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Executive Summary  
 

On 15 September 2016, the Early Years Block Working Group considered a number 
of reports, including: 
 

 Initial Review of the Early Years Single Funding Formula  
 

 Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF)  
 
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 15 
September 2016 and decisions taken using the Forum's urgent business 
procedure; 

b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
 
  



Background 
On 15 September 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. Initial Review of the Early Years Single Funding Formula  
At the last meeting the Working Group it was requested that Lancashire carry out some 
preliminary investigations into the different levels of base rate locally, ahead of any 
national early years consultation or guidance 
 
A report was presented setting out information gathered from other LAs.  The LA 
mentioned as introducing a single EYSFF base rate for 3 & 4 year olds, was North 
Yorkshire, so following the June meeting, the LA contacted the council.  In addition, 
information about current EYSFF base rates for 3 & 4 year olds was sought from 
colleagues using the North West LMS regional group.   
 
North Yorkshire Council 
North Yorkshire confirmed that they had introduced a single base rate for 3 & 4 year 
olds for 2016/17, following a consultation held in February 2016.   
 
The consultation sought views on a number of options for 2016/17, as set out below: 
Option 1 – keep the basis for the funding rates the same; 
Option 2 – one single funding rate for all providers; 
Option 3 – amend funding rates to reflect revised differential costs incurred by  
        different providers. 
 
Following analysis and weighting of responses, decisions were: 
 

 the implementation of a single rate for funding 3&4 year olds;  

 the use of early years block reserves to ensure that no provider had a reduction 
to their 3&4 year old hourly rate in 2016/17. 

 
North Yorkshire operates Maintained Nursery Schools, which, in addition to the hourly 
rate, also receive a lump sum in recognition of their high operating costs. The report 
acknowledged that if a single funding rate for all providers was introduced, it was 
unlikely that nursery schools could be financially viable without an increase to their 
lump sum.  
 
It was therefore proposed that further work be done on the financial position of nursery 
schools during 2016/17. 
 
NWLMS Responses 
By the end of the summer term 2016, 16 responses had been received from other LAs 
in the region, following Lancashire's request for information about current 3 & 4 year 
old base rates.   
 
Analysis of the responses received showed that all LAs that operated maintained 
nursery schools continue to provide a differential base rates.  The only responding 



councils that had a single rate across their 3 & 4 year old base rates were ones without 
maintained nursery school provision. 
 
The highest base rates for maintained nursery school providers were £7.88 and £7.50 
and the lowest rates were £3.30 and £3.39.  This compares to the Lancashire rate of 
£7.07.  The average rate for maintained providers was £5.13. 
 
Some variation exists in the number of base rates operated, but all respondents 
quoted a PVI base rate.  The highest PVI rates operated were £4.65 and £3.97, whilst 
the lowest were £2.28 and £2.57.  The average was £3.67, compared to a Lancashire 
rate of £3.92.  
 
A brief analysis has been undertaken comparing the differential between the highest 
base rate payable in each authority, with that of the lowest payable base rate (limited 
to those LAs with maintained nursery schools). This shows that in the LA with the 
largest variation in base rates, the lowest rate is only 30% of the upper rate.  In the LA 
with the smallest variation, the lowest rate is 93% of the upper rate.  The average 
variation is 68% and the Lancashire figure is 55%. 
 
The base rate allocations are also augmented by a variety of supplementary 
payments.  
 
Before the report was considered by the Working Group, the Government published a 
consultation on the Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) (see next item), 
but members used the information in this report as background evidence to help inform 
a Lancashire response.  
 
The Working Group: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Used the information contained in the report as background evidence to 

help inform a Lancashire response. 
 

 
2. Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF)  

On 11 August 2016, the Department for Education (DfE) launched a consultation on 
the introduction of an Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) from April 2017. 
Initial discussions about the proposals also took place at the Early Education 
Consultative Group on 13 September, to help shape some initial considerations. 
 
The consultation document contains a summary of the Government's proposals, which 
is replicated below: 
 
Part 1: National funding to local authorities  

 Hourly funding rates (national average) will increase from £4.56 to £4.88 for three- 
and four-year olds (including average Early Years Pupil Premium spend) and from 
£5.09 to £5.39 for two-year olds.  

