
MEETING OF THE LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM 
TO BE HELD ON TUESDAY 25 OCTOBER 2016 
 
Venue: Oak Room, Woodlands Conference Centre, Chorley 
Time: 9.30 a.m.  

 
A G E N D A 
 
1. Forum Chair and Vice-Chair 2016/17 

To confirm that Tim Cross has been elected Chair of the Forum for 2016/17 and that Stephen 
Booth remains Vice-Chair for 2016/17 

 

2. Attendance and Apologies for Absence 

To be recorded in accordance with the agreed membership of the Forum.   
 

3. Substitute Members 
To welcome any substitute Members.  
 

4. Forum Membership (Enclosure) 

To consider the report about Forum membership changes and welcome new members to 
their first Forum meeting. 
 

5. Minutes of the Last Meeting held on 5 July 2016 (Enclosure) 

To agree the minutes of the last meeting held on 5 July 2016. 
 
6. Matters Arising 

To consider any matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 5 July 2016 that are 
not covered elsewhere on the agenda. 

 
7. Outcomes from the Property Strategy (Neighbourhood Centres) Consultation 

Mike Kirby, Director of Corporate Commissioning will attend the Forum for this item. 
To consider the information on the Outcomes from the Property Strategy (Neighbourhood 
Centres) Consultation. 

 
8. Outcomes from the Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help Consultations  

Kathy Ashworth, Senior Manager from the Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help Service will 
attend the Forum for this item. 
To consider the information on the Outcomes from Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help 
Consultation. 
 

9. Presentation by the Director of Education, Schools and Care  

To receive a presentation by Bob Stott, Director of Education, Schools and Care 
 

10. Recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group (Enclosure) 
To consider the recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group held on 29 
September 2016. 
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11. Recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group (Enclosure) 

To consider the recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 20 
September 2016. 
 

12. Recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group (Enclosure) 

To consider the recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group held on 15 
September 2016. 
 

13. Recommendations from the Chairman's Working Group (Enclosure) 

To consider the recommendations from the Chairman's Working Group held on 25 October 
2016. 
 

14. Use of Supply Agencies. 

To consider the presentation by David Carter from Reed Education, about key issues for 
schools as employers of agency staff. 
 

15. Forum Correspondence (Enclosure) 

To consider the Forum related correspondence received since the last meeting. 
 

16. Any Other Business  
No know items. 
 

17. Date of Future Meetings  

To note that the next Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Thursday 12 January 2017 at 
Chorley Woodlands. 
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Lancashire Schools Forum meeting of 25 October 2016 at Chorley Woodlands 
 

Executive Summary 
 

1. Forum Chair and Vice-Chair 2016/17 
To confirm that Tim Cross has been elected Chair of the Forum for 2016/17 and that Stephen Booth 
remains Vice-Chair for 2016/17. 

 
2. Attendance and Apologies for Absence and 3. Substitute Members 

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

4. Forum Membership  

To welcome new members to their first Forum meeting and thank members who will be leaving. 
 

5. Minutes of the Last Meeting held on 5 July 2016 and 6. Matters Arising 
To agree the minutes of the last meeting held on 5 July 2016 and any matters arising. 

 
7. Outcomes from the Property Strategy (Neighbourhood Centres) Consultation 

Mike Kirby, Director of Corporate Commissioning will attend the Forum for this item. 
To consider the information on the Outcomes from the Property Strategy (Neighbourhood Centres) 
Consultation. 
 
The Forum is asked to comment on the consultation outcomes. 

 
 
8. Outcomes from the Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help Consultations  

Kathy Ashworth, Senior Manager from the Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help Service will attend 
the Forum for this item. 
To consider the information on the Outcomes from Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help 
Consultation. 
 
The Forum is asked to comment on the consultation outcomes. 

 
 

9. Presentation by the Director of Education, Schools and Care  
To receive a presentation by Bob Stott, Director of Education, Schools and Care, providing an 
update key developments impacting on schools, including feedback from the Education Excellence 
Everywhere White Paper seminars. 
 
The Forum is asked to note the information provided. 

 
 

10. Recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group 
To consider the recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group held on 29 September 
2016. 
 

i. Election of Schools Block Working Group Chair 
Steve Campbell, secondary school headteacher representative was elected chair of the working 
group. 
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ii. Schools Insurance offers 2017/18  
A report was presented providing initial information about the County Council's insurance offer to 
schools for 2017/18.  
 
The working group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that the 0.5% increase in Insurance Premium Tax (IPT) will impact on school insurance 

charges in 2017/18; 
c) Noted that the final impact on school insurance charges for 2017/18 as a result of Lancashire 

County Councils Actuary review findings from 2015 will be confirmed as part of the traded 
service offer in early 2017;  

d) Requested that schools be alerted to possible insurance charge implications in the next 
edition of Fair Exchange; 

e) Requested that Forum be kept informed of the school insurance implications arising from the 
Actuary review. 

 
iii. Updated Billing and Debt Policy  

The county council has in place an income and debt management policy, which has recently been 
reviewed.  As part of this process, the Schools Billing and Debt Policy guidance has been updated.   
 
The working group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the revised Schools Billing and Debt Policy; 
c) Requested that it be published on the portal as soon was as possible. 

 
iv. Schools Block Funding 2017/18  

A report was presented updating members on the latest Schools Block developments for 2017/18, 
including: 

 Consultation on the Schools National Funding Formula and High Needs Funding 

 School Funding 2017/18, EFA Operational Guidance and the implications for Lancashire 

 Provisional 2017/18 DSG Allocations 

 2017/18 Schools Block Budget Setting Principles  

 Disapplication Submissions to the EFA 

 2017/18 Funding Formula and Timetable 

 Initial Estimate of 2017/18 DSG Pressures 

 Estimate of Core Funding 2017/18 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that the implementation of the Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF) has been 

delayed until 2018/19;  
c) Confirmed the proposal that there are no changes to the Lancashire formula factors for 

2017/18, beyond the required removal of the Post 16 factor;  
d) Supported the 2017/18 School Budget setting principles, subject to the inclusion of the 

additional school block principle to continue 'discretionary payments' in Lancashire; 
e) In connection with the IDACI factor, indicated a preference for the approach that created the 

least turbulence in school funding for 2017/18 and requested that impact modelling be 
undertaken; 
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f) Emphasised that the key priority for 2017/18 should be stability, ahead of any national funding 
changes for 2018/19 and therefore supported the possible use of funding from the £8.5m 
DSG reserve, if there are shortfalls in the core Schools Budget; 

g) Supported the proposed disapplication submissions to the EFA; 
h) Noted the latest information about the apprenticeship levy; 
i) Requested that a communication be sent to schools about the known 2017/18 budget issues, 

to assist with initial planning. 
 

v. Service De-delegations 2017/18  
Information was provided about 2017/18 Service De-delegation proposals including: 

 Staff costs – Public Duties/Suspensions; 

 Museum Service - Primary Schools Only; 

 Support for Schools in Financial Difficulty. 

 Deficits at Closing Schools contingency 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that consultation responses will be reported to the Schools Forum on 25 October 2016 

and that primary and secondary schools members will be asked to make formal decisions on 
each de-delegation. 

 
Information on the school responses to the de-delegation consultation will be presented at 
the meeting and primary and secondary school members will be asked to make decisions 
on the individual de-delegation proposals for 2017/18. 
 

vi. Free School Meals Project 2015/16  
An outcomes report for the 2015/16 Free School Meals Project has now been produced and was 
provided for members.   
 
