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Executive Summary  
 

On 1 March 2016, the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports, including: 
 

 Schools Safeguarding SLA; 

 Schools Block Budget 2016/17; 

 Rates Reimbursement Policy; 

 School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme; 

 Scheme for Financing Schools. 
 
A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's 
considerations of the items are provided in this report. 
 
 
Recommendations 

 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report from the Schools Block Working Group held on 1 March 2016; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
  



Background 
On 1 March 2016, the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of reports.  
A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's 
considerations of the items are provided in this report. 
 
1. Schools Safeguarding SLA  

Sally Allen Safeguarding Manager and Lesley Sheridan Quality and Review 
Manager attended for this item 
 
This report provided information on proposals for a Schools Safeguarding traded 
service from 2016/17. 
 

This had arisen following presentations to the County Council's Sounding Board Group 
and to the LASSH Executive.  Following these discussions, some particular concerns 
about the Schools Safeguarding had been raised with the Forum Chairman and, as a 
consequence, the service has been asked to attend this meeting to provide a further 
opportunity for school representatives to comment. 
 
The rationale for the trading was set out.  The service is currently heavily subsidised 
by the local authority, with minimal charges made for Designated Safeguarding Lead 
(DSL) training and no charge made for safeguarding advice or other forms of support 
provided to schools. This has included telephone advice, attendance at meetings in 
schools and attendance at Multi-Agency Risk Management Meetings. The current 
level of charges doesn't cover the cost to the local authority for delivering the service. 
Going forward the service needs to operate as a traded service to schools with full 
cost recovery, underpinned by a Service Level Agreement, which will set out the terms 
of the service. 
 
The aims of the service are: 

 Ensure children and young people are appropriately safeguarded. 

 Support schools in responding to safeguarding matters in a timely manner. 

 Ensure continuity of the Schools Safeguarding Service which has been valued 
by schools.   

 Provide a quality service to schools which represents good value. 

 Improve the relationship the service has with schools. 

 Strive to continuously improve the service – consultation with schools & 
feedback opportunities regarding the service provided.   

 Delivery of a flexible service which is best able to meet the needs of the diverse 
range of schools and further education colleges in Lancashire. 

 Full cost recovery of the running costs incurred by the local authority.  
 

What the service does: 

 It delivers safeguarding training to DSLs and Deputy DSLs within schools.   

 It provides a telephone helpline which offers safeguarding advice to DSLs and 
Deputy DSLs.   

 It supports schools in undertaking risk assessments and developing risk 
management plans where there are safeguarding issues in relation to children 
and young people. 

 



 It responds to queries from Ofsted in relation to safeguarding issues linked to 
schools. 

 It provides safeguarding procedures for schools, accessible via the Schools 
Portal. 

 It provides updates and advice regarding legislative and regulatory changes.  
 

The report set out the service offer for schools, which provided three options: 

 Option 1: Provision Of Safeguarding Advice and Support to School Designated 
Safeguarding Leads (DSL: 

 Option 2: Provision of Safeguarding Advice, Support to School DSLs And DSL 
Training 

 Option 3: DSL Training 
 
Additional Services were also available, including: 

 Spot Purchase Safeguarding Advice 

 Bespoke Training Packages 

 Consultancy Services 
 

A schedule of charges was also shared with the group which included a sliding scale 
based on the option and school phase/size. 
 
It was noted that the Chair of LASSH had written to the LA proposing that the LA 
should rescind the proposal immediately. 
 
Forum members entered into substantial debate about these proposals.  The 
considerable challenges faced by the County Council due to the unprecedented 
financial position was acknowledged.  However, concern was expressed that there 
should be no disincentive to Lancashire schools in reporting safeguarding issues, 
particularly at the current time.  It was also noted that primary academy charges were 
higher than primary school equivalents, as only a one rate was available for academies 
on the charging structure. 
 
Comment was also made about the complex nature of the charging structure.  Other 
members expressed appreciation from the support that they had received from the 
service. 
 
Officers were clear that the statutory reporting of safeguarding issues was not affected 
by the additional advice and training offered to schools as part of this traded service. 
 
In response to the views expressed, it was agreed to reconsider the charging options 
available.   
 
Members also commented that schools had received a number of additional traded 
offers recently, about which they had no prior notice.  Officers indicated that proposals 
were being considered by the County Council to develop a more consistent approach 
to traded services that could incorporate standard SLAs, timescales and conditions 
and could perhaps be overseen by a Traded Services Board. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the position expressed by the LASSH Executive; 



b) Noted the wider traded services developments that were being 
considered; 

c) Requested that updated proposals for the traded School Safeguarding 
Service be considered taking into account the views expressed. 