 A new early years national funding formula would allocate funding to local 
authorities for the existing 15-hour entitlement for all three- and four-year-olds and 
the additional 15 hours for three- and four-year children of eligible working parents.  



 The formula would include factors for additional needs and an area cost adjustment 
to reflect variations in local costs.  

 While the majority of local authorities would see increases in their hourly funding 
rates, we would set a funding floor to ensure that no authority could see a reduction 
of more than -10% once the formula is fully implemented.  

 We would also use transitional protections to ensure that no local authority could 
see an annual reduction in their hourly funding rates of more than -5% in any year.  

 We propose all local authorities should be funded by the early years national 
funding formula, without any transitional protections, by 2019-20.  

 
Part 2: Local funding from local authorities to providers  

 We would require that all local authorities pass 93% in 2017-18 then 95% in 2018-
19 of early years funding to providers. This would maximise funding to childcare 
providers.  

 Local authorities would use a universal base rate to fund providers for each hour 
of the free entitlement, by no later than 2019-20. This would bring about greater 
equality in funding between different types of provider.  

 There would be supplementary funding for maintained nursery schools for at least 
two years to keep their transition to a universal base rate manageable.  

 There would be a limited set of permitted funding supplements, limited to those 
which reflect drivers of cost and incentivise providers to meet the needs of parents. 
These supplements would be capped at 10% of the hourly funding rate.  

 
Part 3: Meeting children’s additional needs  

 There would be a new Disability Access Fund to support disabled children to 
access the free entitlements.  

 Local inclusion funds for children with special educational needs would support 
providers in driving outcomes for these children.  

 The Early Years Pupil Premium will continue.  
 
Lancashire Implications  
Whilst the proposals are subject to consultation, the DfE has produced illustrative 
tables to accompany the process, which show the possible impact of the EYNFF at LA 
level. The consultation document indicates that with the new investment, the proposals 
see 112 local authorities (75%) gaining funding on their hourly rate, whilst 38 LAs see 
a reduction. 
 
The DfE's starting point for implementing EYNFF calculations was 2016/17 Dedicated 
Schools Grant (DSG) blocks that were rebaselined to reflect current spending 
patterns. The 2016/17 Early Years Block baseline for 3 and 4 year olds in Lancashire 
was £46.5m, at a LA hourly rate of £4.49 per hour. 
 
Illustrative Lancashire EYNFF allocation for 3 and 4 year olds for the universal 
entitlement in 2017/18 is shown as £4.26 per hour, which equates to an allocation of 
circa £44.1m.  In addition, the formula allocates Lancashire a further £7.8m for the 
additional 15 hours for 3 and 4 year old children of eligible working parents.  
 



Transitional protection would therefore apply to the illustrative 2017/18 allocation 
meaning that a protected rate of £4.27 per hour would apply, raising the figures 
marginally. 
 
This £4.27 per hour rate is shown by DfE as the illustrative average hourly rate that a 
provider might expect to receive for 3 and 4 year old funding in 2017/18.  The figure 
should be treated with considerable caution by individual providers, as it assumes an 
average application of the Early Years Single Funding Formula (EYSFF) supplements 
to each setting, which would in reality vary considerably, and also takes no account of 
any local transitional arrangements that may be agreed in moving from the current 
EYSFF in Lancashire to the EYNFF. 
 
Lancashire has also been provided with an illustrative additional allocation of £4.4m 
from the DfE's Maintained Nursery School (MNS) Fund in 2017/18.  This funding is 
indicated as being funded for a minimum of two years.  There are no indications as to 
any transition beyond two years. 
 
The Government proposals continue the current Early Years Pupil Premium 
arrangements, with a Lancashire 2017/18 illustrative allocation of £786k. 
 
Illustrative 2 year old funding is also provided indicating a Lancashire rate for 2017/18 
of £5.20 per hour, which provides £10.8m.  This compares to a figure of £4.58 in 
2016/17. 
 
Area Cost Adjustment (ACA) 
A key factor for Lancashire in the 2017/18 illustrative calculations is the application of 
an area cost adjustment to reflect variations in local costs, specifically looking at 
staffing costs and premises costs.  For staffing costs, the DfE propose to base the 
calculation on the General Labour Market measure.  For premises costs, the rateable 
values of nursery premises are proposed, reflecting the fact that rates are a good proxy 
for premises costs.  
 