The working group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the success of the project in generating additional PPG income for deprived 

pupils in Lancashire: 
c) Supported the postage costs for the project being met from the Schools Forum Budget, if 

the project continues in future years; 
d) Requested that further investigation be carried out into the reasons project may not run, so 

consideration could be given to any support Forum may be able to offer. 
 

vii. School Banking  
Information was presented about the options available to schools if their local high street bank 
closures. 
 
The Working Group noted the report 
 

The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations and to formally decide on 
service de-delegation proposals for primary and secondary schools in 2017/18. 

 
 

11. Recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group  

To consider the recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 20 September 
2016. 
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i. Election of High Needs Block Working Group Chair 
The Working Group elected Shaun Jukes, headteacher of Sir Tom Finney Community High School 
(a special school headteacher representative), as the new High Needs Block Chairman. 
 
 

ii. Social Worker in Schools  
An update report was provided around the social worker in schools project and the new 
arrangements that were introduced from September 2016. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Confirmed that underspends from the project could be carried forward into 2016/17 and 

2017/18,to support in embedding the new offer; 
c) Supported the new offer against the Continuum of Need (CoN) which commenced 

September 2016;   
d) Requested that duplicate letters be sent about the new offer and each schools named contact 

in areas where these had not been received, and that confirmation letters be sent to about 
the extended funding directly to the schools involved in the existing project; 

e) Agreed a review of the Social Workers based in schools project, once more is known about 
funding options. 

 
iii. Healthy Relationships Education Training Programme  

Proposals were presented to the group around the possible use of underspends from Schools 
Budget supported agreed for Healthy Relationships Education and information was provided about 
the outcomes from the project to date. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the continued use of underspends form previous years into 2017/18, to 

commission the Education Health & Wellbeing Team to:  

 Prioritise schools that have not benefitted from this resource allocation in the first instance 
to: 

 Continue to co-ordinate and deliver a high quality training programme to contribute to the 
safeguarding of children and young people.  

 Assist schools in the self-evaluation of their whole school approach underpinning the 
PSHE curriculum to address the needs of their pupils in terms of their personal 
development, behaviour and welfare 

 Carry on working in partnership with established specialist providers to maximise use of 
finite resources 

 Offer the schools a menu of training to ensure they can fulfil their preventative role and 
use specialist input to identify and respond to issues which are barriers to learning. 

c) Noted that the estimated cost of the proposals was circa £150k 
 
 

iv. High Needs Block (HNB) Funding 2017/18  
A report was presented setting out the HNB funding arrangements for 2017/18, including: 

 Consultation on the Schools National Funding Formula and  

 School Funding 2017/18, EFA Operational Information 

 2017/18 Schools Budget Provisional Funding 
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 Provisional 2017/18 DSG Allocations 

 2017/18 Funding Formula Arrangements 

 SERF Units Funding 

 Initial Estimate of 2017/18 DSG Pressures 

 Estimate of Core Funding 2017/18 

 2017/18 High Needs Block Budget Setting Principles  

 2017/18 Individual School/Academy Cost Pressures 

 Disapplication Submissions to the EFA 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Noted that the implementation of the Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF) and High 

Needs Reforms have been delayed until 2018/19.  
c) Confirmed the proposal that there are no changes to the Lancashire High Needs formulae 

for 2017/18;  
d) Supported the proposed 2017/18 High Needs Block Budget setting principles, but 

emphasised that reducing unit values should only be used as an absolute last resort; 
e) Supported the use of funding from the £8.5m DSG reserve, if there are shortfalls on final core 

School Budget estimates, that cannot be met from underspends elsewhere in the budget. 
f) Support the proposed disapplication submissions to the EFA; 
g) Recommended that decisions about the Special School and PRU Buy-Back Arrangements 

2017/18 be taken by the respective representative headteacher groups. 
 

v. Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) SEND implications  
The government's EYNFF proposals contained a specific section on 'Meeting children’s additional 
needs'.  This section was provided for the Working Group, and the key were highlighted. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and that further information would be provided in due course. 
 

The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 
 
 

12. Recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group  

To consider the recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group held on 15 September 
2016. 

 
i. 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.  Information from the review was provided. 
 
The Working Group: 

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

Lancashire response. 
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ii. 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. A report was presented 
setting out information on the proposals and seeking the Working Group's views.   
 
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 provided, 
 

The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 

 
 

13. Recommendations from the Chairman's Working Group  
To consider the recommendations from the Chairman's Working Group held on 25 October 2016. 
 

i. Bid for one of Support from the Schools in Financial Difficulty Fund 
Specific information about a bid to Forum for one off financial support will be provided for the 
Chairman's Working Group and a summary of the recommendations will be reported to the 
meeting. 

 
The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 

 
14. Use of Supply Agencies. 

Following national revelations about some supply agencies, a presentation will be provided by David 
Carter from Reed Education, about key issues for schools as employers of agency staff. 
 

15. Forum Correspondence  
To consider the Forum related correspondence received since the last meeting. 
 

16. Any Other Business  

No know items. 
 

17. Date of Future Meetings  
To note that the next Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Thursday 12 January 2017 at Chorley 
Woodlands. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 25 October 2016 
 
Item No 4 
 
Title: Forum Membership 
Appendices (if applicable) N/A 
 

Executive Summary  
 

This report summarises the changes to the membership of the Forum since the last meeting. 
 
 
Forum Decision Required 
 
The Forum is asked to:  
 

a) Note the report; 
b) Welcome Eleanor Hick, Max Lunt, Lesley Burrows, Kay Burke, Daniel Ballard, 

Stephen Knight, Julie Burnside, John Tarbox, David Swaffield, Shaun Jukes, Eric 
Harrison, Sally Cryer and Jan Marshall to their first meeting; 

c) Thank Peter Cunningham and Mac Harrison for their contribution to the Forum. 
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Background  
A number of membership changes have taken place since the last Forum meeting. Details 
are provided below. 
 
Annual Membership Review 
As part of the Forum annual membership review, new members have joined the Forum from 
September 2016.  Outcomes from various elections and nominations were reported to the 
Forum at the last meeting, and a number of new members are now welcomed to their first 
meeting: 
 

 Eleanor Hick, a Governor from Grange Primary School; 

 Max Lunt, a governor from Wennington Hall School; 

 Lesley Burrows, Sir John Thursby Community College Governor; 

 Kay Burke, Headteacher from Whitegate Nursery School; 

 Daniel Ballard , Headteacher at Mawdesley St Peter's CE School; 

 Stephen Knight - Abbey Village Primary School Headteacher 

 Julie Burnside, Executive Principal Pendle Primary Academy; 

 John Tarbox, Headteacher at Bowland Academy. 
 
 
Since the July Forum, further membership changes have been confirmed, and details are 
provided below: 
 
Secondary School Governor Representative 

Following the appointment of Lesley Burrows a secondary school governor vacancy 
remained and an additional communication was issue to secondary governors to seek 
nominations. 
 
Two nominations were received and an election was therefore held at the end of the summer 
term 2016. 
 
David Swaffield from Lytham St Anne's Technology and Performing Arts College was elected 
with 67% of the votes.  Six votes were cast in the election, representing 15% of those eligible. 
 
Members will wish to welcome David to his first Forum meeting. 
 
