
MEETING OF THE LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM 
TO BE HELD ON THURSDAY 17 MARCH 2016 
 
Venue: Oak Room, Woodlands Conference Centre, Chorley 
Time: 9.30 a.m.  

 
A G E N D A 
 
 

1. Attendance and Apologies for Absence 
To be recorded in accordance with the agreed membership of the Forum.   
 

2. Substitute Members 

To welcome any substitute Members.  
 

3. Forum Membership (Enclosure) 
To consider the report about Forum membership changes.  
 

4. Minutes of the Last Meeting held on 14 January 2016 (Enclosure) 

To agree the minutes of the last meeting held on 14 January 2016. 
 
5. Matters Arising 

To consider any matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 14 January 2016 
that are not covered elsewhere on the agenda. 

 
6. National Schools and High Needs Funding Formulae Consultation  

A presentation will be provided for the Forum about the consultations on the proposed 
.National Schools and High Needs Funding Formulae 

 
7. Recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group (Enclosure) 

To consider the recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group held on 1 March 
2016. 
 

8. Recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group (Enclosure) 
To consider the recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group held on 25 
February 2016. 
 

9. Recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group (Enclosure) 
To consider the recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 23 
February 2016. 
 

10. Forum Correspondence  
There has been no Forum related correspondence since the last meeting. 
 

11. Any Other Business  

No know items. 
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12. Date of Future Meetings (Enclosure) 

To note that the next Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Tuesday 5 July 2016 at 
Chorley Woodlands. 
 
A report is also attached about the future arrangements to be made for Forum meetings, 
including the timings and venues. 

 
13. Property Asset Management System (PAMS) 

Peter Mayes, Assistant Director of Commissioning, will attend the Forum to provide a 
preview of the Property Asset Management System (PAMS). 
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Lancashire Schools Forum meeting of 17 March 2016 at Chorley Woodlands 
 

Executive Summary 
 
1. Attendance and Apologies for Absence and 2. Substitute Members 

To note attendance and apologies for absence and welcome any substitute members.   
 

3. Membership  

Information is provided on Forum membership changes since the last meeting.   
 
The Forum is asked to welcome new members and thank those that have left. 
 

4. Minutes of the Last Meeting held on 14 January 2016 and 5. Matters Arising 
To agree the minutes of the last meeting held on 14 January 2016 and any matters arising. 

 
6. National Schools and High Needs Funding Formulae Consultation  

A presentation will be provided for the Forum about the consultations on the proposed .National 
Schools and High Needs Funding Formulae 

 
The Forum are asked to consider arrangements for responding to the consultations 

 
7. Recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group  

To consider the recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group held on 1 March 2016. 
 

i. Schools Safeguarding SLA  
The LA is proposing to offer a traded Schools Safeguarding service from 2016/17.  Some concerns 
have been raised about this approach and information was provided to the working group about the 
proposals and provided an opportunity for further comment. 
 
Members also discussed some wider school trading issues. 
 
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. 
 

 

ii. 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.   
 
This report updated members on developments since the last Forum meeting, including approval 
for Lancashire's 2016/17 Schools Block Budget proposals by the EFA and the issuing of school 
budgets.  The report provided an opportunity for members to comment on the 20163/17 budget 
process. 
 
In addition, the report reminded members about the need to ensure census data was correct, as 
this was the basis for school funding and the LA no longer has the ability to redetermine budgets to 
correct errors, nor is there any contingency funding to compensate when mistakes have been made. 
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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. 

 

iii. 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. 
 
Now that the policy has been in operation for a couple of years, information was provided about the 
operation of the policy and members were asked to review the arrangements. 
 
Two additions to the policy were also proposed for consideration. 
 
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. 

 
Following the Working Group's recommendations, information is provided showing the impact of 
various options to reduce the threshold. 

 

 

iv. 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 and these were 
reflected in an offer made to all schools. 
 
This report provided an update on the take up for 2016/17 from schools responses. 

 
The Working Group noted the report. 
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v. 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.  This was to add an additional paragraph to Section 6.2 'Circumstances in which 
charges may be made', which allows costs incurred 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 LA has no current proposals to introduce this change, but this report provided an opportunity 
for members to comment.  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. 

 
The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 

 
 

8. Recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group  
To consider the recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group held on 25 February 
2016. 
 

i. Early Years Block Funding Arrangements 2016/17 
Confirmation was provided that Maintained Schools Early Years funding statements for 2016/17 
were issued on 23 February 2016 and that PVI Early Years funding statements for 2016/17 were 
issued on 24 February 2016. 

 
The Working Group noted the information. 

 
ii. Review of the Early Education Consultative Group (EECG)  

A shortlisting meeting for new EECG members was held prior to the regular meeting and had 
appointed 5 new members. 
 
The Working Group noted the information. 

 
 

iii. Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) Maintained School Arrangements  
Following concerns expressed at the last meeting about the EYPP processes for maintained 
schools, the Working Group Chair wrote to the LA.  Debbie Ormerod, Admissions Manager, 
attended the meeting to provide a verbal update about the arrangements for EYPP in the maintained 
sector. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the improved EYPP process for the maintained sector; 
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c) Requested that clarification of the process for notifying changes to the CLA data be circulated 
to all maintained and PVI settings. 

 
 

iv. Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) Data Collection 
Following on from the previous report, information was shared with the Group from recent EFA 
guidance confirmed that, in future, the data required to calculate local authority EYPP allocations 
will only be collected on the January school and early years censuses each year. 
 
This report provided information about possible options for paying EYPP locally, including: 

 Continue to make termly payments to providers 
 Introducing a single allocation point for EYPP 

 
The Working Group debated the options available and gave considerable consideration to the 
processes, particularly in the maintained sector, which could be implemented to identify eligible 
pupils and make payments in terms where there was no EYPP marker on relevant censuses. 
 
The Working Group:  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed a view that for reasons of equity and to ensure that the requirements for continual 

eligibility checking were fulfilled, a termly EYPP payment system, for both PVI and 
maintained sectors, should be retained; 

c) Requested that a communication be circulated to confirm the agreed processes in the 
maintained sector for the termly EYPP payments now that confirmation had been received 
that an EYPP marker would only feature on the January school census, and not in May and 
October. 

 

Key points of the EYPP communication requested by the Working Group are provided in the report. 
 

v. 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 and these were 
reflected in an offer made to all schools. 
 
This report provided an update on the take up for 2016/17 from schools responses. 
 
The Working Group noted the report. 
 
The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 
 

9. Recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group 

To consider the recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 23 February 
2016. 
 

6



i. Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Service Consultation  
The formal Service consultation was launched on 9 February 2016 and will run until 21 March 2016 
and a copy of the public consultation document was provided for the working Group. 
 
Charlotte Ennis, Wellbeing, Prevention & Early Help Manager attended the Working Group meeting 
for this item to discuss the proposals and provide an opportunity for the Forum to comment. 
 

 
It was noted that the associated Property Review would consider the issue of where to situate 
proposed Neighbourhood Centres and some comments that emerged related to this aspect of the 
County Council proposals. 

 

It was agreed that members' comments on the WPEHS proposals would be collated into a 
consultation response from the Chair of the Working Group, which would be approved using the 
urgent business procedure.   

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Agreed their comments on the WPEHS proposals would be collated into a consultation 

response from the Chair of the Working Group, which would be approved using the 
urgent business procedure.   

 
A copy of the agreed consultation response is provided in the report. 

 
 

ii. High Needs Block Funding and Commissioned Places 2016/17 Update 
This report provided an update on developments relating to the High Needs Budget and place 
commissioning in 2016/17, since the Schools Forum meeting in January 2016.   
 
The report also set out some possible arrangements for reviewing commissioned place numbers 
for 2017/18 

 

The Working Group 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted the EFA decisions in connection with the 2016/17 Place Change Request Submission 

for FE Colleges; 
c) Noted the operation of the policy to utilise flexibility in top-up funding rates to support the 

increased places that need to be commissioned for special school post 16 provision in 
2016/17; 

d) Noted that the 2016/17 School Budgets had been issued using SEN count data from 
November 2015, due to changed count dates, but that funding would be updated termly in 
accordance with existing practice; 

e) Supported the revised school specific top up at a school that has moved premises being 
backdated to September 2015; 

f) Supported the proposed High Needs Block Commissioned Places process for 2017/18 and 
requested further information on the actual number of pupils at SERF Units. 

 
Information on the current number of pupils at Lancashire SERF units is provided in the report. 

 

iii. 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 
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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 and these were 
reflected in an offer made to all schools. 
 
This report provided an update on the take up for 2016/17 from schools responses. 
 
The Working Group noted the report. 

 

vi. Additional Inclusion Support (AIS) Funding. 
An issue was raised on behalf of the Nursery School Federation relating to funding AIS funding 
appearing to cease once an EHC plan was issued to a child at a Nursery School.  
 
SEND colleagues confirmed that this should not be the case and agreed to follow up on the 
individual query. 
 
The Working Group noted the report. 
 
The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 
 
 

10. Forum Correspondence  

There has been no Forum related correspondence since the last meeting. 
 

11. Any Other Business  
There are no notified items of AOB. 
 

12. Date of Future Meetings  

To note that the next Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Tuesday 5 July 2016 at Chorley 
Woodlands. 
 
A report is also attached setting out some possible options for the future arrangements to be 
made for Forum meetings, including the timings and venues, now that final decisions have been 
taken to close Woodlands. 
 
The Forum is asked to note the report and offer a steer about future meeting arrangements.  

 
 
13. Property Asset Management System (PAMS) 

Peter Mayes, Assistant Director of Commissioning, will attend the Forum to provide a preview of 
the Property Asset Management System (PAMS). 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 17 March 2016 
 
Item No 3 
 
Title: Schools Forum Membership 
 
 
Executive Summary  
 

This report deals with Forum membership issues. 
 
 
Recommendations 

 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Thank Jan Finch and CC Susie Charles for their contribution to the Forum: 
c) Welcome CC Peter Buckley to his first Forum meeting. 
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Background 
This report updates the Forum on membership changes since the last meeting. 
 
Secondary School Governor Member 
Jan Finch, a secondary school governor member of the Forum has indicated that 
she has resigned her membership due to family commitments. 
 
The LA will seek a replacement secondary school governor as part of the annual 
membership review process. 
 
Members will wish to thank Jan for her contribution to the Forum. 
 
 
Elected Members of the LA 
The Conservative Group have changed their Forum representative. 
 
CC Peter Buckley is the new Forum member, replacing CC Susie Charles. 
 
Members will wish to welcome Peter to his first full Forum meeting and thank Susie 
for her contribution to the Forum. 
 