This ACA factor is then applied to both the universal base rate and the additional needs 
factors. 
 
The lowest calculated ACA factor is 1.0 and the highest is 1.9.  Lancashire has an 
ACA multiplier of 1.09, which places the county about 2/3 down the list of LAs if they 
are ranked in order of ACA multiplier.  The average national ranking is 1.19. 
 
As might be expected, within the North-West region the range of multipliers is much 
smaller, from 1.04 to 1.15, with an average equivalent to Lancashire's score of 1.09. 
 
Schools Forum Consultation Response 
A draft Forum consultation response was shared with the group, which had been 
shaped by discussion at the EECG. 
 
Initially it had been anticipated that DfE Early Years Funding representatives may be 
able to attend the meeting or contribute via videoconferencing to answer questions 
and listen to views about the EYNFF, however, this did not prove possible. 
 



 
The Working Group therefore gave considerable debate to the issues raised in the 
draft response and proposed some further edits.   
 
 
Dedicated Schools Grant Pressures 

Information was also shared with the Group to indicate that there is clearly a national 
direction of travel to remove local flexibility to vire funding between blocks.  
 
The Working Group's also noted the considerable pressures across all 3 funding 
blocks, which mean that Forum would need to consider using some of the £8.5m DSG 
reserve  
 
In addition, it was noted that the 2016/17 EYSFF allocations included a release from 
reserves that may not be available in 2017/18.  The Early Years Block equated to 
increases of £0.02 per hour on 2 and 3 & 4 year old base rates.  These figures were 
removed from the 2016/17 baseline, as they were non-recurrent funding. 
 
In order to shape the local decisions around the budget setting process, the Early 
Years Working Group was asked to consider establishing a list of principles specifically 
for the funding block.   
 
The Group supported the following Early Years Principles: 
 
2017/18 Budget Setting Principles  
 
General Principles 

 Maximisation of delegated resources; 

 Increase in level of AWPU (Schools Block only);  

 Maximisation of headroom; 

 Minimise schools in Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) (May no longer be 
applicable to EYB, depending on consultation outcomes) 

 
Early Years Budget Principles 2017/18 (for consideration): 

 Stability–Minimise turbulence at an individual setting level;  

 Maximum (hourly rate) loss allowed for 2017/18 -DfE set at -5%* 

 Maximum (hourly rate) gain available for 2017/18; DfE set at 22.9%* 

 Discretionary payments – continue discretionary payments within the 
Lancashire EYSFF that do not generate any accompanying DSG income**: 
o local payments in the 2 year old offer for additional vulnerable groups; 
o supplementary payments for FEE after headcount date; 

 Any non-recurring funding to be distributed in 2017/18 should be accompanied 
by guidance settings that if they choose to use any non-recurring funding as 
part of their core budget they must be aware that there can be no guarantee 
that there will be similar one-off funding available in future years. Budget plans 
for future years should exclude the non-recurring funding: 

*Subject to the availability of resources. 
**Subject to compliance with the new Regulations and the availability of resources 
 
 



The Working Group 
a) Note the report; 
b) Noted the pressures on the 2017/18 Early Years Block funding 

arrangements and that use of funding from the £8.5m DSG reserve may 
need to be considered, if there are shortfalls on final core School Budget 
estimates; 

c) Endorsed the 2017/18 Early Years Block Budget setting principles; 
d) Expressed views on the Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) 

proposals to inform a Schools Forum consultation response; 
e) Noted that the final consultation response would be approved using the 

Forum's Urgent Business Procedure (UBP), as the closing date was 
before the next full Forum meeting; 

f) Noted that members of the Early Education Consultative Group would be 
included in the UBP process, so that all members had a final opportunity 
to comment/approve the submission; 

g) Recommended that the draft consultation response be shared with 
Lancashire early years providers ahead of the closing date, with an 
encouragement that individual settings respond to the consultation. 

 
 
Subsequent to the meeting, the consultation responses was agreed using the 
Forum's urgent business procedure (UBP) and a copy of the final response is 
attached at Appendix A.   
 