 
Special School Headteacher Representative  

LaSSHTA have nominated Shaun Jukes, headteacher of Sir Tom Finney High School, as the 
new special school headteacher representative. 
 
Members will wish to welcome Shaun to his first forum meeting. 
 
 
NASUWT Observer Representative  
The NASUWT have contacted the LA to confirm that they have changed their Schools Forum 
representative.   
 
Eric Harrison has replaced Mac Harrison and members will wish to welcome Eric to his first 
meeting and thank Mac for his contribution to the Forum. 
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Secondary School Headteachers Representatives 
LASSH have nominated two new members to join the Forum: 
 

 Sally Cryer, Headteacher, Unity College, Burnley;  

 Jan Marshall, School Business Manager, Lathom High School, Skelmersdale. 
 
Schools Block members will know Jan, as she has recently been attending the Working 
Group as a co-opted observer member. 
 
In addition, Peter Cunningham, headteacher of Moor Park High School, has written to the 
Forum Chairman to tender his resignation from the Forum at the end of term, as he intends 
to retire.  A copy of the letter is included in the Forum correspondence item. 
 
The LA will seek a replacement secondary headteacher representative for the Spring Term 
2017. 
 
Members will wish welcome Sally and Jan their first Forum meeting and thank Peter for his 
contribution to the work of the Forum. 
 
 
Review of Places  
Members will be aware that the proportion of pupils at primary schools, secondary schools 
and academies is kept under review to ensure Forum representation by sector is comparable.  
A report to Forum in July noted that academy representation should remain as 6 members 
(with 5 voting places) based on pupil numbers.  
 
Information about the number of schools that could possibly be converting to academies by 
September 2016 suggested that this may increase pupil numbers to a level that would trigger 
the 6th voting place for academies.  However, by 1 September 2016, only one additional 
school had converted, and the pupil number calculation remains as 5 voting places on the 
Forum. 
 
The LA will continue to monitor pupil numbers if further schools become academies during 
the course of the year. 
 
 

11



Item 5 
LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM 

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD AT 9:30 A.M. ON TUESDAY 5 JULY 2016 AT 
WOODLANDS CONFERENCE CENTRE, CHORLEY 

 
Present: Schools Members: 

 Primary School Governors Academy Governor 
 Stephen Booth Chris McConnachie 
 Gerard Collins Louise Shaw 
 Patricia Eastham  
 Steve Parsons Academy Principal/Headteacher 
 Barry Payton  
 Ruth Pollock Alternative Provision Academy 
 Peter Simpson  
 Alan Whittaker Special School Governor 
   
 Primary School Headteachers Special School Headteacher 
 Tim Cross Sue Kitto 
 Michael Holden  
 Susanne Kime Short Stay Governor 

 Angela Johnstone Sandra Thornberry 
   
 Secondary School Governors Short Stay Headteacher 
 Janice Astley Andrew Murray 
 Jane Beckford  
 Brian Rollo Nursery School Headteacher 

  Liz Klavins 
 Secondary School Headteachers Kay Burke (observing) 
 Peter Cunningham  
 David Pearson (Chair) Nursery School Governor 

  Thelma Cullen 
   

                                                Members: 
 Other Voting Members Early Years - PVI 

 CC Peter Buckley Sharon Alexander 
 CC Nikki Hennessy Peter Hindle 
 Sam Johnson (sub  for S Whittaker) Anne Peet 
 Robin Newton-Syms  

 Ken Wales  
   
 Observers Members of the Public 
 Elaine Brookes Eleanor Hick 
 John Davey Jan Marshall 
 Mac Harrison  
 Liz Laverty  
 Rod Marsden  
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In attendance: Paul Bonser Sam Caley (observing) 
 Christine Hurford Jane Rimmer (observing) 
 Kevin Smith Neil Smith (observing) 
 Heather Stevens  
   
 For Item 5 Mel Ormesher, Head of Asset Management 
 For item 6 Bob Stott, Director of Education, Schools and Care 
   
   

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
Apologies for absence were received from: Phil Birch, Cheryl Brindle, Steve Campbell, 
Raeleen Duthoit, Paula Evans, Mark Fowle, Simon Gillespie, Janet Hamid, Mark Jackson, 
CC Dorothy Lord, Janice Reynolds, Steve Robinson, Audrey Swann, Sandra Thornberry, 
Stephen Whittaker and Mike Wright.  

 
 
2. SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS 

Sam Johnson attended the meeting, as Church of England Diocesan representative, 
substituting for Stephen Whittaker. 

 
 

3. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING HELD ON 17 MARCH 2016 
The Forum agreed the minutes of their last meeting held on 17 March 2016 as a correct 
record. 
 

 
4. MATTERS ARISING 

 
From item 7 iii Rates Reimbursement Policy 
Following various analysis, the Forum agreed amendments to the rates reimbursement 
policy, including  

 The financial threshold being 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 inclusion of a cash threshold of £5,000, so that reimbursements would be 
payable on the lower of 1% of the Total Budget Share or £5,000. 

 
Following the Forum meeting in March, reimbursements were processed to a small 
number of schools that qualified under the adjusted criteria. 
 
The Forum note the information. 

 
 
5. PROPERTY STRATEGY (NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRES) – CONSULTATION  

Mel Ormesher, Head of Asset Management, attended the Forum for this item. 
 
It was explained that remaining resources gap after all the currently agreed County 
Council savings have been implemented is still projected to be £200.5m by 2020/21. 
 
The County Council is consulting on a proposed reconfiguration of the Council's property 
portfolio to ensure that all Lancashire's residents continue to receive high quality services 
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from a reduced number of properties.  The review is relevant to 238 buildings and 
proposes to still deliver services from 132 
 
The new strategy intended to deliver: 

 A smaller and more affordable property portfolio that provides efficient services  

 A move away from service specific premises to a corporately managed portfolio 
offering flexibility of use for the future 

 Community focussed multi-functional buildings tailored to deliver specific services 
within identified areas 

 
The timescale for the consultation was set out as follows: 

 Consultation starts Wed 18 May 

 Consultation closes 14 August 

 Final decisions made in September 

 Implementation of Decision from 1 Oct 2016 
 
This item provided members with an opportunity to comment on the proposals and it was 
noted that from a Forum perspective, the consultation mainly impacted on schools with 
Children's Centres on site. Some sites are proposed for closure, others will continue as 
neighbourhood centres, but usage may change. 
 
From individual schools' perspective, there is a considerable risk around the loss of 
income if a centre is proposed for closure, as schools and centres on a single site share 
costs that may in future fall entirely in the school. 
 
Members gave considerable consideration to the proposals and recognised the significant 
financial challenges driving the required changes to the property portfolio.  
 
The Forum had two main comments from a school viewpoint, as set out below: 
 

 Urged that the County Council fully engage with school settings as part of this 
consultation process and enter into a meaningful dialogue about the impact on 
those schools directly affected and around the available options for the future of 
the settings; 

 

 Expressed concern that the timeline for decisions about the future use of property 
is extremely tight from a school perspective, leaving headteachers and governing 
bodies little time to respond to the final outcomes and make any necessary financial 
adjustments or find alternative users to bolster lost income.  Forum therefore urge 
that the County Council make available transitional funding to allow schools the 
necessary time and financial support to remain stable and viable as the new 
arrangements are implemented.  Members emphasised that they did not wish to 
see a situation develop where schools are pushed into financial difficulties by the 
impact of the property strategy. 