 
Annual Membership Review 
As part of the Annual Membership review, most school members have now indicated 
whether they wish to continue on the Forum from September 2016.  The LA is awaiting 
final decisions from a small number of members and will then make arrangements, 
where needed, to seek replacements members to join the Forum for the new academic 
year. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD AT 9:30 A.M. ON THURSDAY 14 JANUARY 2016 AT 
WOODLANDS CONFERENCE CENTRE, CHORLEY 

 

Present: Schools Members: 
 Primary School Governors Academy Governor 
 Stephen Booth Chris McConnachie 
 Gerard Collins Louise Shaw 
 Patricia Eastham  
 Simon Gillespie Academy Principal/Headteacher 
 Steve Parsons Alan Porteous 
 Peter Simpson Ian Spencer 
 Laurence Upton  
 Alan Whittaker Alternative Provision Academy 
   
 Primary School Headteachers Special School Governor 
 Cheryl Brindle  
 Tim Cross Special School Headteacher 
 Lisa Davison Sue Kitto 
 Paula Evans  

 Susanne Hesketh Short Stay Governor 
 Michael Holden Sandra Thornberry 
 Angela Newton  
 Janice Reynolds Short Stay Headteacher 

 Steve Robinson  
 Lynne Ward Nursery School Headteacher 

  Liz Klavins 
 Secondary School Governors  

 Janice Astley Nursery School Governor 
 Jane Beckford Thelma Cullen 
 Brian Rollo  
   
 Secondary School Headteachers  
 Steve Campbell  
 Peter Cunningham  
 Mark Fowle  
 Mark Jackson  
 David Pearson (Chair)  
   
                                                Members: 
 Other Voting Members Early Years - PVI 
 CC Nikki Hennessy Sharon Fenton (sub for Sharon Alexander) 
 Robin Newton – Syms Peter Hindle 
  Anne Peet, 
   
 Observers Members of the Public 

 Les Turner (substitute for David Fann) Gordon McCann (School Governor) 
 Mac Harrison  

 Liz Laverty  
 Rod Marsden  

 Sam Ud-din  
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In attendance: Paul Bonser James Cross (observing) 
 Andrew Good David Graham (observing) 
 Christine Hurford David Middleton (observing) 
 Zainub Patel Alice O'Boyle (observing) 
 Heather Stevens Reece Pearce (observing) 
 Kevin Smith Neil Smith (observing) 
 Bob Stott  

 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were received from Felicity Ackroyd, Sharon Alexander, Phil Birch, 
Grant Carruthers, John Davey, David Fann, Jan Finch, Janet Hamid, Bill Hodgson, Barry 
Payton, Ruth Pollock, Tim Warren, Stephen Whittaker and Mike Wright. 

 
2. SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS 

Sharon Fenton attended the meeting as Early Years – PVI representative, substituting for 
Sharon Alexander.  Les Turner attended the meeting as the NAHT observer, substituting 
for David Fann. 
 

3. MEMBERSHIP  
With the retirement of the former Forum Chairman, a vacancy is available on the BT 
Lancashire Services (BTLS) Schools ICT Focus Group.   
 
The Schools Forum, along with other schools groups, nominate representatives to attend. 
 
The Forum is also represented by: 

 Jane Beckford; 
 Gerard Collins;  
 Tim Cross;   
 Janet Hamid. 

 
The Forum noted the report. 

 
Individual members were asked to consider volunteering to take the vacant Forum 
place. 
 

4. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING HELD ON 20 OCTOBER 2015  
The last meeting held on 20 October 2015 were agreed as a correct record. 

 
5. MATTERS ARISING 

 
Consultation on the Schools and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations 2015 
A Forum response was sent to this consultation and the DfE have now responded to say 
that the provisions included in their consultation were supported by the majority of 
respondents.  The DfE have therefore laid the regulations before in Parliament and they 
came into force on 7 January 2016. 
 
Increase in Free Childcare to 30 Hours for 3 and 4 Year Olds 
Lancashire has withdrawn our offer to become a pilot authority for the Increase in Free 
Childcare to 30 Hours for 3 and 4 Year Olds.   
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6. PRESENTATION BY THE DIRECTOR OF CHILDREN'S SERVICES  

Bob Stott, Director of Children's Services addressed the Forum, setting out some of the 
key issues facing the service at present. 
 
Bob referred to the outcome from the recent OfSTED inspection of Children's Services in 
Lancashire and stressed that the authority was responding to fix the issues identified.  It 
was emphasised that the inspection was focussed on Children's Services, and did not 
reflect the school improvement services that were provided by the County Council. 
 
The unprecedented financial constrains facing the County Council were also 
discussed.  Two particular options that could impact on schools were mentioned, the 
possible closure of Whitehough Outdoor Education Centre and possible closure of the 
Woodlands Conference Centre.  These proposals, and others, would be subject to 
consultations, with difficult decisions needing to be taken over the coming months.   
 
Bob agreed to update the Forum on the issues at a future meeting. 
 
The Forum thanked Bob for his report. 
 

7. CONSIDERATION OF THE SCHOOLS BUDGET 2016/17  
 

a) Schools Budget 2016/17 
The Schools Budget 2016/17 report was prepared following receipt of pupil data and 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) allocation information from the Education Funding 
Agency in mid-December 2015 and presented the estimated budget position as at 18 
December 2015.  The report also provided information on the Central Items budget for 
2016/17. 
 
b) Recommendations from the Forum Chairman's Group  

The budget report was supplemented by a presentation that set out the latest Schools 
Budget proposals for 2016/17, including the recommendations from the Forum 
Chairman's Group on 11 January 2016. 
 
The report set out the forecast DSG Income from EFA 2016/17, as follows: 
 

Forecast DSG Income £m's 
Schools Block 701.389  
Early Years Block 3/4 year olds 47.395  
Early Years Block 2 year olds 8.565  
Early Years PPG 0.959  
High Needs Block 101.578  
High Needs Block Reduction for pre & post 16 which are funded outside 
DSG 

(4.672) 

Additions for non block funding 0.227  
 
Total forecast DSG Income  

 
855.441  

Less Early Years PPG included in DSG but not schools budget (0.959) 

Plus estimated growth in Early Years Block 3/4 year olds 1.736  
Plus estimated growth in Early Years Block 2 year olds 1.594  
 
Total forecast funding available 2016/17 

 
857.813  
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The proposed DSG allocations for 2016/17, were also provided, as follows:  

 
DSG allocated to £m's 
Schools Block 696.793  
Early Years Block 3/4 year olds 48.326  
Early Years Block 2 year olds 12.173  
High Needs Block (HNB)  

 HNB Mainstream 5.457  
 HNB Special Schools 46.177  
 HNB PRU Places 10.952  
 HNB PRU WPN 0.053  
 HNB FE 5.406  

Centrally retained budget 35.933  
 
Total of Allocations 

 
861.270  

 
It was noted that one of the key data changes in 2016/17 related to the fact that the EFA had 
changed from using IDACI 2010 to IDACI 2014.  This reduced costs by approximately £1.7m 
in schools and by an estimated £117k in early years. 
 
The Final central expenditure proposals for 2016/17 were also provided, as below: 
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    2016/17   
Central Expenditure 
Limit 

Approved 
Budget 

2015/16 

High 
Needs 
Budget 

Early 
Years 

Budget 

Central 
Provision 

Total  Variance 
from 

2014/15 
  £m £m £m £m £m £m 
Central Services       

Carbon Trading 0.047 0.047   0.047 - 
Prudential Borrowing 0.240   0.240 0.240 - 

Copyright Licence 0.500   0.850 0.850 0.350 
School Forum 0.188   0.188 0.188 - 

Sub total Central 
Services 

0.975 0.047  1.278 1.325 0.350 

Commissioned 
Services 

      

EU Energy 
Performance Directive 

0.022 0.011 0.011  0.022 - 

High Needs Block Top 
up 

2.249 2.249   2.249 - 

Children Missing 
Education & Vulnerable 
Children 

0.161 0.161   0.161 - 

Admissions 0.937   0.937 0.937 - 
ICT 0.029 0.029   0.029 - 
Commissioned services 1.459 1.459   1.459 - 
Hospital Provision 0.610 0.610   0.610 - 
IDSS      - 
Out County - Specialist 
provision 

15.097 15.097   15.097 - 

Out County - 
Mainstream / 
academies 

 1.374  1.374    1.374 - 

Specialised Equipment 0.447 0.447   0.447 - 
Inclusion Projects 0.897 0.897   0.897 - 
Teachers & Support 4.264 4.264   4.264 - 
Multi Agency 
Development 

0.075 0.075   0.075 - 

Early Intervention 1.400 1.400   1.400 - 
Careers Education 
Information Advice & 
Guidance 

0.150 0.150   0.150 - 

Support for Vulnerable 
Pupils  

0.977 0.977   0.977 - 

Special School PFI 1.051 1.086   1.086 0.035 
Overheads 1.912 1.912   1.912 - 
Growth Fund 1.540   1.462 1.462 (0.078) 

Sub total 
Commissioned 
Services 

34.651 32.198 0.011 2.399 34.608 (0.043) 

Total Central 
Expenditure Limit 

35.626 32.245 0.011 3.677 35.933 0.307 

 
It was noted that subsequent to the Central Expenditure proposals being presented to the 
working groups in December 2015, the DfE had advised of an additional increase in the 
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copyright license of £0.022m which has been included in the allocations table.  Therefore in 
the allocations table the Central Expenditure Limit has been set at £35.933m. 
 

Information was provided in connection with the calculation of funding shortfall in 2016/17, as 
follows: 
 

 £m 
Total forecast DSG income funding available 2016/17 857.813  
Total DSG of Allocations 2016/17 861.270  
 
Surplus/(Shortfall) in funding 

 
(3.457) 

 
Allocation of reserves as a one off 

 
6.164  

 
Remaining reserves to be distributed  

 
2.707  

 
In accordance with the earlier School Forum decisions, funding of £6.164m will be distributed 
from reserves.  School Forum agreed that the first call on this funding would be to offset 
shortfalls in funding, with any residual amount distributed through the basic pupil element to 
primary schools, secondary schools and their academy equivalents, top up elements in 
Special Schools and PRUs, and base rates to Early Years providers. 
 
Following consideration of the updated 2016/17 budget position, the Forum Chairman's group 
made the following recommendations, which were following budget principles agreed by the 
Forum: 
 
Policy issues  

 Noted the updated commissioned special school places and supported their use in 
the budget setting process; 

 Noted that the proposed special school transitional protection was no longer 
needed now place numbers have been revised; 

 Supported the use of Post 16 commissioned place top-up to assist with equity 
across all sectors; 

 Supported the revised school specific allocation for one special school that now 
had a pool, based on the cubic m. 

 
Capping 

 Supported the cap on funding gains being set at 1.5% as per Forum principle, to 
match MFG; 

 
Primary low attainment percentage 

 Supported the application of a weighting to pupils assessed under the new Early 
Years Foundation Stage Profile, of 44.14% in 2016/17 so that funding is 
commensurate with the percentage of pupils not reaching 73 points under the old 
profile; 
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High Needs Top Up 
 Supported the High Needs top-up rates across all sectors being maintained 

o Primary & Secondary schools / academies; 
o Special Schools; 
o PRUs; 
o FE; 

 
Shortfall 

 Confirmed support that the first call on allocation of one off reserves should be to 
bridge the shortfall in core funding £3.509m 

 
One off principles 

 Supported the allocation of any remaining release from reserves being distributed 
in accordance with the following principles: 

o The one off allocations can only be made through top-up factors in HNB, 
and basic rate in EY, it is therefore equitable that the Primary and Secondary 
is distributed through the basic element, this is our normal distribution 
methodology and removes expectation of any increase in lump sum being 
retained in future years. 

o The allocation of one off reserves is through the formula in all cases and 
therefore is equitably distributed across all schools and academies, and 
maintained and PVI early years providers, including childminders. 

o Supported guidance accompanying the distribution of this funding to remind 
schools that this funding cannot be guaranteed in future years. 
 

