information engagement to develop the proposals 
and options, which included: 

• 32 interviews with council officers across SEND, Top-Up, Finance, Post-16, and School improvement teams 
• 12 interviews with a range of schools incl. head teachers and SENCOs, in mainstream, academies and 

special schools 
• 10 interviews with other local authorities, consultants, voluntary, community and social enterprises 

(VCSE) orgs, Parent Carer Forum. This included West of England Centre for Inclusive  
• Living (WECIL) and Ups and Downs South West, a Down Syndrome support charity serving children and 

young people, their parents/carers and all linked professionals dealing with the health and education of 
children and young people who have Down Syndrome 

 

2.5 How will engagement with stakeholders continue? 
Explain how you will continue to engage with stakeholders throughout the course of planning and delivery. Please 
describe where more engagement and consultation is required and set out how you intend to undertake it. Include 
any targeted work to seek the views of under-represented groups. If you do not intend to undertake it, please set 
out your justification. You can ask the Equality and Inclusion Team for help in targeting particular groups. 

 
There are already established stakeholder engagement mechanisms, codesign and coproduction groups in place 
and these will continue to be used during implementation of the programme. Examples include the SENCO 
(special educational needs co-ordinator) cluster meetings, the Bristol Parent Carers Forum and Schools Forum. 
Our Community of Groups (meetings with a range of representative groups) continues to ensure diverse voices in 
terms of SEND, ethnicity and community are heard in the Local Area. Schools Forum sessions are held every two 
months. 
 
Alongside this, there will be dedicated communication and engagement activity during the implementation phase 
(with the bulk of proposals taking effect from the next academic year, September 2024); a continuation of those 
outlined in 2.4. For example, a letter has already been sent to local SENCOs providing an update on the 
forthcoming changes. We intend to recruit a dedicated Communication & Engagement resource into the 
implementation delivery team, who will lead/ support on the following areas: 
 
A detailed stakeholder engagement and communication plan will be developed following a Cabinet decision. This 
will include any targeted work to seek the views of under-represented groups. The dedicated communication and 
engagement activity will include: 
• Communicating the new direction for non-statutory top-up funding  
• Sessions to co-design the new processes with stakeholders 
• Pre-implementation awareness & training sessions during the Summer 
• Regular and dedicated stakeholder communications throughout 
• Refresher training sessions post-implementation 
• Ongoing post-implementation support offer 
 

Step 3: Who might the proposal impact? 
Analysis of impacts must be rigorous. Please demonstrate your analysis of any impacts of the proposal in this 
section, referring to evidence you have gathered above and the characteristics protected by the Equality Act 2010. 
Also include details of existing issues for particular groups that you are aware of and are seeking to address or 
mitigate through this proposal. See detailed guidance documents for advice on identifying potential impacts etc. 
Equality Impact Assessments (EqIA) (sharepoint.com) 
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3.1  Does the proposal have any potentially adverse impacts on people based on their 
protected or other relevant characteristics? 

Consider sub-categories and how people with combined characteristics (e.g. young women) might have particular 
needs or experience particular kinds of disadvantage. 

Where mitigations indicate a follow-on action, include this in the ‘Action Plan’ Section 4.2 below.  

GENERAL COMMENTS   (highlight any potential issues that might impact all or many groups) 
 
As well as identifying whether delivery of the programme will have a disproportionate impact on 
particular groups (e.g., because they are over-represented in a particular cohort), we need to pay 
particular attention to the risk of indirect discrimination: when an apparently neutral decision puts 
members of a given group at a particular disadvantage compared with other people because of their 
different needs and circumstances. 
 
We are also aware of existing structural inequalities and particular considerations, issues, and disparities 
for people in Bristol based on their characteristics, which we will take into account. 
 
Through the Local Authority’s statutory role and duties, consideration is given to any adverse impact on 
children and young people, based on their protected characteristics. These duties include:  

• Determination of the budgets for distribution to schools and early years settings, and allocation 
of the High Needs Block – all in the context of the National Funding Formula for each block.  

• Commissioning of school places, personal education packages, alternative learning provision and 
post 16 education for children and young people we are responsible for.  

• Responsibility for ensuring there are sufficient education places and the right types of education 
settings in our area.  

• Arranging education for permanently excluded pupils, children and young people with EHCPs and 
Children in Care and others who, because of illness or other reasons, are unable to attend 
mainstream settings.  