 

 

2. Schools Block Budget 2016/17 

At the January Schools Forum, a number of decisions and recommendations in 
connection with the 2016/17 Schools Budget were made.   
 
On 15 January 2016, the Cabinet Member for Children, Young People and Schools 
approved the Schools Block budget proposals for 2016/17. The Authority then 
submitted the Schools Block budget proforma (Authority Proforma Tool (APT)) to the 
EFA on the 21 January 2016 deadline.   
 
The EFA contacted the LA on 21 January and 2 February 2016 requesting further 
information about the proforma, as part of the compliance checking process. The 21 
January email related to some minor technical clarifications around the operation of 
the proforma.  These were updated, and the proforma was resubmitted the same day. 
Queries on the 2 February were more detailed in nature and sought to sense check 
the data submitted on the proforma.  These included requests for clarification around:  

 the estimated pupil numbers at a Lancashire Free School that is still adding 
year groups; 

 the level of 2016/17 DSG underspend from previous years that is excluded from 
the MFG calculation; 

 the exclusion of a split site allocation at a primary school that had been removed 
following a change in circumstances. 

 
In addition, the EFA requested information, not related to the APT, about Post 16 
historical funding. The EFA indicated that they were reviewing the treatment of post-
16 historical funding for future funding reform. 
 
Responses to these queries were provided and an amended APT was submitted on 4 
February 2015. The adjustments to the APT have a net cost implication of around 
£260k. 
 
On 7 February 2016, the EFA confirmed Lancashire's 'adherence to the finance 
regulations and proforma appear to meet the required criteria, and we would like to 
thank you for the work done to achieve this'. 
 
School Budgets were issued to all schools on 23 February 2016. 
 
This report provided an opportunity for members to express any views about the 
2016/17 budget setting process.  One issue raised related to the impact of the change 
from IDACI 2010 to 2014 data.  Whilst the impact at individual school level was 
mitigated in part by the MFG, schools were unaware that the change was coming.  It 
was noted that the LA only discovered the change when the EFA provided school data 
in December 2015. 
 



The Forum thanked officers for their efforts in producing and distributing school 
budgets for 2016/17. 
 
Members also requested that schools be notified as soon as any future data changes 
became known and agreed to consider possible recommendations about the IDACI 
data changes, and any other known data updates,  in their Schools Budget principles 
for 2017/18. 
 

2017/18 Schools Budget Funding 
The Government have indicated that they will consult on various issues affecting 
school funding, for possible implementation in 2017/18.  These include the formulae 
arrangements for Schools/Academies, Early Years and High Needs and about the 
reduction of the local authority role in running schools and the removal of statutory 
duties.  
 
If response deadlines do not easily fit within the existing Forum meeting schedule, 
special arrangements may be needed to provide members with information about the 
proposals and gather views to inform a Forum response. 
 
 

Schools Budget Supporting Data 
Members were aware that the supporting data to calculate school block budgets 
originate from the October School Census each year.  The data is cleansed by the 
EFA and then provided to the LA on the Authority Proforma Tool (APT).  Lancashire 
then applies our local formula to the data to produce the overall Schools Budget and 
Individual School Budgets. 
 
Data for the calculation of Pupil Premium Grant (PPG) comes from the January School 
Census each year and again final notification of allocations comes to the LA from the 
EFA following data cleansing. 
 
Clearly, it is extremely important for schools to ensure that the data they submit on the 
termly census is complete and accurate. 
 
During the current year, a small number of schools have contacted the LA having 
noticed mistakes in their data submissions.  Where these errors have resulted in 
reduced funding for a school, some have asked if the LA is able to redetermine their 
budget or make a contingency payment to compensate.   
 
However, the current finance regulations do not permit in year rederminations of 
school budgets (except in some specified circumstances, e.g. rates funding) nor is 
there any contingency funding held centrally to correct errors.  In addition the Pupil 
Premium Grant is passported directly to schools and no additional funding for data 
errors is made available. 
 
The LA has not therefore been able to assist the schools that received reduced 
budgets or grant allocations due to data errors. 
 
It therefore seemed an opportune time to remind the Forum and all schools about the 
importance of data ownership and submission issues. 