16 responses were received through the UBP.  14 responses supported the draft 
submission without amendment. One response supported the submission but 
suggested the correction of a typographical error.  One response received on behalf 
maintained nursery schools, felt the concerns about the potential impact of the 
proposals on these schools did not come through strongly enough, although the reply 
acknowledged that the response was a summary of all views expressed by the 
Forum/Early Education Consultative Group and the different early years sector 
perspectives. 
 
It should also be noted that telephone calls were received from some PVI providers 
commenting that the consultation response expressed views favouring maintained 
providers.  The holistic nature of the Forum response was explained and all providers, 
maintained and PVI, have been encouraged to respond individually to the consultation. 
 
 



Response ID ANON-8PBM-MP3D-B

Submitted to Early years funding: changes to funding for 3 and 4 year olds

Submitted on 2016-09-22 08:40:21

Introduction

1  Welcome - would you like to provide your email address?

Email:

schoolsforum@lancashire.gov.uk

2  Would you like to tell us the name of your organisation?

Organisation:

Lancashire Schools Forum

About you

3  We’d like to know which area of the early years sector your answers represent. Which of these categories best describes your role in the

sector?

This is a drop down menu of different categories of respondent - from nursery to local authority:

Other

If you have answered 'other' please provide more details::

Schools Forum, represenating maintained and PVI providers in Lancashire

4  In which region do you work?

A drop-down menu of the 9 regions of England:

North West

5  If you are not responding as a local authority, which local authority you work in?

A list of all the local authorities in England:

Lancashire

6  If you are a childcare provider, do you consider yourself to work in a:

7  If you are a childcare provider, how many children can your individual setting offer places to?

Not Answered

8  If you are a childcare provider, do you offer the free entitlement to:

Page 2 - Early Years National Funding Formula

9  Should there be an early years national funding formula (to distribute money from Government to each local authority)?

Yes

10  Considering a universal base rate of funding which does not vary by local area...

Base rate (EYNFF) - Should a universal base rate be included in the early years national funding formula?:

Yes

Base rate (EYNFF) - Is 89.5% of overall funding the right amount to channel through this factor?:

Yes

11  Considering an additional needs factor...

Add needs - metrics - Should an additional needs factor be included in the early years national funding formula?:

Yes

Add needs - metrics - Do we propose the correct set of metrics?:

Unsure
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Add needs - metrics - Do we propose the correct weightings for each metric?:

Unsure

12  Considering an area cost adjustment...

ACA - Should the early years national funding formula include an area cost adjustment?:

Yes

ACA - Should that adjustment be based on staff costs (based on the General Labour Market measure) and on nursery premises costs (based on

rateable values)?:

No

13  If you have any comments or recommendations for alternative metrics or weightings to be used in the early years national funding

formula, please explain here:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

These comments relate to questions 9-12.

Q9. The Lancashire Schools Forum and the Lancashire Early Education Consultative Group are supportive in principle of the introduction of an early years

national funding formula to distribute money from Government to each local authority. However, we are concerned that any new funding system is fair and

transparent. Some elements of these proposals appear to unfairly impact on early years providers in Lancashire. (Please see specific points in the responses

below)

Q10. Whilst we again support the principle of a universal base rate, we have serious concerns about the impact this may have on maintained settings. We cannot

understand how a universal base rate is appropriate if differing statutory frameworks exist between different types of setting, which inevitably lead to varying cost

pressures.

We would strongly request that DfE consider the statutory position and look to use the EYNFF to encourage teacher led/high quality provision across all settings,

resourced at an appropriate level.

Q11. We support the use of an additional needs factor in the formula to distribute funding to LAs, as an important mechanism to enable early support and

intervention to be provided. However, we are not sure about the metric or weightings that are proposed. The documentation does not seem to set out a clear

rationale for the proposals or provide evidence to support the particular arrangements. Also, there does not seem to be a clear link between the proposals for

allocating funding to LAs and the supplements that will be allowable in the local formulae.

We would also suggest that a rurality factor be applied to the national formula mechanism. If the EYNFF is reflecting costs and the consultation acknowledges

local cost drivers of rurality, then this should be built into the national distribution

Q12. We acknowledge that costs can vary in different parts of the country and therefore support the principle of an ACA.

However, we oppose the proposals set out in the consultation. The differential between the lowest and highest multiplier (1 to 1.9) seems far too high and

unjustifiable.