 
The Forum: 

a) Noted the information provided on the property review and acknowledged 
the financial challenges facing the County Council that were driving the 
changes; 

b) Requested that the views expressed be considered as part of the 
consultation process; 
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c) Requested that officers attend the next Forum meeting in October 2016, to 
update members on the progress of the review, and also on the related 
Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help consultation; 

d) Encouraged individual members to respond to the consultation, which is 
available from the link below: 

http://www.lancashire.gov.uk/council/get-involved/consultations/changes-to-
where-we-provide-services.aspx 

 
CC Nikki Hennessey also indicated that members or individual schools could raise any 
representation through her, as Lead Member for Schools, or through their local County 
Councillors. 
 
 

6. PRESENTATION BY THE DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION, SCHOOLS AND CARE  
Bob Stott, Director of Education, Schools and Care attended the meeting for this item. 
 
Bob updated the Forum on a number of schools key issues. 
 
Firstly, it was reported that good progress had been made in response to the Ofsted 
inspection of children's services.  An Improvement Board had been established to closely 
monitor the development and delivery of an improvement plan. The delivery of the plan 
will be critical to achieving a much improved outcome when Ofsted undertakes a further 
inspection of these services, which might take place around September 2016. 
 
The Improvement Board published information about its work on the County Council 
website, and this is available from the link below: 
http://www.lancashire.gov.uk/council/performance-inspections-reviews/children-
education-and-families/childrens-services-improvement-board.aspx 
 
An extremely positive position was also reported in connection with school 
inspections.  Over 92% of Lancashire schools were rated as Good or Outstanding, with 
only 0.96% judged Inadequate.   
 
These Lancashire outcomes were above the national and regional averages and placed 
the County in a strong position to face the challenges over the coming years, including 
the changing political landscape proposed by the White Paper, the academisation agenda 
and the role of the Regional Schools Commissioner (RSC).   
 
It was emphasised that the County Council wanted its response to these issues to be 
steered by the wishes of schools, and Bob indicated that he had begun some initial 
discussions with the representative school groups, setting out key challenges and sharing 
ideas.   
 
The Government's proposals around the Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF) were 
of specific interest to the Forum and Bob outlined the need to consider how best to provide 
school improvement and support for vulnerable schools, if current de-delegation 
arrangements were removed.  
 
Possible Lancashire conferences for heads and Chairs of Governors were mentioned as 
potential mechanisms to facilitate a debate to shape key themes, including: 

 The option of the County Council developing a MAT (s); 

 Identification of possible local partners and sponsors; 
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 Option around safe harbour MATs; 

 Traded Services options; 

 School Improvement options. 
 
The key role of diocesan authorities in these discussions was emphasised, with members 
suggesting that involvement of both education officers and Bishops would be important in 
this debate. 
 
The Forum: 

a) Thanked Bob for his presentation; 
b) Welcomed the opportunity to contributed to a future dialogue about the 

Lancashire response to forthcoming school challenges; 
c) Welcomed Bob's offer to attend the next Schools Forum meeting in October, 

to update members on progress. 
 
 

7. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SCHOOLS BLOCK WORKING GROUP  

On 14 June 2016 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 Budget Outturn 2015/16  
The Working Group gave consideration to the Schools Block issues in the 2015/16 
Outturn report, including the overall budget position and some issues around the charging 
structures for traded services and the associated arrangements. 
 
Overall, the 2015/16 Schools Revenue Budget has a net underspend of (£4.413m) largely 
attributable to underspends in the High Needs Block. 
 
A number of earmarked reserves and provisions are maintained by the Authority for 
specific purposes. As at 31 March 2016 these amounted to a total of £79.812m for 
Schools, reduced from £89.9m in March 2015. This reduction is largely attributable to the 
£10.6m release from reserves.  £53.7m related to Individual School balances (see next 
item) 

 

Additional Traded Services  
As a result of the ongoing financial challenges, the County Council took several difficult 
budget decisions in February 2015, including some to cut services previously provided 
free to schools. In order that these services could develop coherent traded offers for 
schools, it was proposed that the services would continue to be offered free to schools in 
2015/16, to be funded from underspends elsewhere in the Schools Budget central items.  
 
It was agreed that reports relating to the services would be presented to Forum, as part 
of the 2015/16 outturn item, so that members had an opportunity to scrutinise the 2015/16 
expenditure and provide sign-off before the Schools Budget funding is released to the 
services. Information provided on the Schools HR Service and the Schools H&S Service. 

 
The Working Group were supportive of the arrangements, but raised some queries. 

 
2015/16 Closure of County Council Accounts 
The County Council expressed a big thank you all schools for their considerable efforts in 
achieving successful closure. 
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2016/17 Commitments from DSG Reserve 
The table below sets out commitments from the DSG reserve that have already been 
agreed for 2016/17 and provides an initial indication of additional funding that may be 
available to allocate in 2017/18. 

 
DSG Reserve 2016/17 

    £m £m 

Opening Balance 16/17   20.152 

   

Less existing commitments     

  
Early Support, including commissioning, Social Worker 
in Schools and Lifeskills, health education project  -1.960   

  Underspend from 2014/15 distributed in 2016/17 -6.200   

      -8.160 

Adjusted DSG reserve   11.992 

DSG Reserve at 1% of DSG   8.500 

Funding available for distribution in 2017/18   3.492 

 
 
It was noted that the equivalent figure available for distribution in 2016/17 was £6.2m.  
 
The potential risk of around £11.5m (plus any further changes created by Early Years 
announcements) in the Schools Budget for 2017/18, in addition to the standard budget 
pressures (Lancashire has faced core budget shortfalls in 2015/16 and 2016/17).  

 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report and the Schools Budget Outturn position for 2015/16; 
b) Noted that much of the overall £4.4m underspend on the 2015/16 was attributable 

to savings on the High Needs Out-County budget: 
c) Supported the release of Schools Budget funding to services for their transitional 

2015/16 expenditure, to be met from underspends in central items; but expressed 
a number of comments/queries for consideration by the Service: 

 Asked for clarification around the Health and Safety position for those 
schools not buying into the traded service; 

 Recommended that consideration be given to the Health and Safety 
charging structure for future years around removing cost differentials 
between community/controlled schools and aided/foundation schools and 
academies; 

 Sought clarification as to why there was no charging differential for the HR 
Service between primary and secondary in the academy sector, as was 
offered in maintained: 

d) Supported carry forward commitments for 2016/17; 
e) Supported the current position that the DSG reserve should remain 1% of DSG for 

2016/17 for the present time, but recognised that this could be kept under review 
due to uncertainties around school funding from April 2017. 

 
Subsequent to the meeting, the Working Group's comments were passed the Schools HR 
Service and the Schools H&S Service.  Responses are shown below: 
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H&S Charging Structure 
The Service indicated that the Management Team will need to consider the charging 
structure for future years, including the comments received from Forum.  However, they 
reiterated the position that for community and controlled schools the County Council's 
legal responsibilities as employer of the staff warranted the differential.   
 
It was also confirmed that the charge for establishments where the County Council was 
not the employer were set on the same basis, i.e. the aided school and the academies 
charge was the same. 
 
Schools not buying into H&S 
The Service confirmed that schools who choose not to buy in to H&S will still have access 
to some advice and guidance for emergency issues.  A H&S advice line is available and 
can provide very basic information or signposting arrangements, directing these schools 
to legislation or to their H&S provider.  
 