Allocation of remaining one off reserves 
 Supported the additional release from reserves of £2.671m, using the above 

principles, as follows: 
 

o Schools Block – Total Allocation £2.236m 
• Distributed through basic pupil element 
 

o EY Block – Total Allocation £0.253m 
• Distributed through base rate for 2 & 3/4 year olds 

 
o HNB Block – Total Allocation £0.182m 

• Distributed in special schools through school specific rates  
• Distributed in PRU through the following top ups 

• Excluded Pupils 
• Primary Support  
• Pupils Medical Pupils 
• Other Pupils 

 
 Noted that this calculated the following individual rates for 2016/17: 

• Primary Basic Pupil Element per pupil £12.93 
• Secondary Basic Pupil Element per pupil £16.44 
• EY per hour  £0.02 
• Special per school specific £61.24 
• PRU per top-up (pupil based) £54.22 
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 Noted that following consideration of the final Schools Budget proposals by the 
Cabinet Member, the Authority is required to submit a final Schools Block budget 
proforma for 2016/17 to the Education Funding Agency (EFA) by 21 January 2016. 

 
Members gave careful consideration to the 2016/17 Schools Budget proposals. 

 
The Forum: 

 
a) Noted the report, including the 2016/17 Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) 

allocation and the budget proposals for each funding block; 
b) Noted the recommendations from the Forum Chairman's Group meeting on 11 

January 2016; 
c) Voted unanimously (37 votes for, 0 votes against and 0 abstentions) to support 

the Schools Budget proposals for 2016/17 for the Schools Block, High Needs 
Block, Early Years Block and Centrally Retained Expenditure and support the 
Dedicated Schools Grant Reserve underwriting the uncertainties around the 
Early Years and High Needs Blocks; 

d) Unanimously (37 votes for, 0 votes against and 0 abstentions) approved the 
Central Items budget lines requiring Forum agreement, as set out below: 
 

SCHOOLS AND EARLY YEARS BUDGETS 2016/17 
SPECIFIC APPROVALS NEEDED FROM THE SCHOOLS FORUM 

Proposed 
Expenditure: 
2016/17 

£000 
    

De-delegation for mainstream schools  
 Schools in financial difficulty; 
 Museum service (primary only); 
 Staff Costs Public duties/Suspensions.  

Approved by 
the Schools 
Forum on 20 
October 2015 

    
Central spend on   

 growth fund  1,462 
 falling rolls fund for surplus places in good or outstanding schools 

where a population bulge is expected in 2-3 years  
- 

 funding for significant pre-16 pupil growth - 
 equal pay back-pay - 
 places in independent schools for non-SEN pupils - 
 early years expenditure - 
 high needs block contingency 2,249 

    
Central spend on (not more that the value committed in 2013/14)   

 admissions    937 
 servicing of schools forum    188 
 carbon reduction commitment PRUs      47 
 capital expenditure funded from revenue - 
 contribution to combined budgets 1,550 
 schools budget centrally funded termination of employment costs - 
 schools budget funded prudential borrowing cost    240 
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 special education needs transport costs - 
    

Carry forward a deficit on central expenditure to the next year to be funded 
from the schools budget 

- 

 
 

8. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SCHOOLS BLOCK WORKING GROUP  
On 8 December 2015 the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of reports. 
A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Groups 
considerations were provided for the Forum. 
 

i. Schools Block Budget 2016/17  
Recommendations relating to this item had been considered under item 7. 
 

ii. Service De-delegations 2016/17 
On 20 October 2015, primary and secondary school members of the Schools Forum 
determined a number of Service De-delegations for 2016/17.  This report set out possible 
options for the 2016/17 charging methodology. 
 

 Option 1 would retain the total cash values for each de-delegation from 2015/16 
and adjust the per pupil rate using the October 2015 school census (lump sum 
figures would remain unchanged).   

 Option 2 would retain per pupil rates at the 2015/16 levels (and also lump sums, 
where these are included in the calculation).  As aggregate pupil numbers are 
expected to rise overall across the primary and secondary phases between 
October 2014 and October 2015, the total cash values for each de-delegation 
would increase.  This option would generate a few thousand pounds of additional 
income for the de-delegated services in 2016/17. 

 

The Working Group: 
a) Supported the use of Option 2 to retain the 2015/16 per pupil rates in 2016/17.  

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
iii. Central Expenditure Limit Budget 2016/17 

Recommendations relating to this item had been considered under item 7. 
 

iv. School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme  
This report provided information on the School Teaching and Support Staff Supply 
Reimbursement Scheme, including the 2014/15 outturn and the forecast 2015/16 position 
and proposals for 2016/17. 

 
It was noted that the Scheme had an in year deficit of £0.322m at 31 March 2015.  This 
deficit was met from the Scheme reserve, which began the year at £1m, leaving a reserve 
available in 2015/16 of £0.678m. It was likely that the scheme will again end the 2015/16 
year with a significant deficit. 
 
Various proposals and alternative options were put forward for consideration by the group; 
 
The Working Group: 

 Noted the report and the 2014/15 supply scheme outturn position; 
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 Noted that the 2015/16 year end position was likely to reveal a further scheme 
deficit; 

 Recommended the following principles be applied to shape the scheme for 
2016/17: 

o The overriding principle must be for the overall scheme to be self financing 
from premium income and the scheme reserve and should not risk a position 
where it potentially would need to be supported from general DSG reserves; 

o No uplift be applied to the reimbursement rates for 2016/17, to minimise any 
increase that may be required in premiums; 

o The support staff scheme continue to be offered, and that an increase in 
premiums be applied to ensure that the scheme ceased to be a drain on the 
teaching element; 

o The teaching staff scheme be rebased on the basis of pupil numbers, but 
that this calculation be phased in over a number of years to minimise 
turbulence; 

o No further sub-division of the Schools Block teaching scheme premiums by 
phase be applied and a holistic approach to the accounting for the teaching 
element of the scheme continue from April 2016. 

o No changes to the Scheme policy be applied. 
 
Following the recommendation around protecting the general DSG reserve, officers have 
found that it would be non-compliant for the DSG reserve to be automatically charged for 
any overspend  
 
Every step would be taken to ensure that the scheme will not overspend the supply 
reserve, but if this did occur then the LA would retrospectively charge scheme members 
for their share of the overspend.  However unlikely the risk, it remains with the Schools 
Forum if any school was unwilling/unable to pay. 

 
In response to a request, information was provided on the number of staff in Lancashire 
schools to provide some context for the scheme.  Figures from the November 2015 School 
Workforce Census were provided and it was noted that the data is from all LA maintained 
schools, but did not include any academies as they provide all their information directly to 
the DfE.  Figures were: 
 

Support Staff Teaching Staff Total 
14,098 9,029 23,127 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
v. Surface Water and Highways Drainage (SWHD) Charges 

The report provided an update on the latest SWHD developments since the last meeting. 
 
It was noted that following a government consultation, to which the Forum replied, DEFRA 
have issued a response which includes the following extract: 

 
"Surface water drainage charging  

The government has reviewed responses relating to surface water drainage charges 
and acknowledges the strength of feeling on this issue – particularly from schools and 
public sector organisations in the North West of England. In light of the feedback 
received, the government has decided to review its Guidance to Water and Sewerage 
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Undertakers in relation to Concessionary Schemes for Community Groups for Surface 
Water Drainage Charges. " 

 
Whilst we do not know what any revised guidance may advise, the fact that the 
government intend to review the Concessionary Schemes for Community Groups for 
Surface Water Drainage Charges can only be seen as a positive outcome from the  
DEFRA consultation.   
 
As part of the campaign it was noted a number of Forum members had initiated various 
representations by their schools and had been involved in motions at Lancashire County 
Council, Preston City Council and Chorley Borough Council.   Tim Cross was also 
interviewed by BBC radio Lancashire. 
 
The Working Group: 

 Welcomed the Government's intention to revise guidance to water companies. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 
 

vi. School Crossing Patrols  
Information was provided to confirm that the Cabinet have now agreed to approve revenue 
budget provision to provide a school crossing patrol service fully funded by the County 
Council.  
 
The Working Group: 

 Noted the report; 

 Welcomed the School Crossing Patrol decisions that have now been taken by the 
County Council. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
vii. Free School Meals Eligibility Project 

Information was provided about the project undertaken each year by the County Council, 
in partnership with the District Councils in the County, which attempts to maximise the 
number of pupils identified as eligible for Free School Meals (FSM). 
 
It was noted that over 700 pupils, generating almost £850k of PPG income, have been 
identified through this project across the last two years. 
 
One issue discussed related to the type of consent used by District Councils on this 
project.  Some districts used implied consent whist other required explicit consent of the 
claimants.  The mailshot contained the instruction that the claimant make contact in order 
to either ‘opt-in’ or ‘opt-out’ of the campaign depending on the type of consent.  It was 
noted that West Lancashire Headteachers were making representations to their district 
council in connection with the type of consent required. 
 
The staffing and IT costs of running this project are borne by the County and District 
Councils. Additional costs are incurred by the District Councils arising from the annual 
mailshot.  A request has been received to reimburse the District Councils for these 
mailshot costs, which were estimated at about £2k for 2015/16.  This cost could be met 
from the Schools Forum budget, from savings arising from the reduced postage costs now 
that the Forum operates on an electronic basis. 
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The Working Group: 

 Noted the report; 

 Supported the postage costs for the project being met from the Schools Forum 
Budget. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
 

9. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE EARLY YEARS BLOCK WORKING GROUP  
On 3 December 2015 the Early Years Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports. A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working 
Groups considerations were provided for the Forum. 
 

i. Early Years Block Funding Arrangements 2016/17 
ii. Central Items Budget 2016/17 

Recommendations relating to these items had been considered under item 7. 
 

iii. School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme  
This report provided information on the School Teaching and Support Staff Supply 
Reimbursement Scheme, including the 2014/15 outturn and the forecast 2015/16 position 
and proposals for 2016/17. 

 
This report provided information on the School Teaching and Support Staff Supply 
Reimbursement Scheme, including the 2014/15 outturn and the forecast 2015/16 position 
and proposals for 2016/17. 

 
It was noted that the Scheme had an in year deficit of £0.322m at 31 March 2015.  This 
deficit was met from the Scheme reserve, which began the year at £1m, leaving a reserve 
available in 2015/16 of £0.678m. It was likely that the scheme will again end the 2015/16 
year with a significant deficit. 
 
Various proposals and alternative options were put forward for consideration by the group; 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Emphasised that nursery schools rely heavily on support staff for their operation 

and so supported the continued offer of the support staff scheme, even if there 
needed to be a significant increase in premiums; 

c) Supported the principle that the teaching scheme charges should be rebased by 
sector to ensure that they were operating on an economic footing. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
iv. Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) 

Information was provided about the 2015/16 EYPP allocation and the current estimate the 
likely Lancashire EYPP expenditure.  The report also set information on the maintained 
and PVI processes for issuing EYPP 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Recommended that any unallocated EYPP be held in reserve to provide for any 
DfE 2015/16 recoupment of funding or 2016/17 adjustment, until such time as 
clarification is received from the DfE; 
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b) Recommended that if clarification is received from the DfE that Lancashire is 
allowed to retain the EYPP underspend, without any consequential adjustments to 
other funding, the underspend is added to the DSG reserve, to assist with future 
Forum funding decisions and funding gaps; 

c) Requested that the authority review the systems and timescales associated with 
EYPP in primary and nursery schools to ensure that maintained providers receive 
timely notifications of eligible pupils going forward.   

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
v. Review of the Early Education Consultative Group (EECG)  

Information was provided about proposal to update the EECG membership to 
proportionally reflect views from the sector and consider future meeting arrangements.  

