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Executive Summary  
 
On 7 March 2014 the Chairman's Group considered a number of reports, including: 
 

• Schools in Financial Difficulty Progress Report 
• Schools in Financial Difficulty Early Warning System 
• Bid for Schools in Financial Difficulty Funding  
• Teacher posts in the Lancashire Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) 
• Invest to Save Reserve 

 
A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Group's considerations are 
provided in the report. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Forum is asked to: 
 

a) Note the report from the Chairman's Group held on 7 March 2014; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 7 March 2014, the Chairman's Group considered a number of reports. A summary of the key 
issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's considerations are provided in the 
report. 
 

1. Schools in Financial Difficulty Progress Report 
In July 2013, Internal Audit undertook a follow up review on school performance monitoring 
regarding schools in financial difficulty (SIFD). The original report identified three medium risks.  
 

1. Consideration should be given to establishing formal contract arrangements for those 
schools in financial difficulty. 

2. The authority should monitor all schools which have been identified as being in financial 
difficulty and which have an approved budget anticipation.  Termly budget monitoring 
reports should be obtained and reviewed to ensure that any additional concerns are 
promptly identified and acted upon. 

3. The authority should closely and regularly monitor those schools approaching difficulty in 
order to provide support and assistance which will reduce the risk of the balances becoming 
deficit. 
 

The July report commented on the implementation of the original recommendations. 
 
Action taken - July 2013 to date 
A report was presented outlining the work that has continued on residual risks 2 and 3, as risk 1 
had been fully implemented. 
 
In July 2013, the Forum approved the SIFD flowchart that details a 5 stage procedure of 
escalation which could ultimately result in the Authority withdrawing delegation from the school: 
 

1. Headteacher and Chair of Governors (COG) meet with Director of Universal Services and 
Targeted Support and Head of Finance Schools; 

2. Headteacher and COG meet with SICB; 
3. Pre warning notice issued to school and representatives from SICB attend full governors 

meeting; 
4. Warning notice for withdrawal of delegation issued; 
5. Withdrawal of delegation / governing body replaced by an Interim Executive Body.  

 
All schools that were either in a deficit at 31 March 2013 or originally forecast to be in deficit at 31 
March 2014 have been added onto the SIFD monitoring register. This ranks schools into one of 
three levels of risk: 
 

High risk – 10 schools 
Schools representing the greatest financial risk to the authority. These schools have or are 
forecasting a deficit of more than £0.100m or 5% of their 2012/13 CFR income. Two 
primary and seven secondary and one special school fall into the high risk category   

 
Medium risk – 11 schools 
Schools forecasting a deficit of less than 5% of their 2012/13 CFR income or less than 
£0.100m. Seven primary, three secondary and one special school fall into the medium risk 
category.  

 
Low risk – 21 schools 
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A watching brief has been placed on schools that were either in deficit at 31 March 2013 
and are forecasting to be in surplus by 31 March 2014 or originally forecast to be in deficit 
at 31 March 2014 but have since advised that they will be in surplus. One nursery, 13 
primary and seven secondary fall into the low risk, watching brief category. 

 
Internal Audit residual risk 2 – Monitoring SIFD 
A conscious decision was taken at SICB to concentrate in the first instance on those schools 
ranked as high risk. Various meetings have been held during the Autumn Term with the 
headteacher and Chair of Governors of these schools that represent the greatest financial risk to 
the authority. All schools in this category have submitted termly monitoring for the Autumn Term.  
 
Procedures have been put in place with Accounting and Budgeting to pursue recovery plans and 
termly monitoring from schools. At 31 December 2013, 20 schools have provided termly 
monitoring information.  
 
Meetings will be arranged for medium risk schools after the spring half term prioritised on the basis 
of the risk they pose to the authority.  
 
Since July a further eight recovery plans have been approved bringing the total to 13.  
 
Internal Audit residual risk 3 - SIFD Early warning model 
During the Autumn Term the SIFD early warning model was updated to incorporate a risk scoring 
matrix. This utilises a number of indicators to alert us of schools that may be at risk of getting into 
financial difficulty. This intelligence is then used to assist identified schools in making timely and 
informed budget decision, which often results in the financial position of the school improving and 
preventing the need for budget anticipation arrangements. 
 
Work is continuing to refine this model and a short presentation around the latest incarnation will 
be made at today's meeting. The model will also be shared with SICB and the Schools Advisory 
Service.  
 
The Working Group:  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the more robust systems that were now being introduced by the County 

Council. 
 