• Ensuring the Local Authority, schools and other partners are focused on safeguarding and 
promoting the welfare of children and young people with SEND up to age 25.  

• Promoting and driving high standards in education across all types of educational provision.  
• Establishing financial provision for children and young people with EHCPs  
• Ensuring compliance with statutory duties associated with SEND legislation, safeguarding and 

Looked After Children/Care Leavers. 
 

There continues to be a risk that some groups or individuals from specific backgrounds are over-
represented in Bristol’s Disabled Children and Young People with SEND population. We know from 
Bristol’s school census data that for school age children – boys are more likely to receive support for 
non-physical SEND needs than girls, whilst Black African children are more likely to be in receipt of non-
statutory top-up funding at mainstream schools; and more likely to be at a special school. Mixed White 
and Black African/Caribbean children are also overrepresented, whilst White British children are 
underrepresented compared to the Bristol average. We also know that Disabled children with SEND are 
more likely to live in a deprived area and be eligible for free school meals. 
 
The current high needs budget is finite, and if overspends continue, it risks destabilising the whole 
school system in Bristol. The council, schools, and their local partners therefore need to make vital 
changes to the way it uses its High Needs Block funds to meet pupils’ needs earlier and more effectively 
and enable greater inclusion in mainstream schools.  
 
Bristol continues to have a legal duty to provide funding for Children and Young People (CYP) with a 
statutory ECH plan. Local Authorities are required by law (Section 42 of the Children’s and Families Act 
2014) to secure special educational provision and health care provision in accordance with an EHC plan. Page 26



Where an EHC plan is maintained for the child or young person, the local authority must make sure that 
the special educational provision set out in it is delivered.  
 
We will continue to monitor outcomes via demographic breakdowns and protected characteristics to see 
if the way we deliver SEND provision changes significantly. As well as identifying whether funding 
changes will have a disproportionate impact on particular groups, we need to pay particular attention to 
the risk of indirect discrimination: when an apparently neutral decision puts members of a given group 
at a particular disadvantage compared with other people because of their different needs and 
circumstances. 
 
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS 
Age: Young People Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☒ No ☐ 
Potential impacts: Young people with SEND will be impacted by the programme.  
Mitigations: Any decisions around meeting needs of CYP with SEND will need to ensure we 

consider their wellbeing and clearly evidence how any provision of additional 
support promotes their wellbeing and doesn’t impact on their Human Rights. 
Any decisions need to be on individual case by case basis. Detailed evidence will 
be gathered as part of the updated process, with increased resourcing to 
manage and ensure this. We will also be improving the monitoring and oversight 
of how the targeted support fund is used and its impact – this will included 
monitoring of protected characteristics which will enable us to reflect and adjust 
practice accordingly to tackle these disparities; aided by the targeted approach 
possible with the new fund. 

Age: Older People Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☒ 
Potential impacts:  
Mitigations:  
Disability Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☒ No ☐ 
Potential impacts: As outlined in Section 2.1, CYP with SEND experience a range of impairments. 

Our research has shown that Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), Speech, 
Language, and Communication Needs (SLCN) and Physical Disability 
Communication and Interaction (PD) peak during transition periods as children 
reach the start of primary and secondary school, whilst there have been large 
increases in Social Emotional and Mental health needs (SEMH) needs across 
secondary school ages. 

Mitigations: Any decisions around meeting needs of CYP with SEND will need to ensure we 
consider their wellbeing and clearly evidence how any provision of additional 
support promotes their wellbeing and doesn’t impact on their Human Rights.  
 
Any decisions need to be on individual case by case basis. Detailed evidence will 
be gathered as part of any updates to processes, with increased resourcing to 
manage and ensure this. Additional support may be needed around transition 
periods to ensure this; as this is when ASD, SLCN and PD peak.  
 
We will also be improving the monitoring and oversight of how targeted support 
funds are used and their impact – this will include monitoring of protected 
characteristics which will enable us to reflect and adjust practice accordingly. 

Sex Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☒ No ☐ 
Potential impacts: Boys are more likely to be receiving support for SEND needs than girls for all 

non-physical needs however girls may have SEND but not be receiving support. 
Mitigations: Any decisions around meeting needs of CYP with SEND will need to ensure we 

consider their wellbeing and clearly evidence how any provision of additional 
support promotes their wellbeing and doesn’t impact on their Human Rights. Page 27



Any decisions need to be on individual case by case basis. Detailed evidence will 
be gathered as part of the updated process, with increased resourcing to 
manage and ensure this.  
 