 
The Working Group: 

a) Supported the continued inclusion of all EECG members on the EY Working 
Group. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
 

10. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE HIGH NEEDS BLOCK WORKING GROUP 
On 1 December 2015 the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports. A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working 
Groups considerations were provided for the Forum. 
 

i. Early Support  
The report was presented in two parts.  The first part dealt with the annual consideration 
of the Schools Budget contribution to Early Support, the second part provided information 
around the County Council changes to the Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Service, 
which could have implications for schools, particularly those with children's centres. 
 
Early Support Commissions  
The Schools Forum has supported the development of early help across the county for 
several years and £1 million was allocated for Early Help commissioning in 2015/16 
together with funds to pay for the appointment of two schools facing officers in the Multi-
agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH).  

 
An update was provided on the MASH posts and the outcomes from the early help 
commissioning. 

 
The 2016/17 arrangements included proposals to cease the current parenting commission 
for but to integrated this as part of the Children's Centre family support offer until March 
2017. 
 
Levels of demand across the other three commissioning areas remained high and these 
were proposed to continue: 

 Family Support,  
 Emotional Health and  
 Wellbeing and Domestic Abuse.  
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In addition it was proposed that the Small Grants and Lead Professional budgets are 
brought combined for 2016/17.  
 
 
Proposals for Transforming Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Services  
Further information was provided about the County Council proposals for Transforming 
Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Services.  This proposes a future service model to 
be delivered within a revised financial envelope of £17,230,000. This represents a 
£7.4million budget saving by 2017/18, based on current services spend (2015/16).  
 
Some specific concerns were highlighted for Schools with Children’s Centres, where there 
could be serous premises and personnel consequences that could but pressure on the 
school budgets and effect the services offered to the most vulnerable pupils. 

 
The Working group 

a) Noted the report and the additional information that was provided; 
b) Recommended that the Forum approve the allocation of £1million to fund the 

prevention and early help commissioned Family Support, Emotional Health and 
Wellbeing and Domestic Abuse service provision and the Lead Professional 
budget in 2016/17; 

c) Recommend that the funding be accompanied by a request for the services to 
be widely communicated to schools, particularly around the MASH colleagues 
that are now in post; 

d) Recommended that the Forum agree that any underspends in the 2015/16 
budget be carried forward for use in 2016/17; 

e) Noted the intention for future negotiations regarding the funding and provision 
of a Best Start core offer; 

f) Recommended that the Forum be fully engaged in the consultation on the 
proposals for Transforming Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Services and 
suggested a single item meeting of the High Needs Group be arranged in the 
consultation period to enable a full exchange of views to be aired. 

 
Subsequent to the meeting the Transforming Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help 
Service have confirmed that they will engage with the Forum with a specific 
consultation event.  The consultation commences on 18 January and the service will 
offer Forum dates once the consultation schedule is finalised.  

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
ii. Behaviour Support Early Intervention Arrangements 2016/17 

This report provided proposals for High Needs Block funding allocation to provide early 
intervention and support to schools to prevent exclusion in 2016/17. 
 
In recent years there has been a noticeable increase in the number of primary aged pupils 
who have been permanently excluded from schools and Lancashire's performance has 
been well below the national average. Headteachers of primary schools have raised 
concerns about the support available for pupils with social, emotional and behavioural 
difficulties.  
 
It was proposed to utilise the High Needs Block funding to commission a more rapid 
response and consistent offer of assessment and intervention across the county. The offer 
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would frontload the provision towards assessment in order to identify and meet needs 
more quickly and effectively.  The early intervention offer would include: 
 

 Stage 1 and 2 to be funded directly through intervention funding allocated.  
 Stage 3 to be part funded/match funded by school.  

 
The above support will be commissioned for each area from a range of providers ie 
Primary PRUs, Special Schools, mainstream schools, SEND traded service, Behaviour 
and Attendance Service.  The expectation would be that schools would work through each 
Stage before permanently excluding a pupil, except in exceptional circumstances.  
 
Some concern was expressed about the impact that the proposals may have on PRUs. 
However, it was noted that following meetings with headteachers and governors from 
primary PRUs it was proposed that to assist transition to the new system the introduction 
be implemented from September 2016, providing 5/12 of the budget to primary PRUs 
using the existing methodology.  The fact that this funding was additional to the core 
formula funding allocation to the PRUs was highlighted. 
 
It was also noted that where schools in a locality valued the current service offer from a 
PRU, this could continue to be delivered by the PRU using the new framework. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the revised Behaviour Support Early Intervention Arrangements for 

2016/17; 
c) Supported the implementation of the new arrangements being from September 

2016, to provide some transition to the new arrangements for Primary PRUs. 
 
The Primary PRU representative again raised the issue about whether there was a need 
for a consultation with primary schools about these proposals.   

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
iii. Alternative Provision Commissioned Places 2016/17  

This report set out proposals for the number of places to be commissioned at PRUs in 
2016/17. 

 
It was proposed to continue to commission alternative provision places from 3 Primary 
and 6 secondary Pupil Referral Units/Short Stay Schools.   
 
Secondary Places. 
The number of commissioned places proposed were based on actual places provided 
during the academic year 2014/15.  Each term a census return is completed by each PRU 
which informs budget redetermination. Numbers of commissioned places for 2016/17 
were based on the average of actual pupil numbers calculated from the 3 census returns.  

 
PRU 2015-16 

PLACE 
NUMBERS 

Nov 14 
census  
 
FTE 

Feb 15 
census 
 
FTE 

June15 
census 
 
FTE 

Nov 15 
census 
number 

AVE OF 3 
2014-15 
CENSUS 
NUMBERS  

Capacity 
number  

Acorns 72 45 52 69 64 56 90 

Chadwick 72 56 86 82 64 75 90 
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Larches 129 106 130 147 111 128 130 

Mc Kee 73 87 95 111 90 97 90 

Oswaldtwistle 85 59 70 87 70 72 90 

Shaftesbury 124 93 117 129 102 113 130 

Total  555 446 550 625 501 541 620 

 
In addition to those places commissioned from PRUs/SSS a number of places are 
commissioned from other alternative providers, when required, for predominantly Year 11 
pupils, who are new to area and are more appropriately placed in a college or training 
environment.  

 

Primary Places 
Considerations in the primary sector included:  

 Small changes in place funding can have disproportionate impact on budget and 
stability due to small size/scale of provisions.  

 Efforts to reverse trend of increasing exclusions especially in South and East of 
county could be hampered if the primary provisions are not funded to a level that 
allows capacity to be met. 

 Increased demand for intervention and support requires a stable and experienced 
staff.   

 Strategy to decrease permanent exclusions in future in part depends on the ability 
of PRUs to provide a greater proportion of short term 'in house' respite/assessment 
places. 

 The Local Authority needs to ensure sufficient places for statutory (permanently 
excluded) pupils during period of review and development of offer to schools to 
prevent exclusion. 
 
PRU 2015-16 place 

number  
June 2015 
census number 

Nov 2016 
census 

2016-17  
commissioned 
place number 

Hendon Brook 35 33 30 35 

Golden Hill 48 40 41 48 

Stepping 
Stones  

27 25 22 27 

Total 110 98 93 110 

 
Hospital Education Service 
For 2016/17, the LA does not propose any changes to the number of hospital education 
places in Lancashire, which remain at 200. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the proposed alternative provision places to be commissioned at 

PRUs by Lancashire in 2016/17. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 

 
iv. High Needs Block Commissioned Places 2016/17  

The School and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations require that the Forum is 
consulted annually on the places to be commissioned by the local authority in different 
schools and other institutions, and on the arrangements for paying top-up funding. This 
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report provides information on the 2016/17 High Needs Block places to be commissioned 
by Lancashire.   

 
An extract from a table in the EFA guidance was provided and summarised the 2016/17 
changes that are allowable, those that are not and those which must be submitted to the 
EFA for approval. 

 
 

2016/17 High Needs Place Change Request Submission 
Pre 16 and academy places and post 16 FE college places were required to be submitted 
to the EFA for approval, following consultation with establishments.  Revised numbers 
have now been submitted to EFA.  For Pre-16 Academies there were no proposed 
changes to the pre-16 High Needs places for 2016/17.  For FE Colleges, returns indicated 
a number of increases in the 2016/17 places required.  Information from the Lancashire 
response is shown below: 

 

Institution Name 

2015/16 
Allocated 
place 
numbers 

2016/17 
revised 
place 
numbers 

Difference 
16/17 
against 
15/16 

% 
Change 

Accrington And Rossendale College 25 35 10 40% 
Burnley College 29 44 15 52% 
Cardinal Newman College 48 49 1 2% 
Lancaster And Morecambe College 78 86 8 10% 
Myerscough College 100 140 40 40% 
Nelson And Colne College 27 45 18 67% 
Preston College 63 78 15 24% 
Runshaw College 57 57 0 0% 
 
The total High Needs Places at academies and FE colleges submitted to the EFA for 
consideration is shown below:  
 

Institution Name 

2015/16 
Allocated 
place 
numbers 

2016/17 
revised 
place 
numbers 

Difference 
16/17 
against 
15/16 

% 
Change 

Total Places* 550 657 107 19% 
 

This return is subject to validation by EFA and we expect to know outcome later in 
January.  It was noted that if all the changes identified on the return where successful, 
Lancashire's 2016/17 DSG would be reduced by £428k for the financial year.   

 
Non-maintained special schools  
For 2015/16, 333 places are commissioned at non-maintained special schools.  Places at 
these schools are commissioned as required, based on the needs of children and young 
people throughout the year. However, it is estimated that between 330 and 360 places 
will need to be commissioned in 2016/17. 

 
Special post-16 institutions (previously known as independent specialist providers) 
For budget forecasting purposes, the LA currently has 23 young people potentially 
requiring new placements at Special Post-16 Institutions for 2016/17 and 14 young people 
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leaving institutions in summer 2016. This means that there is a potential increase in the 
number of placements from 56 in 2015/16 to 65 in 2016/17. 

 
Maintained Special Schools 
The EFA guidance indicates that local changes can be made to the funded places at 
maintained special schools for 2016/17.  Any proposed changes do not need to be notified 
on the place submission to the EFA, but no additional resources will be available for any 
increases. 

  
Numbers were presented to the Working Group, but subsequent to the meeting, updated 
special school place numbers were finalised following discussions with schools and area 
SEND officers. The final proposals are shown below. As can be seen, the aggregate pre 
16 pupil numbers are now some 90 places higher than those in 2015/16.   

 
This has a cost implication for the Schools Budget, but as most of the significant 
reductions in places at individual school level have been removed, there is no longer any 
need to consider transitional protection. 