A letter has also been sent out to all schools that have not bought in, asking them to 
confirm that they have appropriate arrangements in place to obtain professional H&S 
advice, guidance and support.  The service will be reporting this back to Management 
Team. 

 
Schools HR Primary Academy Charging 
The Service have confirmed that there was an omission on the table and a primary 
academy category, with a charge of £1,100, which is equivalent to the higher primary 
school rate, should have been shown. 
 
Schools Safeguarding Advice 
The School Safeguarding Service had previously consulted about proposed 
arrangements for September 2016.  Information was provided to confirm that the offer 
letter was to be distributed on 5 July asking schools to sign up to the traded service, which 
was priced in accordance with advice received from the Forum. 
 
Information was provided about service provision in the transitional year for 2015/16.  It 
was noted that during 2015/2016 there have been positive developments to support 
safeguarding advice and training for the schools of Lancashire, which have included 
closer working and support for the Schools Safeguarding Officer from multi agency 
professionals within MASH, including the LADO, education support workers and social 
workers.    
 
There was 22 safeguarding courses held during 2015/16 and 725 DSL's completed the 
training. The service received 1063 helpline calls to support with safeguarding advice or 
support with risk assessments etc. 
 
Total School Safeguarding expenditure for 2015/16 was £79,465, compared to the initial 
estimate of circa. £100k. 
 
The Forum: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Ratified the Working Group's Recommendations: 
c) Noted the additional information provided about the charging structures and 

operation of traded services in 2015/16; 
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d) Agreed to the release of costs for the 3 traded services, from underspends 
in the central items budget. 

 
ii. School Balances and Clawback  

The School Balances and Clawback report for 2015/16 was presented including 
information about balances at an individual school level in 2015/16.   
 
The final outturn against schools delegated budgets at 31 March 2016 is an overspend of 
£2.427m.  In essence this means that school balances have decreased by £2.427m in 
2015/16, to a total of £53.947m.  More schools operated an in year deficit in 2015/16 than 
the previous year and more schools ended the year in deficit.  This may be evidence of 
the cost pressures faced by schools during 2015/16, particularly around staffing 
overheads.   
 
By way of context, the school balances figure of £53.947m represents 6.45% of CFR 
income in 2015/16. (At school level, the maximum guideline figure is currently 12% of 
CFR income) 

 
Academy Conversions 
During 2015/16, three schools converted to academies. All three schools converted in 
surplus and their balances transferred with them, totalling £233k.  These adjustments 
mean that the final level of aggregate school balances at 31 March 2016 equates to 
£53.713m. 

 
Individual School Balances 
Details were provided about the balances at individual school level in 2015/16.  As 
previously requested by the Forum, in addition to the year-end balance by school, 
information is included in this annex setting out: 

 Year-end balance adjusted for approved exemptions;  

 Adjusted balance as a % of CFR income;  

 Adjusted balance per pupil.  
 
It should be noted that the figures above are calculated on the total year-end balance and 
have not been adjusted for approved exemptions. 

 
Forecasting 
The reduction in schools balances to £53.946m (including academy conversions), 
compares to a forecast reduction in balances to £31.648m, which was indicated by 
schools’ spending plans for 2015/16.   This was a variance of 70%. 
 
Governor Services are in the process of reviewing all training, including the finance 
programmes, with a view to future courses being delivered by service professionals. (ie 
Schools Financial Services) 

 
School Balances and Clawback 2015/16 
As at 31 March 2016, clawback totalling £53,797 was applied to 13  

 
School Balances and Clawback 2016/17  
The Working Group was asked to consider the School Balances and Clawback policy for 
2016/17 
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In light of the late notifications experience in February/March 2016, it was suggested that 
Forum may wish to consider reintroducing 'late allocations' as a formal category in the 
clawback exemptions policy.  It was also proposed that operational clarification be added 
to the academic year to require evidence in support of the exemption 

 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted the overall position of school balances at 31 March 2016 and the individual 

school level information provided in the report; 
c) Noted that the aggregate level of school balances had fallen, and this may be partly 

attributable to the increasing cost pressures facing schools; 
d) Noted the application of clawback to 13 schools as at 31 March 2016, in 

accordance with the arrangements previously agreed by the Forum; 
e) Welcomed the revised governor finance training programme being developed; 
f) Supported the continuation of the current School Balances and Clawback Policy to 

be applied at 31 March 2017, subject to: 

 The reintroduction of 'late allocations' as a clawback exemption; 

 The inclusion of conditions to provide supporting documentation relating to 
the academic year government allocation. 

 
Apprenticeship Levy 
The Forum had asked for early notification of future costs facing schools and one potential 
issue that could impact in the next financial year is the Apprenticeship Levy. 
 
In April 2017, the way the government funds apprenticeships in England is changing. 
Some employers will be required to contribute to a new apprenticeship levy, and there will 
be changes to the funding for apprenticeship training for all employers.  The 
apprenticeship levy requires all employers operating in the UK, with a pay bill over £3 
million each year, to make an investment in apprenticeships.  The levy will be charged at 
a rate of 0.5% of the annual pay bill, however, there is a levy allowance of £15,000 per 
year to offset against the levy, which means employers will only pay the levy if their pay 
bill exceeds £3 million in a given year. 
 
It is not yet clear how school and academies will be treated for the purposes of the Levy, 
but it is possible that community and controlled schools will be included in the pay volumes 
of the County Council, meaning they all may face a share of the Levy.  Similarly, 
academies in MATs may be impacted. 
 
Whilst final guidance is still awaited, schools and academies may wish plan for an 
additional 0.5% on their pay bill for 2017/18. 

 
The Forum,  

a) Ratified the Working Group's recommendations; 
b) Noted the information about the Apprenticeship Levy. 

 
iii. Schools Requiring Special Support: Proposal to amend inclusion letters for the 

school or children's centre has serious personnel difficulties category  
The School Improvement Challenge Board (SICB) coordinates the LA's arrangements for 
Schools and Children's Centres Requiring Special Support.  This report set out proposals 
that the inclusion and removal letters for Schools in relation to the serious personnel 
difficulties category is amended to include various conditions. 
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The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the revised criteria and conditions around 'The school or children's 

centre has serious personnel difficulties'. 
 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

iv. Schools National Funding Formula  
This report provided information on the final Schools Forum response to the DfE's phase 
1 School National Funding Formula (SNFF) consultation and provided details on 
Baselining and Historic Commitments returns submitted to the EFA. It also provided an 
initial opportunity for the Forum to consider their Schools Budget Setting Principles for 
2017/18. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report: 
b) Recommended that any decisions on the Forum Budget Setting Principles be 

delayed awaiting outcomes from the SNFF Phase 2. 
 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

v. School Bank Account Guidance  
The County Council has in place a guidance document that sets out the relevant 
conditions and procedures relating to the operation of a school external bank account.  
This report sought views on two matters of principle around the operation of the Scheme: 

 Commencement Date for a New Local Bank Account 

 Charging for set up and ongoing maintenance of authority processes to facilitate 
the school operating a bank account 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the proposal that a new bank account can only commence on 1 April 

each year, so that it coincides with the start of the new financial; 
c) Requested further information on the proposed Bank Account charges to enable a 

recommendation to be made at full Forum; 
d) Noted that officers were not aware of any further services looking to introduce 

charges to schools in the immediate future. 
 