We will also be improving the monitoring and oversight of how the targeted 
support fund is used and its impact – this will include monitoring of protected 
characteristics which will enable us to reflect and adjust practice accordingly to 
tackle these disparities; aided by the targeted approach possible with the new 
fund. 

Sexual orientation Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☒ 
Potential impacts:  
Mitigations:  
Pregnancy/Maternity Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☒ 
Potential impacts:  
Mitigations:  
Gender reassignment Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☒ 
Potential impacts:  
Mitigations:  
Race Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☐ 
Potential impacts: White British children make up a smaller proportion of the population in receipt 

of top-up funding than they do of the general British population of the same age 
(2021 Census data) by around 16%. Black African children are 27% more likely to 
be in receipt of non-statutory top-up at mainstream school, and 60% more likely 
to be at a special school than the average child in Bristol. Mixed White and Black 
African/Caribbean children are also overrepresented. A full analysis of impact by 
ethnicity has not been possible due to data limitations.  
 
The population of Bristol has become increasingly diverse, and some local 
communities have changed significantly. There are now at least 45 religions, at 
least 180 countries of birth and at least 91 main languages spoken. The 
proportion of the overall Black, Asian and minoritised ethnic population has 
increased from 16% (2011) to 18.9% (2021). 
 
The 2017 Runnymede Report “Bristol - a city divided?” found ethnic minorities 
in Bristol experience greater disadvantage than in England and Wales as a whole 
in education and this is particularly so for Black African people. Black African 
young people are persistently disadvantaged in education compared to their 
White peers and addressing educational inequalities requires attention to the 
unrepresentativeness of the curriculum, lack of diversity in teaching staff and 
school leadership and poor engagement with parents. 
 
Although Bristol has low rates of permanent exclusion it has one of the highest 
rates for fixed term exclusions of any local authority in England, and a 
disproportionately high percentage of school pupils from Black, Asian and 
minority ethnic backgrounds have had one or more fixed term exclusion, 
compared to other English core cities and nationally. Nationally Gypsy and 
Roma, and Traveller of Irish Heritage pupils have the highest school exclusion 
rates (both permanent and temporary) however Mixed White and Black 
Caribbean, and Black Caribbean pupils also have high exclusion rates, and both 
are nearly three times as likely to be permanently excluded as White British 
pupils. 
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There is an urgent need to recruit more Black Asian and ethnic minority teachers 
and teaching staff in Bristol. A 2018 BBC4 report found that of the 1,300 
teachers in Bristol, only 26 were Black, equating to less than two per cent. Local 
stakeholder engagement suggests schools may indirectly discriminate against 
Black, Asian and minority ethnic pupils due to lack of cultural competence. Rules 
about appearance may penalise pupils who dress differently or have different 
hairstyles. Conduct rules may not take into account the diversity of culture 
around language and ways of demonstrating inter-generational respect.  
 
Other research indicates Black and Mixed ethnicity pupils in England (especially 
boys) are frequently associated by school staff with criminality, violence and 
hypersexuality e.g. groups of friends and siblings labelled as a 'gang’5. Youth 
workers and education professionals in Bristol have told us that Black pupils may 
struggle to understand their own cultural identity. Just as there is a 
disproportionally high ‘stop and search’ rate of ethnic minority young people by 
police, Black, Asian and minority ethnic school children may face additional 
discrimination because of their visibility. 

Mitigations: Any decisions around meeting needs of CYP with SEND will need to ensure we 
consider their wellbeing and clearly evidence how any provision of additional 
support promotes their wellbeing and doesn’t impact on their Human Rights. 
Any decisions need to be on individual case by case basis. Detailed evidence will 
be gathered as part of the updated process, with increased resourcing to 
manage and ensure this. We will also be improving the monitoring and oversight 
of how the targeted support fund is used and its impact – this will include 
monitoring of protected characteristics which will enable us to reflect and adjust 
practice accordingly to tackle these disparities; aided by the targeted approach 
possible with the new fund. 