 
  2015/16  2016/17   

Sch 
No 

School  Pre 16 
Post 
16 

Total   

confirmed 
numbers at 
December 
15 

  
Differ 
at pre 
16 

00131 Wennington Hall School 76  76  80  4 
00133 Bleasdale School 29 4 33  29  0 
00134 Royal Cross Primary School 26 - 26  26  0 

00139 Hillside Specialist School and 
College 72 18 90  78  6 

01130 Morecambe And Heysham 
Morecambe Road School 150 - 150  150  0 

01131 The Loyne Specialist School 76 38 114  76  0 
02130 Great Arley School 89 - 89  99  10 

02131 Brookfield School. Poulton-Le-
Fylde 39 - 39  39  0 

02132 Thornton Cleveleys Red Marsh 
School 60 22 82  60  0 

04133 Kirkham Pear Tree School 76 14 90  76  0 
06131 Moorbrook School 46 - 46  40  -6 
06134 Acorns Primary School 68 - 68  68  0 

06135 Sir Tom Finney Community High 
School 100 45 145  100  0 

07130 
Moor Hey School - A Specialist 
Mathematics And Computing 
College 

79 1 80  79  
0 

07131 The Coppice School 47 18 65  50  3 
08135 Hope High School 56 - 56  56  0 
08136 Kingsbury Primary School 53 - 53  60  7 

08137 West Lancashire Community 
High School 96 29 125  96  0 

08138 Elm Tree Community Primary 
School 48 - 48  48  0 
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09130 Chorley Astley Park School 150 - 150  159  9 
09131 Mayfield Specialist School 48 19 67  56  8 
11130 Oswaldtwistle White Ash School 75 - 75  93  18 

11131 Broadfield Specialist School For 
Sen (Cognition And Learning) 101 35 136  101  0 

12134 The Rose School 51 - 51  55  4 
12135 Holly Grove School 78 - 78  78  0 

12136 Ridgewood Community High 
School 95 40 135  95  0 

13133 Pendle View Primary School 80 - 80  100  20 

13134 Pendle Community High School 
And College 99 36 135  99  0 

14130 Tor View Community Special 
School 124 25 149  124  0 

14132 Rawtenstall Cribden House 
Community Special School 41 - 41  48  7 

  2,228    2,318  90 

 
Maintained mainstream provision 
Provision at mainstream schools in Lancashire is via Special Education Resources Facility 
(SERF) Units, and no changes to the number of commissioned places are proposed for 
2016/17.   
 

Maintained and Academy Post 16 School Provision  
The guidance makes clear that no changes to the post 16 2016/17 places funded by the EFA 
are allowable at Maintained and Academy Post 16 School Provision, including special 
schools.  However, members will be aware that separate guidance received from the EFA in 
relation to an issue at a maintained special school with post 16 provision in the East of the 
county suggested that there was flexibility in the High Needs Block locally to agree a higher 
top-up funding rate to resolve place funding issues.  Following discussions at LaSSHTA on 
18 November, the working group was asked to consider whether, in order to provide equity 
with other sectors, this local solution should be formalised in a review process for post 16 
places in special schools and academies for 2016/17. 
 
If any increased places were identified, the place funding from the EFA would remain 
unchanged, but additional top up funding rates would be used to reflect the increased number 
of places to be commissioned. 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed concern that the EFA guidance required a number of different 

methodologies to be used to review places in different sectors and phases;   
c) Supported the proposals for High Needs Block Commissioned Places in 2016/17 

and the accompanying arrangements; 
d) Requested the LA investigate the possible use of the policy to utilise flexibility in 

top-up funding rates to support any increased places that need to be commissioned 
at maintained and academy post 16 school provision. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations and noted that the Schools 
Budget implications arising from this report had been covered in item 7. 
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v. Review of Careers Education Information Advice and Guidance (CEIAG) Allocations 
2016/17  

Information was provided on the options for calculating the distribution of CEIAG funding 
in 2016/17. 

 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the use of the methodology based on pupils numbers in Y10 and 11 

being used for Careers Education Information Advice and Guidance (CEIAG) 
Allocations in 2016/17; 

c) Supported the allocations being updated annually on this basis. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

vi. High Needs Block Funding 2016/17  
vii. Central Items Budget 2016/17 

Recommendations relating to these items had been considered under item 7. 
 
viii. School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme  

This report provided information on the School Teaching and Support Staff Supply 
Reimbursement Scheme, including the 2014/15 outturn and the forecast 2015/16 position 
and proposals for 2016/17. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the principle that the teaching scheme charges should be rebased by 

sector to ensure that they were operating on an economic footing; 
c) Support the increase in premiums for the support staff scheme; 
d) Recommended that the reimbursements rates should be held at the 2015/16 

levels, to prevent the need for any increase to be added to the revised 2016/17 
charges; 

e) Requested that schools be notified of their individual 2016/17 charges as soon as 
possible after the Schools Forum in January 2016. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
 

11. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE CHAIRMAN'S WORKING GROUP  
On 1 December 2015 the Chairman's Working Group considered a number of reports. A 
summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Groups 
considerations were provided for the Forum. 
 

i. School Improvement Challenge Board (SICB) criteria for including schools on the list 
requiring special support 

Periodically, the SICB criteria are reviewed to ensure that they remain fit for purpose.  A 
recent examination of the criteria for including schools on the list requiring special support 
under category E, 'The school or children's centre has serious financial difficulties', has 
been undertaken and revisions are now proposed.  
 
The revised criteria includes two key changes: 
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 Once a school has an approved recovery plan which it is meeting, the intention is to 
remove the school from the list but continue to review on the submission of the annual 
income & expenditure return. Should the school be in breach of their recovery plan 
they will be added to the list under the new criteria. In moving to this approach it avoids 
a school being on the list for up to three years whilst the recovery plan is in place. 

 Historically schools tended to face financial difficulty largely as a result of falling rolls. 
However, recent evidence suggests this is no longer the case and a number of schools 
with relatively stable pupil numbers are facing financial difficulty. The additional cost 
pressures facing schools is only likely to worsen this position. The new criteria takes 
this into account and also allows early intervention before the school is actually in 
deficit. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the revised SICB criteria for including schools on the list requiring 

special support under Category E: The school has serious financial difficulties. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working group's recommendations. 
 

ii. Schools in Financial Difficulty 
The Working Group had asked for regular updates on the financial position around 
Schools in Financial Difficulty (SIFD).  Information was provided on the latest monitoring 
of Schools in Financial Difficulty.   

 
The authority has carried out an assessment on all schools that were either in deficit at 
31 March 2015 or were forecasting a deficit at 31 March 2016. The LA is working with all 
these schools, through the School Improvement Challenge Board (SICB) arrangements 
and following work undertaken throughout the term, a RAG analysis for schools in the 
SIFD process has been produced. 

 
The position at the end of November 2015 indicates that: 

 7 schools presented a high risk (Red); 
 6 schools presented a medium risk (Amber); 
 15 schools presented a low risk (Green). 

 
In addition, the LA's early warning model has identified a number of other schools that 
may be facing serious financial difficulty in 2016/17.   22 schools were identified in this 
process and were sent letters from the LA, which emphasised that the schools, working 
together with the LA, should take early action that would allow a managed reduction in 
expenditure with minimal detrimental impact on educational standards.  Of the schools 
identified by the early warning model, 5 are deemed to be high risk.   

 
Overall Risk to the Schools Budget 
Where a maintained school becomes a Sponsored Academy under formal brokered 
sponsorship arrangements the DfE expects any deficit to remain with the LA's Schools 
Budget.  Similarly, where a maintained school closes in a deficit position, the deficit must 
be met from the Schools Budget. 
The Forum has established a Schools in Financial Difficulty Structural Deficits Reserve, 
to mitigate against this risk.  In July 2015, the Forum agreed that any unallocated clawback 
funding be added to the reserve each year.  At 31 March 2015, the Schools in Financial 
Difficulty Structural Deficits reserve had been increased to £4.413m, by the addition of 
£200k unallocated clawback monies. 
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The current estimate of the risk exposure against the closure/academisation of schools 
with deficits remains above the level of budget provision available and is expected to rise 
further in 2016/17.  The figure could be in the region of £6m. 

 
General Position for I&E 2015/16 returns 
It was noted that from the I&E 2015/16 returns some 429 schools (72%) are predicting an 
in-year deficit at 31 March 2016.  With school funding levels remaining static and 
increasing costs for schools expected in 2015/16 and 2016/17, there are considerable 
pressures on individual school budgets and on the Schools in Financial Difficulty funding 
in the coming years. 

 
Benchmarking the Number of Schools in Deficit 
If 18 schools (3%) were in deficit at 31 March 2015, then 584 schools were in surplus.  All 
but 14 schools (2.3%) held a surplus balance that is within the guideline set by the Forum.  
This shows that in the main, there is a high level of financial management being 
demonstrated by Lancashire headteachers and governing bodies. 
 
The authority also keeps the Lancashire position on schools in deficit under review and 
compares the local position to the national and regional averages.  The latest comparator 
data available relates to the 2013/14 financial year when Lancashire, with 4.3% of schools 
in deficit, had fewer schools in deficit than the national average of 5.6% or the regional 
average of 6.9%. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed concern about the pressures facing individual schools and the Schools 

Budget going forward, particularly as a £3m core funding gap is forecast in the 
2016/17 DSG; 

c) Noted that Schools in Financial Difficulty Structural Deficits reserve was funding 
that would otherwise be distributed across all schools and academies in 
Lancashire; 

d) Asked that the Forum consider if it would be appropriate for the Forum to request 
that the Authority take action to minimise the financial risks to the DSG associated 
with the schools with the significant structural deficits.  

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations and noted that further 
reports would be presented in due course. 

 
iii. Financial Management Training 

Following last year's outturn report, the Forum requested that the authority offer training 
for school finance and leadership staff on managing school budgets, which could be 
funded from clawback,.  This report provided feedback on the first training course 
provided. 
 
There was an extremely poor response to the training offer with only a few schools 
confirming attendance by the required date. This was followed up with telephone calls and 
an invitation to additional schools to attend.  However, only 11 attendees came on the 
day. 
 
Feedback from those who attended was generally positive but many questioned why they 
had been invited.  
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There was also an interesting mix of questions and responses from the respective 
headteacher and governor delegates which suggests that understanding of the key 
governing body responsibility of 'Overseeing the financial performance of the school and 
making sure its money is well spent' is limited and in a number of cases is undertaken by 
an individual governor rather than a collective responsibility. 
 
The schools invited to the initial training session were those identified as most in need to 
attend. However, it is clear from this limited exercise that the additional resource required 
to confirm places shows a genuine reluctance of many schools to accept the offer which 
would be expected to increase with invitations being sent to schools ranked lower on the 
analysis. An alternative approach is therefore required and no further sessions are 
currently planned. 
 
As the school budget is delegated to the governing body it is proposed to use additional 
training to target improvement of governing body awareness and understanding of 
financial management.  
 
Therefore it is proposed to further develop and deliver the existing training session to 
governors from early 2016/17 financial year which ties in with the governor services 
review. It is envisaged this can be still be met from the clawback funding committed for 
this purpose.  

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the initial evaluation of the training; 
b) Supported the cessation of the current offer of training 
c) Supported an alternative financial management training programme for governors 

to be funded from clawback. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations and in addition 
proposed that schools that enter financial difficulty could be offered financial 
training as part of the support package. 
 

iv. Application of Growth Fund Criteria 
The Forum have previously approved an addition to the growth fund that supports any 
maintained primary school or secondary school or their academy equivalent that admits 
pupils from a closing school or academy.  The Working Group was asked to sense check 
the implementation of this policy.  

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the implementation of this policy as previously agreed. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations 
 
 

12. PRESENTATION BY THE FORUM ACADEMIES GROUP 
Chris McConnachie provided members with information and insight into the workings of 
the academies group, setting out arrangements for involving all the Lancashire free 
schools and academies in the process.  Some of the challenges around the involvement 
around Multi-Academy Trusts were also discussed, 
 
The Forum noted the report. 
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13. FORUM CORRESPONDENCE  

There has been no Forum related correspondence since the last meeting. 
 

14. ANY OTHER BUSINESS  

There are no notified items of AOB. 
 

15. DATE OF FUTURE MEETINGS  
It was noted that the next Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Thursday 17 March 2016 
at Chorley Woodlands. 
 