The use of the 80% General Labour Market measure does not seem appropriate, as it takes into account all sectors of the economy. This includes the likes of the

financial sector, with the significant salary levels, which would seem to have little relevance to early years staffing costs. The consultation document, the DfE's

Analysis of responses to the call for evidence on the cost of providing childcare and the Review of childcare costs: the analytical report all acknowledge the

impact of the new mandatory National Living Wage (NLW) on the childcare staffing costs. This suggests that significant proportions of providers will be employing

staff paid at this rate. It does not therefore seem justifiable that some areas are being funded at almost twice the level of others.

We understand that the National Day Nursery Association (NDNA) consultation response provides more detailed evidence on this issue, but our own investigation

into job advertisements in London and Lancashire indicated that the maximum pay differential was in the order of 20%/25%.

We would therefore urge the government to reconsider this part of the proposal and to use a more appropriate and sector focused staffing adjustment mechanism

that does not perpetuate or extend existing pay variances or increase profits in some parts of the country at the expense of provision elsewhere. This should to be

the essence of any EYNFF.

We would also argue that it is inappropriate for the premises element of any ACA to be applied to the additional needs factors. These factors are to recognise the

additional needs of individual children, not the overall cost of a nursery building.

Again, the rurality costs acknowledged in the consultation should be reflected in any ACA.

14  To what extent do you agree with the proposed funding floor limit, so that no local authority would face a reduction in its hourly

funding rate of greater than 10%?

Strongly disagree

Page 3 - Two technical questions

15  To implement the increased hourly rate for the two-year old free entitlement...



2YO - Should we retain the current two-year-old funding formula?:

Yes

2YO - Should we use the additional funding secured at the spending review to uplift local authorities’ allocations based upon this?:

Yes

16  Considering the Dedicated Schools Grant, should the free entitlement be capped at 30 hours for children of eligible working parents

and 15 hours for all other children?

Yes

Page 4 - A high pass-through of local authority funding to providers

17  Should Government set the proportion of early years funding that must be passed on to providers?

Yes

18  Do you think that 95% is the correct minimum proportion of the money that should be passed from local authorities to providers?

No, 95% is too low

19  If you would like to explain a response you’ve submitted on this page in more detail, please do so here:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

These comments relate to Q14-18

Q14. Lancashire strongly disagrees with the proposed funding floor limit, as we believe that 10% is too significant a reduction to be managed effectively, without

having a significant negative impact on the quality of provision for young people.

We would suggest a level of -1.5% would be more appropriate, as widely operating as the minimum funding guarantee (MFG) protection in the DSG funding

system.

Q15. The current 2 year old funding formula appears to be working well and we support its continued use and its use to implement the uplift of additional funding.

Q16. We support the free entitlement being capped at 30 hours for children of eligible working parents and 15 hours for all other children otherwise the new

formula becomes unfordable and is counterproductive to the stated objectives of incentivising the 30 hours offer for working parents.

Q17. The Forum/Early Education Consultative Group support the Government's proposal to set a proportion of funding that must be passed to providers, but

(Q18) would suggest that the level should be higher than proposed 95% threshold.

Page 5 - How money is distributed from local authorities to childcare providers

20  Should local authorities be required to give the same universal hourly base rate to all childcare providers in their area?

No

21  Considering funding supplements that local authorities could choose to use (above the universal base rate)...

Supplements - Should local authorities be able to use funding supplements?:

Yes

Supplements - Should there be a cap on the proportion of funding that is channeled through supplements?:

Yes

22  If you agree that there should be cap on the proportion of funding that is channeled through supplements, should the cap be set at

10%?

Not Answered

23  Should the following supplements be permitted?

Basket of supplements - Deprivation:

Yes

Basket of supplements - Sparsity / rural areas:

Yes

Basket of supplements - Flexibility:

No



Basket of supplements - Efficiency:

No

Basket of supplements - Additional 15 hours of childcare:

No

24  When using funding supplements, should local authorities have discretion over the metrics they use and the amount of money

channeled through each one?