Religion or 
Belief 

Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Potential impacts:  
Mitigations:  
Marriage & 
civil partnership 

Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Potential impacts:  
Mitigations:  
OTHER RELEVANT CHARACTERISTICS 
Socio-Economic 
(deprivation) 

Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Potential impacts: Disabled children with SEND are more likely to live in a deprived area and be 
eligible for free school meals. Significant majorities of children classed as SEMH 
are on free school meals across genders, in both mainstream and special 
schools, and regardless of ECHP status. In mainstream schools there more 
children on free school meals classed as ASD, although this effect disappears in 
special schools. 

Mitigations: Any decisions around meeting needs of CYP with SEND will need to ensure we 
consider their wellbeing and clearly evidence how any provision of additional 
support promotes their wellbeing and doesn’t impact on their Human Rights. 
Any decisions need to be on individual case by case basis. Detailed evidence will 
be gathered as part of the updated process, with increased resourcing to 
manage and ensure this. We will also be improving the monitoring and oversight 
of how the targeted support fund is used and its impact – this will included 
monitoring of socio-economic status which will enable us to reflect and adjust 
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practice accordingly to tackle these disparities; aided by the targeted approach 
possible with the new fund. 

Carers Does your analysis indicate a disproportionate impact? Yes ☒ No ☐ 
Potential impacts: Evidence shows a range of impacts on the carers of Disabled Children and Young 

People with SEND – including on finances, health and employment 
Mitigations: As outlined in Section 2.5, we will ensure that Parents and Carers are consulted 

when designing and developing the processes 
Children in Care 
Potential impacts: Children in care experience worse academic outcomes compared to the general 

population. Bristol is currently the corporate parent of nearly 800 children and 
young people. Circa 45% of these individuals have an identified Special 
Educational Need (far higher than the general population), with around half of 
these receiving support via a statutory Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP); 
the other half receiving non-statutory top-up funding. 

Mitigations: Any decisions around meeting needs of CYP with SEND will need to ensure we 
consider their wellbeing and clearly evidence how any provision of additional 
support promotes their wellbeing and doesn’t impact on their Human Rights. 
Any decisions need to be on individual case by case basis. Detailed evidence will 
be gathered as part of the updated process, with increased resourcing to 
manage and ensure this. We will also be improving the monitoring and oversight 
of how the targeted support fund is used and its impact. 

3.2  Does the proposal create any benefits for people based on their protected or other 
relevant characteristics? 

Outline any potential benefits of the proposal and how they can be maximised. Identify how the proposal will 
support our Public Sector Equality Duty to: 

✓ Eliminate unlawful discrimination for a protected group 

✓ Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and those who don’t 

✓ Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who don’t 

 
The overall intention of the proposal is to achieve long-term sustainability within the local SEND system; 
and thereby improve outcomes for our children and young people. This is an opportunity to re-centre 
the whole SEND system towards early intervention and inclusion. 
 
Other predicted benefits include: 

• Shorter waiting times for schools to receive funding for CYP with EHC plans.   
• Education professionals will not have to fill in a separate application form for statutory funding 

through the top-up process. 
• Earlier and better targeted help to CYP with SEND. 
• Much more streamlined and needs-led process for a Targeted Support Fund; reducing the time 

burden and improving the consistency of decision-making. 
• A comprehensive, cohesive package of guidance for schools and specialist support. 
• Increased oversight and scrutiny of spend. 
• Greater monitoring and oversight of the impact on groups with protected characteristics. 
• Reduced travel times for young people between homes and education settings. 
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Step 4: Impact 

4.1  How has the equality impact assessment informed or changed the proposal?  
What are the main conclusions of this assessment? Use this section to provide an overview of your findings. This 
summary can be included in decision pathway reports etc. 

If you have identified any significant negative impacts which cannot be mitigated, provide a justification showing 
how the proposal is proportionate, necessary, and appropriate despite this. 

Summary of significant negative impacts and how they can be mitigated or justified: 
We know that Disabled children and young people who receive SEND services and support are more 
likely to be disproportionately impacted on the basis of Disability, race, ethnicity and socio-economic 
deprivation; as well as other protected characteristics which may be over-represented in the cohort. It is 
therefore essential that we assess people individually, and ensure that people do not experience any 
negative impact of any reduction in support that increases inequality. 
 
We will make amendments to our co-design approach as a result of this assessment and analysis. We 
will introduce more targeted approaches e.g. with grassroots community-led organisations that work 
closely with the groups we know are at risk of being disproportionately impacted; to ensure that all 
voices are heard and feed into the process. 
 