 

2. Schools in Financial Difficulty Early Warning System 
 
Further details were provided to the group around the Schools in Financial Difficulty Early Warning 
System.  It was noted that the matrix included four separate risk measures, as set out below 
 

• School balances   – Scoring 1 to 64 
• Pupil numbers  - Scoring 1 to 64 
• Financial planning  - Scoring 1 to 64 
• Funding   - Scoring 1 to 36 

 
Details of the components making up each risk were provided for the Group and information is 
provided at Appendix A.   
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The Maximum score under the system is 228, whilst the lowest score is four.  Schools would be 
ranked by their score and then put into three broad categories: 
 

• High Risk – Top third 
• Medium Risk – Middle third 
• Low risk – Bottom third 

 
The County Council would concentrate its support efforts on the top third of schools. Once multiply 
years' data was available for the system tracking of trends and movement may also be available.  
It was noted that there was also an intention to link this information to attainment data. 
 
The system was still work in progress and consideration about how the components or output 
would be shared with schools, was still to be finalised. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the information; 
b) Welcomed the development of the Schools in Financial Difficulty Early Warning 

System; 
c) Noted that early intervention in schools heading towards financial difficulty could 

often prevent significant structural deficits occurring; 
d) Requested further reports as the system becomes more developed and greater 

certainty emerges about how the data will be used and communicated to schools. 
 
 

3. Bid for Schools in Financial Difficulty Funding  
Previous reports to the Forum have set out the support arrangements developed by the Authority 
for schools that may be experiencing exceptional financial difficulty.  These arrangements have 
been endorsed by the Forum and allow the School Improvement Challenge Board (SICB) to 
provide support to the school.  
 
A report was presented requesting the working group's support to make an allocation to a school 
from the Schools in Financial Difficulty Budget.  Information about the particular circumstances of 
the school was provided. 
 
The Working Group:  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the allocation of £156,000 from the Schools in Financial Difficulty budget 

to assist with the recovery at a Lancashire secondary school. 
 
 

4. Teacher posts in the Lancashire Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) 
In May 2013, the Schools Forum agreed to finance two teacher posts in Lancashire's MASH.  The 
Forum allocated £100,000 per year for 2013/14 and 2014/15, with a view to facilitate schools' 
access to the MASH and maximise timely and integrated support for pupils and their families.  
Postholders will be appointed on a secondment basis by the county council and managed by staff 
in the Early Support Team. 
 
Attempts to recruit teachers internally to the posts have so far proved unsuccessful; consequently 
the funding allocation for 2013/14 remains unspent.  Permission has recently been granted to 
advertise the two posts again, this time on the schools portal, the county council's vacancies' 
system and in local papers. The adverts were published last week.  
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The secondment length (one year) for these two posts is thought to have been a contributing 
factor to the limited interest in the opportunity.   
 
The Schools Forum was therefore asked to consider allowing the county council to carry forward 
the £100,000 it allocated in 2013/14 to fund two teacher posts in the Multi Agency Safeguarding 
Hub (MASH), so the current secondment opportunity can be offered on a two year basis. 
 
The Working Group:  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the county council carrying forward £100,000 allocated in 2013/14 to fund 

two teacher posts in the Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH), so the current 
secondment opportunity can be offered on a two year basis; 

c) Agreed to posts being advertised immediately as two year secondments, so that 
potential candidates were aware of this before the vacancy closing dates. 

 
 

5. Invest to Save Reserve 
Members were informed that clarification had been from the DfE regarding the changes made to 
the Schools and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations, in connection with the future use of 
the invest to save reserve, which has previously been used to support projects that were of longer 
term benefit to the Schools Budget, for example the expansion of Lancashire special schools, 
which reduced the future commitments to out county placements. 
 
DfE indicated that the regulations would now require Secretary of State approval to individual 
schemes and there is no guarantee that this would be obtained. We would only be able to make a 
bid for approval once we had a firm scheme worked up and the invest to save element would have 
to be backed up with robust and deliverable savings proposals.  
  
Officers were therefore of the opinion that unfortunately this reserve could no longer be used for 
invest to save projects. 
 
The Group considered other uses for this £3.9m of funding, bearing in mind key pressures and 
liabilities on the Schools Budget. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the information about the invest to save fund, 
b) Recommended that £3m be transferred go to Schools in Financial Difficulty Fund, 

whilst the remaining £0.9m be allocated to schools through the formula in 2015/16.  
 
  



  

 
item 9 chairmans group recommendations FINAL 
  

6 

Appendix A 
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