Metrics & amount - supplements - Deprivation:

Yes - over the metric they use, Yes - over the amount of money

Metrics & amount - supplements - Sparsity / rural areas:

Yes - over the metric they use, Yes - over the amount of money

Metrics & amount - supplements - Flexibility:

Yes - over the metric they use, Yes - over the amount of money

Metrics & amount - supplements - Efficiency:

Yes - over the metric they use, Yes - over the amount of money

Metrics & amount - supplements - Additional 15 hours of childcare:

Yes - over the metric they use, Yes - over the amount of money

25  If you agree that efficiency (efficient business practices that provide excellent value for money) should be included in the set of

supplements, do you have a suggestion of how should it be designed?

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

These comments relate to Q20 - 25

Q20. Whilst agreeing with a universal hourly rate in principle, we believe that this use of the same universal hourly base rate to all childcare providers in their area

is not practical under the current legislative framework. We reiterate our early point that requests the DfE consider the statutory position and look to use the

EYNFF to encourage teacher led/high quality provision across all settings, resourced at an appropriate level.

Q21. The use of supplements to target funding at identified needs is supported, as is the use of a cap on the proportion that can be channeled in this way.

Q22. 10% seems a reasonable level for this cap.

Q23. We strongly support the deprivation supplement and rurality supplement, although we do not believe that the proposed methodology for a sparsity/rurality

supplement is an effective way to fund settings, given our experience of this in the schools block formula. We would prefer the flexibility to continue with our

existing rurality metric, which is based on Government Urban/Rural Description classifications.

We are not convinced of the need for the other proposed supplements as we have previously used some and subsequently Schools Forum have removed them

from our EYFF.

Q24. If supplements are agreed, it would seem sensible to allow LAs discretion around the metrics and levels of funding to be used in each case, so that they

could be targeted in the most appropriate way to meet local need. The funding levels would be constrained by the overall 10% cap.

Q25. We do not support an efficiency supplement as we believe that efficiency is its own reward.

26  If you agree the delivery of the additional 15 hours of free childcare should be included in the set of supplements, do you have a

suggestion of how should it be designed?

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

We do not see the need for this supplement and so do not support the inclusion of it.

27  If you think that any additional supplements should be permitted which are not mentioned here, please set out what they are and why

you believe they should be included:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

• As we have mentioned earlier, the EYNFF proposals do not seem to acknowledge the different statutory requirements that exist for different types of providers.

If DfE do not look to revisit the statutory position, we would strongly recommend that a teacher supplement is allowable to reflect the legislative framework in

operation for some settings. As stated earlier, our preferred option would be for a position where the formula supported teacher led/high quality provision across

all types of setting, resourced at an appropriate level.

• The consultation is clear that government funding is not intended to fund the cost of meals but indicates that providers may charge parent. Our concern is that

some parents may not be able to afford the cost of a meal, which could prove to be a barrier for some parents. We would therefore support a Free School Meals

supplement to facilitate provision of a nutritious midday meal for children of parents who cannot afford one.



28  Finally, for this page, if you want to explain a response you’ve submitted on this page in more detail, please do so here:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

Page 6 - Funding for disabled children

29  Should there be a Disability Access Fund to support disabled children to access their free entitlement?

Yes

30  Should eligibility for the Disability Access Fund be children aged 3 or 4 which are a) taking up their free entitlement and b) in receipt of

Disability Living Allowance?

No

31  When it comes to delivering the funding for the Disability Access Fund, is the most appropriate way the existing framework of the Early

Years Pupil Premium?

Yes

32  If you want to explain a response you’ve submitted on this page in more detail, please do so here:

This box allows you to write your answer freely:

Comments relate to Q29 to 31

Q29. The Forum welcomes the proposal to introduce a Disability Access Fund to assist children with additional needs to access the free entitlement.

Q30. We have reservations about the eligibility being based on receipt of Disability Living Allowance. This is simply because, at an early years setting, this will

significantly under represent the number of children in need of support. In reality, many children will be working towards obtaining Disability Living Allowance

status, but by the time decisions are made, children will often have left the setting.

We would prefer the use of a proxy indicator, perhaps using data for primary age children (similar to proposals for FSM allocations), so settings get funding

allocated quickly and efficiently.

Q31. We are content for the EYPP system to be used for funding delivery.