In terms of the impact of the proposed changes, the Equality Impact Assessment has identified key areas 
where we need to fill gaps in our evidence base; and improve oversight and scrutiny moving forward. 
This will enable us to respond to equality impacts “real time” as we monitor the new targeted support 
fund.  
Summary of positive impacts/opportunities to promote the Public Sector Equality Duty: 
There is an opportunity to ensure that we provide earlier and better targeted help to CYP with SEND, 
maximising the full range of Ordinarily Available Provision (OAP); and re-centring the whole SEND system 
towards early intervention and inclusion. The changes proposed will also introduce more guidance, 
training and partnership support to facilitate this. 

4.2  Action Plan  
Use this section to set out any actions you have identified to improve data, mitigate issues, or maximise 
opportunities etc. If an action is to meet the needs of a particular protected group please specify this. 

Improvement/action required Responsible Officer Timescale  
Ongoing monitoring of the service with inclusion of voice of 
young people. 

Head of Service Ongoing 

Ongoing review of progamme EQIA at regular points in the 
programme lifecycle. 

Head of Service Ongoing 

Completion of any EQIAs specific to any projects which make 
up the programme. 

Commissioning Ongoing 

Inclusion of equalities question in any tender process to 
ensure the provider will be inclusive and work from an 
equality's perspective. 

Procurement  July 2023 

Recruitment to Head of Service: inclusion to ensure rigour of 
implementation of the DSG mitigations. 

Director of 
Education  

February 2024 

4.3  How will the impact of your proposal and actions be measured?  
How will you know if you have been successful? Once the activity has been implemented this equality impact 
assessment should be periodically reviewed to make sure your changes have been effective your approach is still 
appropriate. Page 31



Children and Young People with special educational needs and disability will have better outcomes and 
experiences, both educationally and in their life chances. Their voices and feedback will be captured via 
work within the service area of Inclusion and/or through surveys and the work that we complete with 
the Bristol Parent Carer Forum, Health Partners, Schools and wider partnerships. The recruitment of a 
head of service for inclusion will ensure that all contributory services for Inclusion are working 
cohesively, effectively and towards the same goals and ambitions outlined in the DSG deficit mitigations 
plan. The procurement of any commissioned delivery partners must be aligned to the Equalities Act 2010 
to ensure an informed, diverse and equitable experience for everyone exposed to the work. As a result 
of the actions and implementing the EQIA, BCC should have a sustainable and financially healthy plan to 
reduce the deficit of the DSG. 
 
We will continue to monitor equalities data in relation to Disabled Children and Young People with SEND 
to ensure there is not any adverse impact on any particular group. We will review the impact of the 
changes periodically with all relevant governance forums; and will share data on any changes to how we 
provide SEND services, in terms of numbers, type of services and demographic details of individuals who 
receive support. We will look to seek feedback direct from all stakeholders to see if there has been any 
discernible change to their experience once proposed changes are introduced. This EqIA will be reviewed 
and updated regularly during implementation. 

Step 5: Review 
The Equality and Inclusion Team need at least five working days to comment and feedback on your EqIA. EqIAs 
should only be marked as reviewed when they provide sufficient information for decision-makers on the equalities 
impact of the proposal. Please seek feedback and review from the Equality and Inclusion Team before requesting 
sign off from your Director1. 

Equality and Inclusion Team Review: 
Reviewed by Equality and Inclusion Team 

Director Sign-Off: 
Reena Bhogal-Welsh 
 

Date: 6/2/2024 Date: 29/02/2024 
 

 
1  Review by the Equality and Inclusion Team confirms there is sufficient analysis for decision makers to consider the 
likely equality impacts at this stage. This is not an endorsement or approval of the proposal. 
 Page 32

mailto:equalities.team@bristol.gov.uk


 
Environmental Impact Assessment [version 1.0] 

Proposal title: Safety Valve Programme 
Project stage and type:   ☐ Initial Idea Mandate               ☐ Outline Business Case          ☐ Full Business Case     
☐ Policy    ☐ Strategy    ☐ Function    ☐ Service 
☒ Other Agreement  

☒ New                                         ☐ Changing 
☐ Already exists / review       

Directorate: Education and Skills Lead Officer name: Tommy Jarvis 
Service Area: Education Lead Officer role: Senior Project Manager 

Step 1: What do we want to do?  
The purpose of this Environmental Impact Assessment is to help you develop your proposal in a way that is 
compliant with the council’s policies and supports the council’s strategic objectives under the One City Climate 
Strategy, the One City Ecological Emergency Strategy and the latest Corporate Strategy.  