A report was also provided about the future arrangements to be made for Forum meetings, 
including the timings and venues, as proposals were being considered about the closure 
of the Woodlands centre.  The report set out a number of options for alternative venues 
and timings and pros and cons of these were considered.  Members also debated the 
merits of the existing arrangements, 

 
The Forum 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Decided that their initial response should be to write to the County Council 

expressing concern at the proposed closure of Woodlands. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 17 March 2016 
 
Item No 7 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Schools Block Working Group held on 1 March 
2016 
 
Appendix A refers 
 
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. 
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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. 
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 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; 

37



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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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.  
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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. 
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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%     
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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%     
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 17 March 2016 
 
Item No 8 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Early Years Block Working Group held on 25 
February 2016 
 
 
Appendix A refers 
 
Executive Summary  
 
On 25 February 2016, the Early Years Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports, including: 
 

 Early Years Block Funding Arrangements 2016/17; 
 Review of the Early Education Consultative Group (EECG); 
 Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) Maintained School Arrangements: 
 Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) Data Collection: 
 School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme. 

 
 
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 Early Years Block Working Group held on 25 February 
2016; 

b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 25 February 2016, the Early Years 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. Early Years Block Funding Arrangements 2016/17 

Confirmation was provided that Maintained Schools Early Years funding statements 
for 2016/17 were issued on 23 February 2016 and that PVI Early Years funding 
statements for 2016/17 were issued on 24 February 2016. 
 
The Working Group noted the information. 

 
 

2. Review of the Early Education Consultative Group (EECG)  
A shortlisting meeting for new EECG members was held prior to the regular meeting 
and had appointed 5 new members. 
 
The Working Group noted the information. 
 
 
3. Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) Maintained School Arrangements  

Debbie Ormerod, Admissions Manager, attended the meeting for this item to provide 
a verbal update.  
 
Following concerns expressed at the last meeting about the EYPP processes for 
maintained schools, the Working Group Chair wrote to the LA.  Debbie Ormerod, 
Admissions Manager, attended the meeting to provide a verbal update about the 
arrangements for EYPP in the maintained sector. 
 
It was noted that the maintained process for January 2016 had worked much more 
smoothly, with notifications posted on the portal in December alerting settings to 
provide data to the LA for checking.  Some chasing of returns was undertaken by 
telephone and all maintained setting were notified of eligible pupils in time for the 
January 2016 school census.  
 
Going forward, further improvements to the information gathering process, including 
the introduction of conditional formatting in the data collection spreadsheets, would be 
introduced that should further streamline and improve the arrangements. 
 
Members highlighted that there remained some concerns about the accuracy of the 
CLA data, which was controlled by the LA's Virtual School Headteacher.  Due to its 
sensitive nature, this could not be amended by finance e colleague, and schools would 
need to notify amendments to the Virtual School Headteacher. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the improved EYPP process for the maintained sector; 
c) Requested that clarification of the process for notifying changes to the 

CLA data be circulated to all maintained and PVI settings. 
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4. Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) Data Collection 

Following on from the previous report, information was shared with the Group from 
recent EFA guidance in connection with the Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) and 
the January 2016 School Census.  This information confirmed that, in future, the data 
required to calculate local authority EYPP allocations will only be collected on the 
January school and early years censuses each year. 
 
This single data collection point at each January is in keeping with the arrangements 
for the Pupil Premium Grant (PPG) process for statutory aged children in schools.  
Currently, the EYPP payment processes are established to make payments on a 
termly basis.   
 
It was noted that the arrangements for paying PPG to mainstream schools in 
Lancashire are organised to take account of the national funding arrangements and 
therefore only a single PPG payment is made to schools each year.  Any movement 
of pupils after the January data collection is not reflected in PPG allocations and school 
budgets are not redetermined to take account of any changes.  The only exception to 
this is PPG allocated to Children Looked After (CLA), where separate administrative 
arrangements exist and the funding is allocated to the LA's Virtual School 
Headteacher, before being distributed to schools.  This CLA process has additional 
validation requirements involved, and does redirect funding if a CLA child moves 
schools.  However, for all other PPG allocations, which make up the vast majority, the 
LA simply passports the funding allocations notified by the EFA. 
 
The EYPP allocations for LAs are actually notified as part of the Dedicated Schools 
Grant (DSG) announcements.  The EFA have now confirmed that for the financial year 
2016/17 onwards, they will use the January school census and early years census 
data to allocate funding to LAs. 
 
In response to the national EYPP funding arrangements a number of options exist 
locally to make payments to settings.  These include: 

 
Continue to make termly payments to providers 
This would provide a more responsive payment system locally than Lancashire will 
receive for the national distribution methodology and would continue the existing 
payment systems.  It would also assist in responding to the requirements in the EYPP 
guidance around eligibility checking.  The guidance indicates that: 

o You should first check a child’s eligibility when a provider or parent tells you 
that a child may be eligible. If you wish to check a child’s eligibility before they 
begin to take up their free education entitlement, we suggest that you don’t do 
this more than a term in advance in case the family’s circumstances change; 

o You should check the child’s eligibility again in the academic year when the 
child is taking up their 4-year-old entitlement. This check will help you find out 
if the child’s circumstances have changed and they have stopped being eligible 
as a result. We recommend carrying out this second check at the beginning of 
the academic year in September, but you can use a different date if you wish. 

 
This arrangement would however pose a financial risk to the DSG.  Payments to 
providers would adjust each term and the overall level of payments are likely to be 
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higher than the income Lancashire will receive, as more children become EYPP 
eligible throughout the course of the year.   
 
Risks associated with continuing the termly EYPP payments would be in addition to 
the core funding gap of £3.5m identified in the budget setting process. 

 
Introducing a single allocation point for EYPP 
This system would match the mainstream PPG payment arrangements in Lancashire 
and would ensure that allocations were only made for children that Lancashire had 
received EYPP income.  Payments could in future be made based purely on the 
cleaned information received from the EFA in response to data input on the January 
school and early years censuses each year. 
 
Risk of any EYPP overspend having to be borne by the DSG would be greatly reduced 
using this methodology, but the system would not be responsive to changes after the 
data collection point. 
 
However, it should be noted that the EYPP guidance makes clear that eligibility 
checking must continue all year round and OfSTED are likely to inspect settings on 
the basis of their eligible EYPP children, rather than simply those that have been 
funded. 
 
The Working Group debated the options available and gave considerable 
consideration to the processes, particularly in the maintained sector, which could be 
implemented to identify eligible pupils and make payments in terms where there was 
no EYPP marker on relevant censuses. 

 
The Working Group:  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed a view that for reasons of equity and to ensure that the 

requirements for continual eligibility checking were fulfilled, a termly 
EYPP payment system, for both PVI and maintained sectors, should be 
retained; 

c) Requested that a communication be circulated to confirm the agreed 
processes in the maintained sector for the termly EYPP payments now 
that confirmation had been received that an EYPP marker would only 
feature on the January school census, and not in May and October. 

 

Key points of the EYPP communication requested by the Working Group are 
provided at Appendix A. 
 
5. School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme  

Reports had been 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. 
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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 will be 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. 
 
Information was shared with the Group providing a basic comparison of the options 
taken by schools between 2015/16 and 2016/17, shown by groups of schools in each 
funding block.  
 
It was noted that the final position could change slightly by 31 March 2016, but 
currently the number of nursery schools buying support from the scheme in 2016/17 
had not changed from 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 
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Appendix A 
 
Communication to Maintained Providers about Early Years Pupil Premium 
(EYPP) 

 
 The Government have now confirmed that from 2016/17 data required to calculate 

local authority EYPP allocations will only be collected on the January school and 
early years censuses each year; 

 
 In order to provide a responsive process for providers, the Schools Forum have 

agreed that the LA should continue to make termly EYPP payments for eligible 
pupils; 

 
 Data will therefore be collected on a termly basis from settings and will be eligibility 

checked for pupils meeting the benefits related criteria by the Pupil Access Team. 
Data for those pupils who have left care in (England and Wales) through adoption, 
special guardianship or child arrangement order will also be collected by the Pupil 
Access Team. 

 
 Schools will receive confirmation each term of those pupils they have requested 

the Pupil Access Team to check and receive termly EYPP payments: 
o In January, the eligibility notification will be issued just before the spring term 

census date, so that schools can tick the relevant EYPP box on the census; 
payments will then be made for the spring term on clean census data provided 
to the LA by the EFA; 

o For consistency, the eligibility notification for summer and autumn terms will be 
issued to schools just before the census dates in May and October and will 
simultaneously be provided to Finance colleagues, who will arrange for EYPP 
payments to be generated on the basis of the data; 

 
 In order to streamline the process, schools need only submit pupils for eligibility 

checking once each academic year, therefore pupils confirmed as eligible in an 
academic year need not be resubmitted for eligibility checking in subsequent terms 
in the same academic year, and payments will reflect continued eligibility for those 
pupils already confirmed as EYPP eligible; 
 

 Schools that do not submit relevant EYPP data for eligibility checking to the LA by 
the termly deadline will not be funded for that term and there will no longer be a 
process to chase outstanding returns; 
 

 Spring term payments for EYPP Lancashire Children Looked After (CLA) will also 
be based on cleaned census data provided to the LA by the EFA: 
 

 EYPP payments for summer and autumn terms for Lancashire Children Looked 
After (CLA) are issued on the basis of a download from the County's Council's 
Social Care database (Liquid Logic) as requested by the Headteacher for Children 
Looked After.   

 
 Where schools identify errors in the notified CLA data they are asked to email the 

Virtual School with the details, at virtualschool@lancashire.gov.uk; 
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 Schools with a Looked After Child from another authority will need to contact that 

relevant authority to request payments. 
 

 It is extremely important that schools complete the EYPP check box on the January 
school census each year and ensure that all eligible pupils are identified, as this 
will generate the EYPP income to be provided to Lancashire; 
 

 This process does pose a risk that Lancashire is likely to distribute more in EYPP 
payments than will be received in income from the EFA.  The Schools Forum have 
agreed that this risk will be underwritten by the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) 
Reserve, as it was felt important to provide a responsive EYPP system for all 
settings. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 17 March 2016 
 
Item No 9 
 
Title: Recommendations of the High Needs Block Working Group held on 23 
February 2016 
 
Appendices A and B refer 
 
Executive Summary  
 

On 23 February 2016, the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports, including: 
 

 Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Service Consultation;  
 High Needs Block Funding and Commissioned Places 2016/17 Update;  
 School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme;  
 Additional Inclusion Support (AIS) Funding. 

 
 
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 High Needs Block Working Group held on 23 February 
2016; 

b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 23 February 2016, the High Needs 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. Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Service Consultation  
Charlotte Ennis, Wellbeing, Prevention & Early Help Manager attended the Working 
Group for this item. 
 

At the last High Needs Block Working Group some initial information was provided 
about the possible transformation of the Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Service. 
The formal Service consultation was launched on 9 February 2016 and will run until 
21 March 2016.  
 
Charlotte Ennis, Wellbeing, Prevention & Early Help Manager attended the Working 
Group for this item to discuss the proposals and provide an opportunity for the Forum 
to comment. 
 
The background to the proposals are set out below: 

 The county council continues to face an unprecedented financial challenge. 
Over the next five years to 2020/21 the council needs to make savings of £262m 
on top of those agreed within previous budget processes. This extremely 
difficult financial picture is the result of continued cuts in funding by 
Government, rising costs and rising demand for key services. 

 Based on current spending and forecast demand for services, the council will 
not have sufficient financial resources to meet its statutory obligations by April 
2018, even if we no longer continue to deliver any of the non-statutory services. 
The council will need to rely heavily on reserves in order to set a balanced 
budget for 2016/17 and 2017/18. 

