CLA responsibilities to add to regional guidance on high needs funding and placements 
Context
1. The concern is that the DfE guidance of August 2023 is a little woolly and is therefore being interpreted differently across the region, and by different LAs outside the region. (This is possibly why East Midlands are sticking with their regional agreement that the placing LA retains financial responsibility.) 

2. There seems to be reasonable alignment between neighbouring authorities in the region, with there being more challenge when the LAs are geographically distant.

3. The intention is to keep the text as simple as possible and to give clarity to data and finance officers on placements of children looked after across LA boundaries. There was some consideration about whether this could be expressed as a financial ceiling, but the consensus was that this would be an arbitrary figure and difficult to implement. 

4. The November 2020 regional guidance on CLA responsibilities had a table identifying who has operational and financial responsibility in different scenarios, which could be updated and added as an appendix to the funding and placements regional guidance. For example, it could clarify who has financial responsibility for the education of a child looked after who is living in a residential placement without education in the receiving LA, or what happens in case of emergency or temporary placements by social care colleagues.

Possible text for inclusion in the main body of the regional guidance
5. The August 2023 DfE guidance should be interpreted as the receiving LA paying for provision which is ordinarily available, i.e. placement in a state-funded mainstream school, mainstream specialist resource provision or special school. What was not ordinarily available and therefore the financial responsibility of the placing LA would include an independent or non-maintained special school, alternative provision or EOTIS.

6. When three LAs are involved, i.e. child or young person is in care to LA 1, is wholly or mainly resident in LA 2 and going to school in LA 3, it would be unfair on LA 2 to pick up the cost of education in LA 3, and LA 1 should therefore have financial responsibility.