In response to the Working Group's queries further information was provided: 
The School and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations 2015 would not allow a 
general charge to be levied to all schools for the provision of the school finance 
function.  The Regulations also preclude any increase in the level of central expenditure 
that can be retained for Schools Forum expenditure, which is capped at the April 2013 
amount. 
 
The proposed charge to bank account schools is intended to cover the additional costs 
incurred by the LA associated with the providing a local bank account to those schools 
that choose to operate one. 
 
It should also be noted that non-bank account schools are subject to charges for the 
services they receive from the County Council. The Accounts Payable SLA charges non-
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bank account schools circa £1.20 per invoice processed and circa £140 per imprest 
account plus £1.20 per claim. 

 
An estimated annual cost for these services is provided below for primary and secondary 
schools: 
 
Primary School: 

 Average invoice processing cost for Primary schools estimated as being circa £350 
to £360 PA. 

 Average cost for an imprest account is estimate as being circa £150 to £160 PA 
 
Secondary School 

 Average for Primary schools estimated as being circa £1000 PA, with several 
averaging £1400 PA 

 Average invoice processing cost for cost for an imprest account is estimate as 
being circa £150 to £160 PA 

 
It was noted that currently there is an approximate cost saving on LCC charges for a 
Primary school electing to have a bank account of about £500 PA, and for a Secondary 
school of approximately £1550 PA.  Although it was acknowledged that schools would 
need take on additional responsibilities internally to operate a local bank account. 
 
The Forum: 

a) Ratified the Working Group's recommendations; 
b) Noted the additional information provided at the meeting; 
c) Supported the introduction of a charge for the set up and ongoing 

maintenance of authority processes to facilitate schools operating a local 
bank account. 

 
vi. Schools Financial Value Standard (SFVS)  

SFVS is a statutory requirement for all maintained schools and consists of 25 questions 
which governing bodies must formally discuss annually with the head teacher and senior 
staff.  Each year the Chief Finance Officer is required to report to the DfE the number of 
eligible schools which have failed to submit their return.   This report provided information 
on the 2015/16 returns process and sought views on the arrangements for 2016/17. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed some concern at the continued level of chasing that was required for 

what is now an embedded statutory requirement; 
c) Recommended that the returns timescale and sanctions policy introduced in 2014 

should continue. 
 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
vii. Schools Forum Annual Report 

The Schools Forum Annual Report for 2015/16 was presented to the Working Group for 
consideration.   
 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report; 
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b) Recommend to the Schools Forum that the 2015/16 Annual Report be approved 
for publication. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

viii. Energy Contracts  
A recent change to the County Council's energy contracts uses a public buying 
organisation and new suppliers for the energy contracts. This report set out the 
implications for schools. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the revised contract information; 
c) Expressed some concern about the timing and notification implications of this 

service on schools; 
d) Requested that the service communicate information about future changes to the 

contracts at the earliest opportunity, to allow time for schools, which make up 60% 
of the contract volumes, to make informed decision about their individual 
circumstances. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
ix. Property Asset Management System (PAMS) 

An update was provided on the launch of the new Property Asset Management System 
(PAMS).  It was confirmed that the 'go-live' date was now 1 July 2016. 

 
The Working Group noted the information. 
 
Some members reported that they had encountered some initial problems with the system 
on the 1 July 'go-live' date and encouraged colleagues to check their own access and 
records back in school. 
 
The Forum noted the information. 

 
x. Debt Management Policy 

The County Council raises bills on behalf of a number of schools and follows a debt 
collection process for those bills not paid. The debt policy is being reviewed and members 
were invited to join a working group that could provide a school perspective to the review. 
 
The Working Group noted the information. 
Individual members were asked to consider joining this debt management 

 
It was noted that the ad-hoc Debt Group was meeting after the Schools Forum and that a 
report would be provided to the next cycle of Forum meetings. 
 
The Forum noted the information. 
 
 

8. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE EARLY YEARS BLOCK WORKING GROUP  

On 9 June 2016 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. 
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i. Schools Budget Outturn 2015/16  

 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report and the Schools Budget Outturn position for 2015/16; 
b) Noted that there were a number of uncertainties around future early years funding, 

including the implications of the 30 hours free childcare proposals and the expected 
national early years funding consultations; 

c) Noted that in advance of the national developments some LAs were looking into 
the Early Years formulae and one LA had recently chosen to introduce a single 
base rate for all types of providers; 

d) Requested that Lancashire carry out some preliminary investigations into the 
different levels of base rate locally, ahead of any national guidance that may 
influence funding arrangements following the DfE's consultations; 

e) Supported the release of Schools Budget funding to services for their transitional 
2015/16 expenditure, to be met from underspends in central items; 

f) Supported carry forward commitments for 2016/17; 
g) Supported the current position that the DSG reserve should remain 1% of DSG for 

2016/17 for the present time, but recognised that this could be kept under review 
due to uncertainties around early years funding from April 2016. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
ii. School Balances and Clawback  

 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted the overall position of school balances at 31 March 2016 and the individual 

school level information provided in the report; 
c) Noted the application of clawback to 13 schools as at 31 March 2016, in 

accordance with the arrangements previously agreed by the Forum; 
d) Supported the continuation of the current School Balances and Clawback Policy to 

be applied at 31 March 2017, subject to: 

 The reintroduction of 'late allocations' as a clawback exemption; 

 The inclusion of conditions to provide supporting documentation relating to 
the academic year government allocation. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

iii. Schools Forum Annual Report 
 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommend to the Schools Forum that the 2015/16 Annual Report be approved 

for publication. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

iv. FEE Funding Agreement 2016/2017 
Proposed changes to the FEE Funding Agreement for 2016/17 were presented to the 
Working Group.  A number of the amendments were supported.  In connection with other 
proposals, the Working Group expressed some comments and concerns. 
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One particular on going concern expressed by some working group members related to 
section 5 around the cessation of funding following certain OfSTED judgements.  At the 
Working Group officers confirmed that this section followed Lancashire's interpretation of 
the DfE Statutory Guidance. 
 
Some members indicated that they would undertake further investigation around Section 
5 to ascertain how this section is interpreted in other authorities 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Requested that their comments be considered by the County Council before a final 

FEE Funding Agreement 2016/2017 is issued to providers. 
 

Individual members indicated that they would undertake further investigation around 
Section 5 to ascertain how this section is interpreted in other authorities. 
 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 

v. Funding for Academies that Lower the School Age  
Academies can lower the school age through a process with the DfE. Once an academy 
has lowered the age the Free Early Education (FEE) funding for 2, 3 and 4 year olds is 
claimed from DSG – Early Years block .The local authority needs to consider the funding 
rate an academy will receive. 
 
Two options were presented to the Working Group, for comment/consideration.  Options 
were: 

 Option one:  PVI base rate plus deprivation and rurality supplement, meaning they 
would receive the same funding as a private, voluntary or independent provider; 

 Option two: The maintained base rate plus (rurality and deprivation supplement) in 
addition they would also receive a teacher supplement.  

 
The EYFS statutory guidance includes the relevant ratio and qualification requirements 
for providers: 

 Academies are required to meet the requirements in paragraph 3.33-3.36. This 
indicates that an academy can decide the qualification of the staff they have in nursery; 

 Paragraph 3.37 is for maintained schools who have lowered the school age to 3 and 
have a maintained nursery class and must have a qualified teacher. 