 This consultation focuses on proposals for transforming Wellbeing, Prevention 
and Early Help Services (WPEHS) for children, young people and families in 
Lancashire. It describes the implementation plan of the service offer proposals 
presented to Lancashire County Council's Cabinet in February 2015 and 
agreed, subject to consultation, on 26 November 2015. 

 It has been agreed that the proposed future service model will help to deliver 
£7.4million budget savings by 2017/18. The new service will transform and 
integrate a range of services within Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help 
Services and will align existing core offers for children's centres, young people's 
provision, prevention and early help, and Lancashire's response to the national 
Troubled Families Unit programme.  

 The new model will ensure effective support for 0-19+ year olds across 
Lancashire and support our strategic approach to wellbeing, prevention and 
early help, strongly contributing to the delivery of public health responsibilities. 
It will also further align the ongoing re-procurement of public health services, 
and consider the integration of other services like health visiting and school 
nursing services, alongside other council services. 
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A copy of the public consultation document issued by the service was provided for 
members who considered the proposals and discussed a range of Forum comments. 
 
It was noted that the associated Property Review would consider the issue of where 
to situate proposed Neighbourhood Centres and some comments that emerged 
related to this aspect of the County Council proposals. 
 
In addition, it was emphasised that: 

 Preparatory visits to establishments in advance of publishing the Property 
Review proposals did not seem to have included visits to Children's Centres on 
school sites and this was requested as matter of Urgency.  Charlotte agreed to 
feed this back to the Property Team; 

 County Councillors would all be involved in the Property Review for their areas. 
School colleagues were encouraged to contact their local County Councillor to 
feed in relevant comments review and the impact this may have on the their 
schools and families. 

 

It was agreed that members' comments on the WPEHS proposals would be collated 
into a consultation response from the Chair of the Working Group, which would be 
approved using the urgent business procedure.   
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Agreed their comments on the WPEHS proposals would be collated into 

a consultation response from the Chair of the Working Group, which 
would be approved using the urgent business procedure.   

 
A copy of the agreed consultation response is attached at Appendix A. 
 
 

2. High Needs Block Funding and Commissioned Places 2016/17 Update 
Reports to the Working Group in December 2015 offered information on the High 
Needs Budget position from April 2016 and the proposed High Needs places to be 
commissioned by the LA in 2016/17. 
 
Recommendations from the Working Group were reported to the Forum meeting on 
14 January 2016 and contributed to the School Budget setting process.  The Forum 
report also included revised information about the number of places to be 
commissioned at Lancashire special schools, which formed the basis the final High 
Needs budget that was agreed. 
 
Decisions and recommendations from Forum were reported to the Cabinet Member 
for Children, Young People and Schools on 15 January 2016, who approved the 
2016/17 Schools Budget.  Proposals for the Schools Block must also be submitted to 
the Education Funding Agency (EFA) for compliance checking, before individual 
school budgets can be issued.  As any adjustments required by the EFA to the Schools 
Block budget could have knock on implications for the High Needs and Early Years 
Blocks, the issuing of all school budgets was held awaiting the Schools Block 
clearance.  This process also provided equity across sectors, as it ensures that all 
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school budgets are issued at the same time.  School Budgets were therefore issued 
to all schools on 23 February 2016. 
 
Members were informed that the 2016/17 budgets had been issued using data from 
the November 2015 Count as from January 2016, SEN counts had been aligned to 
the termly school census.  This meant that January data was not yet available in time 
to include in school budgets.  However it was noted that actual funding would continue 
to be updated termly in accordance with existing practice; so schools would still 
receive the correct level of funding. 
 
This report also provided an update on developments relating to the High Needs 
Budget and place commissioning in 2016/17, since the Schools Forum meeting in 
January 2016.   
 
2016/17 High Needs Place Change Request Submission 
At the December Working Group, it was reported that requests for some 2016/17 High 
Needs place changes could be submitted to the EFA for approval.  This included 
places at FE colleges and academies with High Needs provision in our locality 
commissioning area.  Whilst no High Needs place changes were requested by 
Lancashire academies, the submission included a number of changes at FE colleges, 
as set out below: 
 

Institution Name 

2015/16 
Allocated 

place 
numbers 

2016/17 
revised 
place 

numbers 

Difference 
16/17 

against 
15/16 

% 
Change 

Accrington And Rossendale College 25 35 10 40% 
Burnley College 29 44 15 52% 
Cardinal Newman College 48 49 1 2% 
Lancaster And Morecambe College 78 86 8 10% 
Myerscough College 100 140 40 40% 
Nelson And Colne College 27 45 18 67% 
Preston College 63 78 15 24% 
Runshaw College 57 57 0 0% 
 

The total High Needs Places requested at academies and FE colleges for 2016/17 
were submitted to the EFA for consideration as shown below:  
 

Institution Name 

2015/16 
Allocated 

place 
numbers 

2016/17 
revised 
place 

numbers 

Difference 
16/17 

against 
15/16 

% 
Change 

Total Places* 550 657 107 19% 
 
The operational guidance indicated that the EFA would determine the actual numbers 
to places to be funded in 2016/17 and make announcements in January 2016.  The 
guidance also made clear that any increase in place numbers for a local authority’s 
FE institutions will be off-set by a funding adjustment to the LA's 2016/17 Dedicated 
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Schools Grant (DSG) allocation. The adjustment would be pro-rated to reflect the fact 
that the place increases are intended to be 2016/17 academic year changes. 
 
On the afternoon of 14 January 2016, the EFA published the results of the 2016/17 
High Needs Place Change Request Submission.  The announcement confirmed that 
all the changes requested by Lancashire had been supported by the EFA. 
 
Lancashire's 2016/17 DSG allocation has been reduced by £428k for the financial 
year, so that the additional places can be funded directly by the EFA.  The full year 
impact of the changes will be £642K, which will not occur until 2017/18. 
 
Post 16 Place Funding at Lancashire Special Schools 

The place funding at post 16 special schools in 2016/17 remains unchanged from 
2015/16. This is allocated directly to schools from the EFA who fund these places.   
 
EFA operational guidance made clear that no changes to the post 16 2016/17 places 
funded by the EFA were allowable at Maintained School Provision.   
 
Post 16 Commissioned Place Top-Up Funding at Lancashire Special Schools 
Following recommendations from the Working Group, the Schools Forum's budget 
meeting supported the use of Post 16 commissioned place top-up funding in 
Lancashire special schools in 2016/17.   
 
This mechanism provides equity across sectors, as although the EFA guidance 
provided a review of places for Further Education Colleges, the EFA operational 
guidance made clear that no changes to the post 16 2016/17 places funded by the 
EFA were allowable at Maintained School Provision.   
 
This system works by using provisions in separate guidance received from the EFA 
that states there is flexibility in the High Needs Block locally to agree a higher top-up 
funding rate to resolve place funding issues. 
 
Therefore, the following supplementary Post 16 Commissioned Place Top-Up Funding 
has been allocated in 2016/17, on the basis of Post 16 places to be commissioned by 
the SEND team: 
 

o Tor View – 11 Places:  
o Hillside – 5 Places 
o Sir Tom Finney – 5 Places 
o Pendle Community High – 4 Places 
o West Lancashire Community High – 7 Places 

 
It was noted that the Post 16 Commissioned Place Top-Up Funding will not be re-
determined in year. 
 
Revised School Specific Allocation  

At the last meeting, the Working Group also supported the revision of the school 
specific allocation for 2016/17 for one special school that had moved premises and 
now had a hydrotherapy pool on site.  The additional allocation was calculated using 
the cubic m of the pool.  This was in accordance with the methodology originally used 
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to calculate the pool element of the school specific allocation for special schools with 
pools. 
 
The school had actually moved premises in September 2015 and the Working Group 
was asked to support the revised allocation being backdated to the date of the move. 
 
2017/18 High Needs Funding 
The Government have indicated that they will consult on various issues impacting on 
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.  Announcements are still awaited. 
 
Whist awaiting possible changes to the High Needs funding arrangements, the LA has 
begun to review some aspects of provision for 2017/18.  It may be that national 
announcements change the focus and priorities for consideration.  However, it is 
anticipated that work already being undertaken around reviewing the number of 
commissioned places for 2017/18 in various sectors will still provide useful context in 
any response to the DfE consultations and in assessing the possible impact of any 
national proposals. 
 
Further information is provided below on some of the areas being reviewed: 
 
Maintained Special Schools 
The process for reviewing place numbers across all types of provision was different in 
2016/17 than it had been in 2015/16 and introduced varying requirements by sectors.  
The pre 16 place review process for maintained special schools culminated in a final 
set of commissioned places being presented to the Forum on 14 January 2016, 
following various earlier iterations that were shared at Working Group meetings in the 
autumn term 2015. 
 
Whilst a timetable for school funding in 2017/18 is not yet available and it is not even 
confirmed that place funding will form part of the High Needs allocation mechanism 
going forward, the LA is conscious that an earlier indication of the likely number of 
places to be commissioned at special schools in 2017/18 would assist both the 
authority and schools. 
 
The SEND Team are reviewing processes so that information can be gathered pre 
September to facilitate final commissioned places to go to Forum in September 2016.  
Which will also enable early communication between the SEND Team and schools 
regarding the number of places and any staffing or budgeting implications for the 
following year and facilitate expected EFA returns. 
 
Pupil Referral Units (PRUs) 
Similar to the special school arrangements, the LA reviews annually the places its 
needs to commission in PRUs, although the national operational guidelines for 
2016/17 were different from previous years. 
 
Processes are to be reviewed due to the implications of academies and so that 
information can be gathered pre September to facilitate final commissioned places to 
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go to Forum in September 2016.  This will also enable early communication between 
the Headteacher for Children Looked After and schools regarding the number of 
places and any staffing or budgeting implications for the following year and facilitate 
expected EFA returns for academies. 
  
Maintained Mainstream Provision 
High Needs Maintained Mainstream provision is available at Special Education 
Resources Facility (SERF) Units in Lancashire.  No changes to the number of 
commissioned places were introduced for 2016/17.  The number of commissioned 
places was included in the report. 
 
However, it is acknowledged that these place numbers have not been reviewed 
recently and therefore the SEND Team are reviewing processes so that information 
can be gathered pre September to facilitate final commissioned places to go to Forum 
in September 2016.  Which will also enable early communication between the SEND 
Team and schools regarding the number of places and any staffing or budgeting 
implications for the following year and facilitate expected EFA returns. 
 
Consultation on High Needs Funding from April 2017 
A Government consultation that will include proposals about the funding of High Needs 
from April 2017 is expected shortly.  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. 
 
Members discussed some possible implications around changes to Education Support 
Grant funding and the removal of some statutory functions from the LA. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted the EFA decisions in connection with the 2016/17 Place Change 

Request Submission for FE Colleges; 
c) Noted the operation of the policy to utilise flexibility in top-up funding 

rates to support the increased places that need to be commissioned for 
special school post 16 provision in 2016/17; 

d) Noted that the 2016/17 School Budgets had been issued using SEN count 
data from November 2015, due to changed count dates, but that funding 
would be updated termly in accordance with existing practice; 

e) Supported the revised school specific top up at a school that has moved 
premises being backdated to September 2015; 

f) Supported the proposed High Needs Block Commissioned Places 
process for 2017/18 and requested further information on the actual 
number of pupils at SERF Units. 

 

Information on the current number of pupils at Lancashire SERF units is 
provided at Appendix B. 
 

3. 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 
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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 will be 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. 
 