 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Thanked officers for their efforts in producing and distributing school 

budgets for 2016/17. 
c) Requested that schools be notified as soon as any future data changes 

became known; 
d) Agreed to consider possible recommendations in relation to IDACI data 

changes, and any other data updates, in their Schools Budget principles 
for 2017/18; 

e) Supported a special meeting of the Forum and/or Working Groups being 
convened, if necessary, to provide members with information about the 
EFA proposals for school funding in 2017/18; 

f) Recommended that schools be reminded about the importance of 
accurate schools census submissions, as errors will impact on schools' 
funding that cannot be corrected by the LA. 

 

 

3. Rates Reimbursement Policy 

Following reports to the Working Group and Forum, a revised policy was introduced 
for dealing with rates reimbursements for 2014/15 onwards. 
 
The school funding framework provides rates funding in school budgets based on the 
authority's estimate. These estimates of actual costs are provided by Property Group 
and in known instances include a provision for increased costs because of expansions 
and revaluations.  The School and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations permit 
the authority to redetermine a school's budget share to take into account any changes 
in that school's non-domestic rate liability.   

 
The rates reimbursement policy requires schools to submit a business case to the 
authority, where the actual in year costs incurred by a school is greater than budgeted 
and the difference is at least greater than 1% of the Schools Block funding for the 
same funding period.  The policy also specified that any additional rates funding 
released would not be exempt from clawback, as it would be a reimbursement of an 
actual costs incurred. 
 
When the Forum supported the introduction of this policy, members had regard to data 
about the impact such a policy would have had in 2013/14 and a judgement about 
what is an appropriate level of material impact on a school. 
 
The policy has operated in 2014/15 and 2015/16 and this report provided an 
opportunity to sense check the policy with the Forum.  Information about the practical 
implementation of this policy was collated and the Forum were asked to consider the 
arrangements.   
 
Data showed the range of values paid out in both years, along with the % range and 
the level and the % range of claims received that were unsuccessful, as they were 
below the 1% threshold. 
 



In reviewing the rates reimbursement policy, two additional issues have arisen that 
require consideration.   

 
Firstly, the revised rates bills received by schools that are successful in receiving 
reimbursement sometimes relate to recalculations that are backdated for a number of 
years.  Depending on the timing of the revised bill, the new rateable charge may arrive 
too late to be incorporated in the Schools Block budget for the subsequent year.  The 
standard date to ensure inclusion in the following years budget is normally the first 
week in December. In such circumstances, a school could again submit a business 
case to reclaim the additional rates charge.  However, a single year increase may not 
be sufficient to meet the financial threshold that was originally exceeded by the 
multiyear charge.   
 
Having received support from the policy in one year, it may seem inappropriate for a 
school to be disadvantaged in the next year.  In order to provide equity to all schools 
supported by the policy, regardless of the date the revised charges are received, it 
was proposed that the financial threshold is waived for second year applications for 
those schools supported by the policy in one year, where the notification arrives too 
late to be included in the school's budget calculation for the subsequent year. 
 
The second issue relates to schools that are commissioned by the Authority to provide 
additional school places due to basic need demand in an area.  The Forum have 
previously approved a School Expansion Policy for Additional Revenue Funding 
(Growth Fund ) to assist schools with the funding lag that exists when schools are 
required to establish an extra class for the expanded intake.  A key element of the 
policy is to minimise disincentives to expansion as the transition period can prove 
challenging for schools. 
 
One concern that has been expressed by some schools in the expansion process 
relates to the uncertainty surrounding the possible rateable value implications 
associated with any new building for the expansion.  In practice, the increased rateable 
value at an expanding school is likely to be above the 1% financial threshold and in 
such circumstances a school would benefit through the existing rate reimbursement 
policy.   
 
However, as a degree of uncertainty exists, it is proposed to amend the rate 
reimbursement policy to waive the financial threshold for any schools where building 
work as part of an LA approved expansion contributes to an increased in year rates 
cost being incurred by the school. This is primarily to minimise any disincentives to 
expansion, which is a key principle of the expansion policy. 
 
In applying this revision to the reimbursement policy a school would need to fulfil the 
following criteria: 

o This waiving of the financial threshold would only apply to LA commissioned 
expansions that were being supported by the expansion policy; 

o In such circumstances, schools would still be required to submit a business 
case to the authority, setting out details the actual in year rates costs incurred 
by a school that is greater than budgeted; 

o Reimbursement will only be actioned when the additional rates cost are visible 
on the school's Oracle transaction report. 