 
The Working Group gave detailed consideration to the options and the supporting 
documentation provided.  It was noted that as a general principle the EFA advise that an 
academy cannot be treated differently from a maintained school, without a clear 
justification.  However, a number of members felt that the legal framework for academies 
matched that at independent schools and other PVI providers.  Many such settings 
provided teaching staff, but received the standard PVI funding rate because there was no 
legal obligation to provide a teacher, as was required of maintained settings. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Voted on the options available with the following results: 

 Option one: PVI base rate:  9 Votes 

 Option two: The maintained base rate: 1 Vote 
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 Abstention: 1 Vote  
c) Therefore, recommended that as the legal obligations for academies were aligned 

to that of PVI providers, the relevant funding rate should be the PVI rate; 
d) Recommended that the three existing academies with nursery provision continue 

to be funded at the maintained school rate for the remainder of 2016/17. 
 

Forum confirmed that as the academy financial year finished in August each year, then 
the protection outlined at d) would be until 31 August 2017. 
 
Officers also confirmed that if other schools converted to become academies from this 
point forward, or if existing academies lowered their age range to offer new 3 and 4 year 
old provision, then the PVI payment rate would be applicable with immediate effect. 

 
The Forum: 

a) Noted the report and information provided; 
b) Ratified the Working Group's recommendations; 
c) Confirmed that the protection for the three existing academies would last 

until 31 August 2017. 

 
 

9. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE HIGH NEEDS BLOCK WORKING GROUP  
On 7June 2016 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. Social Worker in Schools 
The social worker in schools project has been in existence since 2013 following a 
successful 12 month pilot in a Burnley school.  An update report was presented to the 
Working Group, which highlighted a number of benefits of the project and set out 
proposals for a revised offer to schools 
 
Unfortunately, the lead officer was unable to attend the Working Group on this occasion, 
so some questions around the delivery aspect of the project could not be answered.  
Members of the working group who attended the project group also requested clarification 
around the implementation date for the proposed new offer to schools compared to the 
continuation of the arrangements at schools currently in the project. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Agreed that underspends from previous years could be used to extend the project 

to September 2017, to support in embedding the new offer; 
c) Requested that a further report be presented to the High Needs Working Group in 

autumn 2016, to update information about: 

 the new offer against the Continuum of Need (CoN) which is due to 
commence in September 2016;   

 a review of the Social Workers based in school project once more is known 
about funding options. 

 
Subsequent to the Working Group meeting: 

 The Lead Officer has confirmed availability to attend the next working group meeting.   
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 Clarification was also provided on the proposed timescales, which indicated a desire 
for the current project to continue until the end of March 2017 and to be 
supplemented by the introduction of the new offer from September 2016   

 
The Forum: 

a) Ratified the Working Group's recommendations; 
b) Noted the additional information provided; 
c) Supported the proposed arrangements from September 2016, subject to 

further clarification to be provided in the autumn term 2016 cycle of 
meetings.  

 
ii. Schools Budget Outturn 2015/16 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the Schools Budget Outturn position for 2015/16; 
b) Welcomed the £2.9m underspend on the Out County Placements budget but 

noted that work was taking place on the 'preferred supplier' list: 
c) Supported the release of Schools Budget funding to the Schools HR and 

Schools H&S services for their transitional 2015/16 expenditure, to be met from 
underspends in central items; 

d) Requested further information about the PRU charging methodology for the HR 
Service and for the Special School charges for H&S;  

e) Supported the Early Support carry forward commitments for 2016/17and noted 
that the service would attend a future meeting of the Working Group, to present 
proposals  around the use of this funding; 

f) Requested clarification around a new CAF process that has been introduced 
as this may be having an impact on the accessibility of services: 

g) Supported the current position that the DSG reserve should remain 1% of DSG 
for 2016/17 for the present time, but recognised that this could be kept under 
review due to uncertainties around school funding from April 2016. 

 

Subsequent to the Working Group meeting the following responses were received from 
Services 

 
Schools HR Service Charging for PRUs 
In reply to the query about the high charge for PRUS, Schools HR colleagues indicated 
that this comment had also been received directly from some PRU headteachers and 
in response the fee was reduced to £800 for those schools, which is the lowest fee of 
all Schools HR rates.  This amendment had not been updated in the Forum papers. 

 
Schools H&S Service Charges for Special School 
In response to the query about the possibility of two special school rates, H&S 
colleagues indicated that they had used the same structure for charging differentials 
that had been used by the HR traded service. 

 
New CAF Process 
Officers provided a response about the CAF process, indicating that no changes have 
been made to the process.  However, the service now requires all Requests for Support 
to commissioned providers to come through the Wellbeing, Prevention and Early Help 
coordination process, as a single referral pathway.   

 
The Forum: 
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a) Ratified the Working Group's recommendations; 
b) Noted the additional information provided. 

 
iii. School Balances and Clawback 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted the overall position of school balances at 31 March 2016 and the 

individual school level information provided in the report; 
c) Recommended that individual school level information be shared with school 

advisers; 
d) Noted the application of clawback to 13 schools as at 31 March 2016, in 

accordance with the arrangements previously agreed by the Forum; 
e) Supported the continuation of the current School Balances and Clawback 

Policy to be applied at 31 March 2017, subject to: 

 The reintroduction of 'late allocations' as a clawback exemption; 

 The inclusion of conditions to provide supporting documentation relating 
to the academic year government allocation. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
iv. High Needs Funding Reform 

This report provided information on the final Schools Forum response to the DfE's phase 
1 School National Funding Formula (SNFF) consultation and provided details on 
Baselining and Historic Commitments returns submitted to the EFA. 

 
The Working Group noted the report. 

 
The Forum noted the report. 

 
v. Schools Forum Annual Report 

 
The Working Group  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommend to the Schools Forum that the 2015/16 Annual Report be approved for 

publication. 
 

The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
 
vi. Possible Amendments to the High Needs Block Commissioned Places 2016/17 

In January 2016, the Forum supported proposals for the number of pre and post 16 places 
to be commissioned at special schools for 2016/17. These commissioned place figures 
were used in the calculation of 2016/17 budgets, which were issued to schools in February 
2016. 

 
Subsequently, issues have arisen in connection with the places at two schools and the 
views of the Forum were sought in connection with possible amendments to the number 
of commissioned places.  

 
It was also confirmed that the SEN counts dates now match the school census dates each 
term: 

 3rd Thursday in May; 
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 1st Thursday in October; 

 3rd Thursday in January. 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed support for the use of places at Lancashire special schools where this 

was possible, on the grounds of cost and likely outcomes for the children and young 
people; 

c) Supported the increased place numbers; 

 12 additional pre 16 places at a West Lancashire Primary Age Special School; 

 6 additional Post 16 commissioned place top-up funding at a Chorley Special 
School. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
vii. Update on Alternative Provision 

Lancashire is one of the highest excluding LAs nationally.  A report was presented about 
the pressure on Alternative Provision places and the support arrangements. 

 
High Need Additional One to One Support  
School Forum allocate funding to support pupils with additional complex needs within 
alternative provision, usually Pupil Referral Units.  In 2015/16, the £300k budget was 
overspent, but this was offset by funding held by Pupil Access Team used previously for 
Year 11 AP pupils and funding held by CME team. 

 
It is proposed that these various budget headings be rationalised onto a single AP 
budgets. 