We are concerned, however, that proposals for an annual payment hamper responsiveness when children move settings and would welcome appropriate

flexibility within the system for funding to follow a child

Page 7 - Funding for children with special educational needs

33  To what extent do you agree that a lack of clarity on how parents / childcare providers can access financial support results in children

with special educational needs not receiving appropriate support? (We mean children who do not already have an Education, Health and

Care Plan)

Agree

34  When it comes to establishing an inclusion fund...

SEN - inclusion fund - Should local authorities be required to establish an inclusion fund?:

Neither agree nor disagree

SEN - inclusion fund - Would an inclusion fund help improve the supply of appropriate support children receive when in an early years setting?:

Neither agree nor disagree

35  If you envisage any barriers, arising from existing practice or future proposals, to introducing a new requirement on local authorities to

establish an inclusion fund, please tell us what they are and how they might be overcome:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

Comments relate to Q33 to 35

In principle we agree with the idea of an inclusion fund but can see both pros and cons for the system's operation. The availability of additional resources to help

pupils with special educational needs is very much seen as a positive. However, the practical implications around the operation of this in settings where children

only stay for a relatively short period of time can be problematic. Parental expectations can be raised, but additional support may not arrive for a period of time or

may be limited in nature. Bidding for funds can also be time consuming and can lead to an over diagnosis.

Again, the use of proxy indicators could be consider as an alternative methodology.



36  When it comes to the SEN inclusion fund, should local authorities be responsible for deciding...

SEN - local authority role - The children for which the inclusion fund is used?:

Yes

SEN - local authority role - The value of the fund?:

Yes

SEN - local authority role - The process of allocating the funding?:

Yes

37  Where specialist SEN or SEND services are delivered free at the point of use, should they be considered as funding passed directly to

providers for the purposes of the 95% high pass-through?

Agree

38  If you want to explain a response you’ve submitted on this page in more detail, please do so here:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

Comments relate to Q36 to 37

Q36. We support the proposal that LAs should decide on the arrangements for SEN inclusion funding and suggest that this is done in consultation with the

Schools Forum.

Q37. SEN inclusion funding will ultimately be used to support individual children with SEND requirements, so it seems appropriate that it is considered as part of

the funding passed directly to providers for the purposes of the 95% high pass-through

Page 8 - Transitions to a new funding system

39  To what extent do you agree with the transition approach proposed for the Early Years National Funding Formula (money distributed

from Government to local authorities)?

Strongly disagree

40  To what extent do you agree with the transition approach proposed for the high pass-through of early years funding from local

authorities to providers?

Strongly agree

41  To what extent do you agree that our proposals on the high pass-through of funding from local authorities to childcare providers

makes the existing Minimum Funding Guarantee for the early years unnecessary?

Strongly disagree

42  To what extent do you agree with the transition approach proposed for introducing the universal base rate for all providers in a local

authority area?

Strongly disagree

43  If you want to explain a response you’ve submitted on this page in more detail, please do so here:

This box allows you to write an answer freely:

Comments relate to Q39 to 42

Q39. We believe that a 10 % reduction over two years is too steep a decline, which will inevitably lead to significant negative impact on the quality of provision for

young people. We would suggest that a level of -1.5% be adopted, as is used for the MFG.

Q40. We support the proposals for the high pass through transition.

Q41. The high pass through protection ensures that certain level of funding goes directly to providers in totality, but does not seem to protect individual providers

going forward as would the retention of MFG

Q42. The inclusion of £55m nationally for the next two years to support MNS is welcomed but more information and guidance is needed about government

proposals beyond this point. For nursery schools, it does not seem likely that the existing provision, which is rightly praised in the consultation document, can

continue without a significant continuation of this funding stream in 2019/20 and beyond, or the amendment of the legislative framework to enable all settings to

operate on an equivalent basis.

The statutory structures currently borne by MNS cannot be operated at an equivalent base rate to other maintained or PVI providers even in the most efficient of

settings, not without compromising the essence of the establishment as a standalone nursery school.



Page 9 - Equality Assessment

44  Please provide any representations and/or evidence on the impact of our proposals for the purposes of the Public Sector Equality Duty

(Equality Act 2010).The protected characteristics are: age; disability; gender reassignment; pregnancy and maternity; race (including

ethnicity); religion or belief; sex and sexual orientation.

This box allows you to write your answer freely:
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