 
The Group considered the existing policy application and the proposed amendments.  
Members felt that some change to the existing financial threshold should be 
considered as schools could face a significant in year cost for something that was out 
of their control and not their fault.   
 
Whilst there was no appetite for introducing phased base criteria, it was requested that 
the impact of introducing a cash threshold in addition to the % figure be modelled and 
the results shared with the Forum. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Requested that the impact of introducing a cash threshold in addition to 

the % figure be modelled and the results shared with the Forum. 
c) Confirmed that any additional rates funding released would not be exempt 

from clawback, as it would be a reimbursement of an actual costs 
incurred; 

d) Supported an amendment to the policy that the financial threshold is 
waived for second year applications for those schools supported by the 
policy in one year, where the notification arrives too late to be included in 
the school's budget calculation for the subsequent year; 

e) Supported an amendment to the policy to waive the financial threshold 
for any school where building work as part of an LA approved expansion 
contributes to an increased in year rates cost being incurred by the 
school. 

 
Information is attached at Appendix A showing the impact of various options to reduce 
the threshold. 
 
If any change to the threshold is agreed the Forum are asked to confirm that this 
should be applied to 2015/16 claims 

 

 

4. School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme  
Reports were presented to each of the Forum Working Groups in December 2015 
about the School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme.  The 
reports highlighted that the scheme outturn position for 2014/15 was an in year deficit 
of £0.322m and that a similar level of deficit was forecast at the end of 2015/16.   
 
In response to views expressed at the Working Groups, the January 2016 Forum 
meeting ratified a number of recommendations and principles in connection with the 
2016/17 scheme offer. 
 
Subsequent to the Forum meeting, 2016/17 supply scheme offers were supplied to all 
schools and academies in Lancashire.  Offers were issued on 19 January 2016 and 
schools were asked to notify the LA of any changes in their 2016/17 cover 
requirements, including joining or leaving the scheme or amending the level of cover, 
by 15 February 2016. 
 



Confirmation letters were sent out before the end of February 2016, and this 
communication will also provide a final opportunity for schools to amend their provision 
for April 2016.   
 
An analysis of responses received by the initial closing date shows that 23 fewer 
schools are in the 2016/17 scheme overall compared to 2015/16.  In addition, a small 
number of other schools have decided to remain in the teaching element of the 
scheme, but have ceased their membership of the support staff element.  There has 
also been some movement between the various teaching options chosen by schools.  
However, the majority of schools have continued the same level of cover in 2016/17 
that they received in 2015/16. 
 
Further reports will be presented to the Forum in due course, setting out the outturn 
position for 2015/16 and seeking views on any further scheme adjustments that may 
be needed for 2017/18. 
 
The Working Group noted the report. 
 
 

5. Scheme for Financing Schools  
Local authorities are required to publish a scheme for financing schools, which details 
the financial relationship with the maintained schools in the council.  The Forum are 
responsible for approving any Scheme amendments proposed by the LA. 
 
In December 2015, the DfE issued revised statutory guidance for local authorities on 
schemes for financing schools. The Issue 7 guidance update contained a single 
amendment from the previous issue 6 guidance from August 2015.  This was to add 
an additional paragraph to Section 6.2 'Circumstances in which charges may be 
made'.  The supplementary paragraph is shown below: 

6.2.20 Costs incurred by the authority in administering admissions appeals, 
where the local authority is the admissions authority and the funding for 
admission appeals has been delegated to all schools as part of their formula 
allocation. 

 
The amended scheme guidance has been issued following a DfE consultation held 
between 5 November and 4 December 2015.  

 
The Government's consultation response document sets out the background to the 
change.  It explains that local authorities currently have a duty to support maintained 
schools (Voluntary Aided, Foundation and Trust schools) which are admission 
authorities. This is in addition to authorities’ responsibilities where they as act as the 
admissions authority for maintained Community and Voluntary Controlled schools. 
However, the 2013/14 funding reforms removed the ability of local authorities to 
specifically allocate funding for own admissions authority schools and ended the 
separate grant paid to academies for admissions. The reforms also restricted local 
authorities’ ability to increase the amount of budget retained centrally for admissions, 
to ensure that as much money as possible was allocated to schools.  
 



The Government's consultation response document indicates that whilst respondents' 
views were split, the DfE had decided to proceed with the proposed amendment to the 
scheme statutory guidance. 
 