This assessment should be started at the beginning of the project proposal process by someone with a good 
knowledge of the project, the service area that will deliver it, and sufficient influence over the proposal to make 
changes as needed.  

It is good practice to take a team approach to completing the Environmental Impact Assessment. See further 
guidance on completing this document. Please email environmental.performance@bristol.gov.uk early for advice 
and feedback.  

 

1.1   What are the aims and objectives/purpose of this proposal? 

Briefly explain the purpose of the proposal and why it is needed. Please use plain English, avoiding jargon and 
acronyms.  

 
1.2  Will the proposal have an environmental impact?    
Could the proposal have either a positive or negative effects for the environment now or in the future?  If ‘No’ 
explain why you are sure there will be no environmental impact, then skip steps 2-3 and request review by sending 
this form to environmental.performance@bristol.gov.uk   
 
If ‘Yes’ complete the rest of this assessment. 

☐ Yes   ☒ No                    [please select] 
  

The Department for Education (DfE) invited Bristol City Council (BCC) to participate in its Safety Valve 
intervention programme to address historic deficits within the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) High Needs 
Block (HNB) and reach an in-year balance to ensure ongoing sustainability.  
 
The cabinet paper outlines the proposal from BCC which, if successful will in part extinguish the cumulative 
deficit arising from existing and forecast overspends on High Needs Funding for services to children and young 
people with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND). The report also sets out the requirements the 
Council must meet to receive this funding and seeks approval to enter into a Safety Valve Agreement with the 
DfE. 
 
If the Council enters into the Safety Valve agreement the DfE has agreed to pay to the authority an additional 
£53m of DSG. This funding will be paid in instalments and subject to continued satisfactory progress. This 
additional funding can only be applied to reduce the deficit on the DSG reserve. 
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The proposal is a financial agreement between the Local Authority and the Department for Education. Funding 
can only be applied against existing and future deficits, therefore it will have no impact on the environmental 
aspects outlined in Step 2.   

 
1.3  If the proposal is part of an options appraisal, has the environmental impact of each option 

been assessed and included in the recommendation-making process?  

If ‘Yes’ please ensure that the details of the environmental impacts of each option are made clear in the pros and 
cons section of the project management options appraisal document. 

☐ Yes   ☐ No                    ☒ Not applicable                       [please select] 

If ‘No’ explain why environmental impacts have not been considered as part of the options appraisal process.    

 

Step 2: What kinds of environmental impacts might the project have? 
Analysis of impacts must be rigorous. Please demonstrate your analysis of any impacts of the proposal in this 
section, referring to evidence you have gathered. See detailed guidance documents for advice on identifying 
potential impacts.  

 
Does the proposal create any benefits for the environment, or have any adverse impacts? 

Outline any potential benefits of the proposal and how they can be maximised. Identify how the proposal will 
support our corporate environmental objectives and the wider One City Climate and Ecological Emergency 
strategies. 

Consider how the proposal creates environmental impacts in the following categories, both now and in the future. 
Reasonable efforts should be made to quantify stated benefit or adverse impacts wherever possible. 

Where the proposal is likely to have a beneficial impact, consider what actions would enhance those impacts. Where 
the proposal is likely to have a harmful impact, consider whether actions would mitigate these impacts. 

Enhancements or mitigation actions are only required when there is a likely impact identified. Remember that where 
enhancements or mitigation actions are listed, they should be assigned to staff and appropriately resourced.  

 

GENERAL COMMENTS   (highlight any potential issues that might impact all or many categories) 
 
 
 
ENV1 Carbon neutral: 
Emissions of climate 
changing gases  
 
BCC has committed to 
achieving net zero emissions 
for its direct activities by 
2025, and to support the city 

Benefits 
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Enhancing 
actions 

 

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                    ☐ 5+ years 

Adverse 
impacts 

 

Mitigating 
actions 

 

in achieving net zero by 
2030. 
 
Will the proposal involve 
transport, or the use of 
energy in buildings? Will the 
proposal involve the 
purchase of goods or 
services? If the answer is yes 
to either of these questions, 
there will be a carbon 
impact. 
 