Information was provided showing a basic comparison of the options taken by schools 
between 2015/16 and 2016/17, by groups of schools in each funding block.  It should 
be noted that the final position could change slightly by 31 March 2016. 
 
Given the significant premium increases placed on some elements of the scheme, the 
overall buy-back for 2016/17 still demonstrates that a substantial number of 
Lancashire schools and academies feel that it provides support at a reasonable cost. 
 
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 
 

 
4. Additional Inclusion Support (AIS) Funding. 
An issue was raised on behalf of the Nursery School Federation relating to funding 
AIS funding appearing to cease once an EHC plan was issued to a child at a Nursery 
School.  
 
SEND colleagues confirmed that this should not be the case and agreed to follow up 
on the individual query. 
 
The Working Group noted the report. 
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Appendix A 
 

 
Debbie Duffell 
Head of Service, Wellbeing, Prevention and Early 
Help  
 

Tel. 01282 682278   
Email head@holly-grove.lancs.sch.uk   
Date 23 February 2016  

 
 
C.    CC Nikki Hennessy, Lead Member for Schools 
        Charlotte Ennis, Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Manager 
        Mel Ormesher, Head of Service, Asset Management 
 
 
 
Dear Debbie, 
 
Consultation on the Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help Service (WPEHS) 
Transformation 2016/17 
I am writing to you following a meeting of the Lancashire Schools’ Forum High Needs 
Group on 23 February 2016, to set out the Forum's response to the consultation. 
 
We were grateful to Charlotte Ennis for attending our meeting and helping to explain 
some of the issues and challenges involved. 
 
We also recognise the County Council and the Service are facing an unprecedented 
financial challenge and that this inevitably creates the need for these difficult 
processes. 
 
However, we are concerned that the new service model will lose many of the strengths 
of the existing structures, particularly around the relationships that are built up through 
the co-location of children's centres with nursery and primary schools.  The current 
arrangements allow vulnerable families to access universal early support and help, 
and to interact with the necessary professionals in a safe and non-threatening 
environment.  Many families only interact with the services as they are naturally visiting 
establishments to drop off and collect their children. This provides an opportunity to 
identify vulnerable children 'pre-birth'. 
 
We would also wish to highlight that this co-location has the additional benefit that 
considerable time and expertise is provided to the Children's Centre operation from 
nursery and primary school staff that is not recharged to the Centres.  These hidden 
benefits will not have been costed into the existing financial accounts and will be lost 
in the new structure if co-location ceases.   
 
We know that many vulnerable people will not travel to access provision, particularly 
when they have no existing relationships with the staff and where there is a fear of 
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stigmatisation and, in the longer term, this can only place even greater pressure on 
statutory services.  This issue may have even greater impact for families of children 
with SEN or complex needs, who may be physically unable to travel greater distances 
or access support at some alternative venues. We would urge you to consider an 
operating model that can continue to provide this positive and welcoming environment 
that facilitates access to services for some of Lancashire's most vulnerable families. 
 
It is recognised that a key element of this concern involves the related Property Review 
and I have therefore copied this response to Mel Ormesher.   We would encourage 
early information and consultation to be provided around the choice of neighbourhood 
centres.  Individual schools will have crucial decisions to take depending on the 
outcomes from the WPEHS consultation and the Property Review, and time is running 
out for them to make alternative arrangements for the use of their premises if decisions 
are taken to remove services.  Impact is already being caused by the uncertainties, 
with a number of staff obtaining other employment and taking considerable expertise 
with them.  A further risk exists for the County Council that school governors will feel 
compelled to find alternative uses for their premises to protect their income, before 
final decisions are taken in the review process.   
 
We also feel that there is not sufficient clarity around the possible closure of Children's 
Centres.  It was suggested that Centres may not 'close' but be using other premises.  
However, we are concerned about the possible inspection responsibilities of this 
approach, as the centres will often be registered with OfSTED at a school address.  
Furthermore, we are unclear if this consultation will form part of any statutory process, 
if decisions are taken to close Children's Centres.  We feel that further clarification and 
reassurance is required on these points. 
 
Concern was also expressed by the Forum that the revised Service would be unable 
to meet all the needs of all vulnerable children and families in Lancashire, and that this 
would lead to some groups being unsupported, particularly in rural areas.  We would 
ask that the Service model ensure that it is sufficiently responsive to identify and 
support vulnerable families that exist in sparsely populated areas, away from the urban 
clusters of need.   
 
The challenge of identifying need within groups that are reluctant to engage with 
Services were also highlighted. 
 
A positive suggestion that emerged from discussions related to the fact that a number 
of current services were well regarded.  This could offer an opportunity to trade these 
services in Lancashire, and perhaps beyond, in order to generate additional income 
that could be reinvested in support for the more vulnerable groups.  Clearly, some 
form of means testing would be required to ensure charges were not levied for those 
in need but without the ability to pay, but we would suggest that income generation 
options be pursued to boost available funding for the service. 
 
The Group also wanted to point out that the consultation with stakeholders 
disadvantaged schools, as a number of the district networking events were organised 
for the week of February half term, meaning school representatives were unable to 
attend. 
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I should also like to thank the County Council for the reassurances that have been 
provided to schools with Children's Centres, which confirmed that the Council has 
agreed that following the transfer-in of any School Children's Centre staff, any costs 
of VR/CR will be met by the Council. 
 
I have copied this response to CC Nikki Hennessy, who attended the Forum meeting 
as Lead Member for Schools. 
 
With best wishes.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Sue Kitto 
 
Sue Kitto 
Chair, Lancashire Schools Forum High Needs Block Working Group 
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Appendix B 
 
Lancashire SERF Units – Current Pupils 
 
 

School No 
SERF 
places 
2015/16 

Current 
pupils 

Ashton Community Science College 20 11 
Hameldon Community College 18 7 
Holland Moor Primary School 7 6 
Lancaster Ridge Community Primary School 6 0 
Moorside Primary School 6 1 
Holme Slack Community Primary School 6 2 
Ashton Primary School 6 1 
Oswaldtwistle Moor End Community Primary School 6 9 
Burnley Ightenhill Primary School 6 0 
Burnley Springfield Community Primary School 6 1 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 17 March 2016 
 
Item No 12 
 
Title: Schools Forum Meeting Arrangements  
 
 
Appendix A refers 
 
Executive Summary  
 

The Forum have previously been informed about proposals to close the Woodlands 
Centre. This decisions has now been confirmed and the Forum are asked to consider 
future arrangements for meeting venues. 
 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Express any views about the future meeting arrangements for the 

Schools Forum. 
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Background 
At the January 2016 Forum meeting, members were informed that as part of the 
County Council's budget strategy, one proposal was to close the Woodlands Centre, 
along with other training venues.   
 
Whilst it was recognised that the County Council was facing an unprecedented 
financial challenge, the Forum felt that representations should be sent, emphasising 
the important role that the Centre has played in facilitating the sense of professional 
collegiality amongst Lancashire schools.   
 
The Forum Chairman drafted a letter setting out views expressed at the meeting, 
which was circulated for comment and approval under the urgent business procedure.  
A final version of the letter was then submitted to the County Council and a copy is 
attached at Appendix A. 
 
On 11 February 2016 the County Council approved the 2016/17 budget. 
 
Whilst some revisions to the original proposals were agreed, there was no reversal of 
the plans to close Woodlands. 
 
The Forum can continue to meet at Woodlands for the remainder of the 2015/16 
academic year and potentially for the first term of the 2016/17 academic year 
schedule. 
 
It would be helpful if the Forum were to express views about preferred alternatives 
after that point, so that further investigations can commence. 
 
Options for Forum to consider include: 
 

County Hall, Preston 
The Forum have previously met in one of the Committee Rooms at County Hall.  
The County Council proposals to close Woodlands are part of a wider strategy 
that includes the development of training and conferencing centre facilities at 
County Hall, but no firm dates are attached to this.  It is not clear at this stage 
exactly what facilities would be available.  County Hall does offer good proximity 
for rail links and the availability of presenting officers, but car travel to central 
Preston for morning meetings may be more difficult than access to Chorley and 
there would be no free car parking.   
 
One alternative option may be to consider twilight or evening meetings as the 
County Hall car park barrier restrictions are lifted from about 4.00 pm and this 
may also allow greater scope for room bookings, which could well be under 
more pressure for morning meetings. 
 
 
School/College Venues 
Many Lancashire schools and academies have facilities that could 
accommodate the Forum and its working groups.  Forum members could 
volunteer their premises as the permanent venue for meetings, or as part of a 
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rota arrangement.  Transport links would vary, depending on the venue and 
again, car parking may prove easier for twilight or evening sessions. 
 
Since the Woodlands proposals were discussed at the January meeting, a 
number of FE colleges have volunteered their premises as a possible Forum 
venue, via Robin Newton-Syms, the Lancashire Colleges representative.  One 
of these offers is from Runshaw College, suggesting their Adult College 
Campus as a possible venue.  This Campus is situated on Euxton Lane in 
Chorley, not too far from Woodlands. 
 
We have also been contacted by Sir Tom Finney Community High School 
offering a meeting venue at their new site. 
 
Independent Conferencing Venues 
There are a number independent venues throughout Lancashire that provide 
meeting facilities that could accommodate the needs of the Forum.  Some of 
these are close to motorway links and offer free parking.  Morning meetings 
should be available without some of the difficulties relating to County Hall or 
school venues.  However, the room hire costs of these facilities may be higher 
than those arising from the earlier options. 

 
Now that the Forum operates on an electronic basis, the availability of public wi-fi 
would be an important consideration at any venue choice. 
 
The views of the Forum are sought. 
 
 
 
 
 
  

69



Appendix A 
 
 

 
 
CC Matthew Tomlinson 
Cabinet Member for Children, Young People and 
Schools 

Tel. 01772 613112  
Email lancsschoolsforum15@gmail.co

m 
 

 
Date 21 January 2016  

 
C. CC Nikki Hennessy, Lead Member for Schools 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear CC Tomlinson, 
 
Woodlands Conference Centre 

 
I am writing to you on behalf of the Lancashire Schools’ Forum following the meeting 
which was held on 14th January. 
 
We were grateful to receive information from Mr Bob Stott on a range of issues, 
including some of the proposals under consideration as part of the County Council 
Transformation. 
 
It is very evident that this is a very difficult and painful process. As the Chair of the 
Forum, I expressed a view that we will all need to understand the realities of the 
situation. 
 
I am writing this letter to reflect some particular concerns which were expressed 
regarding the proposed closure of the Woodlands Centre. The Centre is of great value 
to schools as a resource for Continuing Professional Development and other 
professional networking activities. Indeed, it has played a significant part in facilitating 
the sense of professional collegiality which remains such a strong feature amongst 
Lancashire schools. 
 
Some Forum members asked questions at the meeting about the financial parameters 
of the Woodlands Centre as a business operation. It was not possible for these 
questions to be answered at the meeting. Some members were keen to find out 
whether all options had been considered regarding the operations of the Woodlands 
Centre. 
 
Forum members understand well that the status quo in a number of respects is not 
going to be tenable in the challenging situation which is facing Lancashire, brought 
about by circumstances beyond your control. Notwithstanding this, they would like 
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their strength of feeling regarding the Woodlands Centre to be communicated. They 
would also like to feel that all possible alternatives have been considered before 
arriving at a final decision on its future. 
 
I have copied this letter to CC Nikki Hennessy, who attended the Forum meeting as 
Lead Member for Schools. 
 
With best wishes.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
David Pearson 
Chairman, Lancashire Schools Forum 
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