The change offers greater flexibility for LAs in complying with the School Admission 
Appeals Code.  Paragraph 1.14 of the School Admission Appeals Code states that: 
“Local authorities must allocate reasonable funds to governing bodies of maintained 
schools which are admission authorities to meet admission appeals costs.”  
 
If local authorities are compliant with the admission appeals code they do not have to 
change their approach to funding admission appeals. Should local authorities, in 
agreement with their Schools Forum, wish to continue to retain funding centrally to 
cover admission appeals for all types of schools, they will be able to do so. If local 
authorities need to increase their centrally retained admissions funding to do this, they 
need the consent of the School Forum and Secretary of State to do so.  

 
The change to the Scheme for Financing Schools Guidance is in addition to this 
option. The amendment to the guidance simply makes clear that local authorities may 
charge the budgets of schools for which they are the admissions authority for 
administering admission appeals. Local authorities would only be able to charge those 
schools for which they are the admission authority and therefore must provide an 
appeals service. Local authorities would therefore not be able to charge the budget 
shares of voluntarily aided or foundation schools, without prior agreement.  
 
There is no obligation for the scheme amendment to be used and the LA and Schools 
Forum must discuss and agree which approach best suits their local circumstances, 
to ensure greater transparency over the funding of admission appeals. 

 
The County Council is currently reviewing the admissions appeals arrangements that 
operate in Lancashire and further information will be provided to the Forum if any 
changes are proposed in future, including the introduction of the Scheme amendment 
or applying to the Secretary of State to increase the level of funding retained centrally 
for admissions funding.   
 
However, this report provides an opportunity for members to express any views on the 
revised regulatory position. 
 
By way of context, Lancashire had almost 2500 school admission appeals in the 
2014/15 academic year, broken down as follows: 

o Voluntary Aided/Foundation – 900 
o County Controlled/Community – 1584 
 

Members discussed the constraints in the national funding framework that prevented 
the formula from allocating funding based on differing responsibilities between aided/ 
foundation and community/controlled schools.  However, members noted that the 
government consultations on the future funding formula and the possible removal of 
statutory duties may impact on the position going forward. 
 
The Working Group noted the report. 
 



 

  



Appendix A 

        

 Rates Reimbursement Threshold Options      

       

 Current 1% threshold       

   2014/15 2015/16     

  Number of Business Cases Submitted 9 12     

  Number meeting criteria 7 6     

            

  £ Value range of successful cases 
£22,000 - 
£47,000 

£14,000 - 
£34,000     

  % range of successful cases 1.38% - 3.95% 1.02% - 2.77%     

            

  £ Value range of unsuccessful cases £1,000- £3,000 £700 - £13,000     

  % range of unsuccessful cases 0.09% - 0.92% 0.07% - 0.93%     

        

        

 

Current 1% threshold and application of 2nd year qualification 
     

   2014/15 2015/16     

 Number of Business Cases Submitted 9 12     

 Number meeting criteria 7 7     

           

 £ Value range of successful cases 
£22,000 - 
£47,000 

£13,000 - 
£34,000     

 % range of successful cases 1.38% - 3.95% 0.97% - 2.77%     

           

 £ Value range of unsuccessful cases £1,000- £3,000 £700 - £9,000     

 % range of unsuccessful cases 0.09% - 0.92% 0.07% - 0.46%     

        

        

 

Revised 0.5% threshold and application of 2nd year qualification 
     

   2014/15 2015/16     

 Number of Business Cases Submitted 9 12     

 Number meeting criteria 8 7     

           

 £ Value range of successful cases 
£22,000 - 
£47,000 

£14,000 - 
£34,000     

 % range of successful cases 1.38% - 3.95% 1.02% - 2.77%     

           

 £ Value range of unsuccessful cases £1,000 £700 - £9,000     

 % range of unsuccessful cases 0.09% 0.07% - 0.46%     

  



        

 

Revised reimbursement threshold - lower of 1% of total budget share or 
alternative detailed below     

 

   2014/15 2015/16     

 

Number of unsuccessful cases with 
current methodology 2 5     

           

 

Number of cases moving to successful 
following application of revised threshold 
criteria         

 

Lower of 1% total budget share or 
£10,000 0 0     

 Lower of 1% total budget share or £5,000 0 2     

           

 £ Value range of unsuccessful cases £1,000- £3,000 £700 - £2,500     

 % range of unsuccessful cases 0.09% - 0.92% 0.07% - 0.46%     

        

 