Consider the scale and 
timeframe of the impact, 
particularly if the proposal 
will lead to ongoing 
emissions beyond the 2025 
and 2030 target dates.  
 
Further guidance 
☐ No impact                

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                    ☐ 5+ years 
 

Benefits 

 

Enhancing 
actions 

 

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 

Adverse 
impacts 

 

Mitigating 
actions 

 

ENV2 Ecological recovery: 
Wildlife and habitats 
BCC has committed to 30% 
of its land being managed 
for nature and to halve its 
use of pesticides by 2030. 
 
Consider how your proposal 
can support increased space 
for nature, reduced use of 
pesticides, reduce pollution 
to waterways, and reduce 
consumption of products 
that undermine ecosystems 
around the world.  
 
If your proposal will directly 
lead to a reduction in habitat 
within Bristol, then consider 
how your proposed 
mitigation can lead to a 
biodiversity net gain. Be sure 
to refer to quantifiable 
changes wherever possible. 
 
Further guidance 
☐ No impact                   Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 
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Benefits 

 

Enhancing 
actions 

 

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 

Adverse 
impacts 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Mitigating 
actions 

 

 
ENV3 A cleaner, low-waste 
city: Consumption of 
resources and generation of 
waste 
 
 
 
Consider what resources will 
be used as a result of the 
proposal, how they can be 
minimised or swapped for 
less impactful ones, where 
they will be sourced from, 
and what will happen to any 
waste generated 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further guidance 
 

☐ No impact                Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 
 

Benefits 

 

Enhancing 
actions 

 

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 

Adverse 
impacts 

 

Mitigating 
actions 

 

ENV4 Climate resilience: 
Bristol’s resilience to the 
effects of climate change 
 
Bristol’s climate is already 
changing, and increasingly 
frequent instances of 
extreme weather will 
become more likely over 
time. 
 
Consider how the proposal 
will perform during periods 
of extreme weather 
(particularly heat and 
flooding).  
 
Consider if the proposal will 
reduce or increase risk to 
people and assets during 
extreme weather events. 
 
Further guidance 
☐ No impact                   

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 
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Benefits 

 

Enhancing 
actions 

 

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 

Adverse 
impacts 

 

Mitigating 
actions 

 

 
Statutory duty: 
Prevention of Pollution to 
air, water, or land 
 
 
 
Consider how the proposal 
will change the likelihood of 
pollution occurring to air, 
water, or land and what 
steps will be taken to 
prevent pollution occurring.  
 
 
 
 
 
Further guidance 
☐ No impact        

Persistence of effects:      ☐ 1 year or less                   ☐ 1 – 5 years                     ☐ 5+ years 

Step 3: Action Plan 
Use this section summarise and assign responsibility for any actions you have identified to improve data, enhance 
beneficial, or mitigate negative impacts. Actions identified in section two can be grouped together if named 
responsibility is under the same person.  

This action plan should be updated at each stage of the project. Please be aware that the Sustainable City and 
Climate Change Service may use this action plan as an audit checklist during the project’s implementation or 
operation.  

Enhancing / mitigating action required Responsible Officer Timescale  
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 

 

Step 4: Review  
The Sustainable City and Climate Change Service need at least five working days to comment and feedback on your 
impact assessment. Assessments should only be marked as reviewed when they provide sufficient information for 
decision-makers on the environmental impact of the proposal.  

Please seek feedback and review by emailing environmental.performance@bristol.gov.uk before final submission of 
your decision pathway documentation1. 

 
1  Review by the Sustainable City and Climate Change Service confirms there is sufficient analysis for decision makers 
to consider the likely environmental impacts at this stage. This is not an endorsement or approval of the proposal. Page 37
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Where impacts identified in this assessment are deemed significant, they will be summarised here by the Sustainable 
City and Climate Change Service and must be included in the ‘evidence base’ section of the decision pathway cover 
sheet. 

Summary of significant beneficial impacts and opportunities to support the Climate, Ecological and Corporate 
Strategies (ENV1,2,3,4): 
 
 

Summary of significant adverse impacts and how they can be mitigated: 
 

 

Environmental Performance Team Reviewer: 
 
Daniel Shelton 

Submitting author:  
 
Tommy Jarvis 

Date:   
01/03/2024 

Date:  
01/03/24 
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