 
Primary Intervention 
School Forum has also commissioned intervention support for Primary schools for the last 
3 years from three Pupil Referral Units across Lancashire.  A revised model had been 
agreed from June 2016 which provides a stage approach for advice and support and 
extends the range of providers.  Funding for the summer terms has already been allocated 
to the 3 PRUs to allow them to continue with planned support during a transition period. 
 
It is very likely that funding to support alternative provision for pupils unlikely to be 
admitted into mainstream school will exceed that for 2015/16 and It is also anticipated that 
developing and embedding the new model for primary support and intervention may 
require additional funding. 

 
Funding of £1,016,000 was allocated for 2016/17 and considerable pressure is forecast 
on this budget and it was anticipated that it may be necessary to commissioning of 
additional AP places in year, estimated at  

 Primary: 12 additional places; 

 Secondary: 20 additional places; 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report: 
b) Supported the commissioning of additional AP places for the 2016/17 financial 

year, based on the current AP funding formula, estimated to be: 

 Primary: 12 additional places; 

 Secondary: 20 additional places 
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c) Agreed to keep under review the allocation of funding to support the new primary 
intervention arrangements; 

d) Noted that the national review of school funding may require this funding to be built 
into the high needs budget formula models in future years. 

 
The Nursery school representative indicated that nursery schools may be able to assist 
by taking some of the youngest permanently excluded pupils. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
viii. Primary district model for support, intervention and AP places 

The recent trend of increasing primary permanent exclusion in Lancashire has continued 
to increase significantly, especially in the South and more recently the East of the county.  
 

year South East 

2014-15 27 19 

2015-16 
(to 24/05/16)  

35 34 

 
PRUs serving these areas are permanently at capacity therefore few/ no in house respite 
places are able to be offered. A number of permanently excluded pupils are receiving 
home tuition pending places being available in a PRU.  This provision is very costly. 
 
The recent White Paper proposes that responsibility for permanently excluded pupils be 
retained by the school, which suggests planning needs to be in place to prepare for this 
possibility.  
 
West Lancashire district schools have proposed to pilot a district model to provide early 
intervention, advice and support, and in house respite/places based on the new primary 
intervention staged model.  However, in addition the proposal is to agree that all 'excluded' 
pupils would be provided for within the district.   The model would provide information 
through which to develop a blue print for district models throughout the county. 
 
The in house provision has been modelled during part of 2015/16 with a number of pupils 
returning successfully to their school or supported to a successful managed move.  
However many of the places were used for permanently excluded pupils from other areas, 
due to pressure for provision. These places can form part of additional commissioned AP 
places. 
 
The advice and support programme will follow the county staged model, with local 
providers delivering all stages, and will be funded on the same principles but with some 
pump priming funding being allocated to meet initial costs.  

 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report;  
b) Supported the development of local models for inclusion, support and retaining 

responsibility for pupils at risk of exclusion; 
c) Requested that future reports be presented to the Forum evaluating the pilot; 
d) Requested that case studies be provided as part of the evaluation; 
e) Supported investigation of similar model within the East of the county. 

 
The Forum ratified the Working Group's recommendations. 
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10. FORUM CORRESPONDENCE 

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

11. FORUM MEMBERSHIP 
 

Annual Membership Review 
As part of the Annual Membership review, a number of members are leaving the Forum: 

 Simon Bennett  Secondary School Governor; 

 Phil Birch   Academy Headteacher 

 Adrienne Delaney Primary School Headteacher; 

 Mark Fowle  Secondary School Headteacher; 

 Bill Hodgson  Special School Governor; 

 Sue Kitto   Special School Headteacher; 

 Liz Klavins   Nursery School Headteacher 

 David Pearson  Secondary School Headteacher; 

 Peter Simpson  Primary School Governor; 

 Ian Spencer  Academy Headteacher;  

 Lynne Ward  Primary School Bursar. 
 
Some longstanding Forum members were leaving, who have made significant 
contributions to the Forum, and members expressed their thanks and best wishes to those 
members for whom this was their final Forum meeting. 
 
Arrangements have been made to find replacement members for these vacancies in time 
for the start of the new school year in September 2016. 
 
Primary School Governor Representative 
7 nominations were received and an election process was therefore held earlier in the 
summer term.  Eleanor Hick from Grange Primary School will join the Forum in 
September. 
 
Secondary School Governor Representatives 
Two secondary school governor vacancies exist on the Forum for September 2016. One 
nomination was received by the original closing date and Lesley Burrows, from Sir John 
Thursby Community College will join the Forum next academic year. 
 
A further invitation to join the Forum has since been issued to secondary school governors 
on the Schools Portal. 
 
Special School Governor Member 
4 nominations were received from special school governors for the single Forum vacancy 
and an election process was therefore held earlier in the summer term.  Max Lunt, a 
governor from Wennington Hall School, won the election and will join the Forum in 
September. 
 
Nursery Headteacher Representative 
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The Nursery School Headteachers Federation have decided that Kay Burke from 
Whitegate Nursery School will replace Liz Klavins, who is retiring from her headship at 
the end of the academic year.   
 
Primary School Headteacher Vacancies 
An election was held to determine which primary headteachers will join the Forum in 
September 2016.  The successful candidates in the election were Daniel Ballard from 
Mawdesley St Peter's CE School and Stephen Knight headteacher at Abbey Village 
Primary School. 
 
Secondary and Special School Headteachers Representatives 
Nominations for a special school and 2 secondary school headteacher representatives 
have been sought via LaSSHTA and LASSH.   
 
Academy Headteacher Representatives 
The Lancashire Academy Headteachers Group have nominated, 2 new headteachers 
who will be invited to Forum meetings in the new academic year:  These were Julie 
Burnside from Pendle Primary Academy and John Tarbox, from Bowland Academy. 
 
Review of Places  
On the basis of the January 2016 pupil numbers, it is proposed that the 2016/17 places 
remain unchanged.   
 
However, Initial intelligence about possible academy conversions suggests that a number 
of schools could convert on or before 1 September 2016, which might increase the 
numbers in Lancashire academies.  If the academy place calculation increases 
sufficiently, it is proposed that voting rights be extended to the sixth academy place.   
 
Forum Chairmanship 
As this meeting was David Pearson's last, a presentation was made to express thanks for 
David's chairmanship of the Schools Forum over the last year. 
 
One nomination had been received to stand as the next Chair, and Tim Cross was 
therefore elected to be Forum Chairman for 2016/17 
 
The Forum:  

a) Noted the report; 
b) Thanked members leaving the Forum for their contribution; 
c) Noted the election results for Forum membership in September 2016; 
d) Support the continuation of the current Forum membership places in the 

primary, secondary and academy sectors; 
e) Support the increase in voting rights for a sixth academy member, if pupil 

numbers in the sector increase sufficiently at September 2016. 
 

 
12. ANY OTHER BUSINESS  

There are no notified items of AOB. 
 
 

13. DATE OF FUTURE MEETINGS  
The next Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Tuesday 25 October 2016 at Chorley 
Woodlands. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 25 October 2016 
 
Item No 10 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Schools Block Working Group held on 29 
September 2016 
 
Appendices A and B refer 
 
Executive Summary  
 

On 29 September 2016, the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports, including: 
 

 Election of Schools Block Working Group Chair; 

 Schools Insurance offers 2017/18; 

 Updated Billing and Debt Policy; 

 Schools Block Funding 2017/18; 

 Service De-delegations 2017/18;  

 Free School Meals Project 2015/16; 

 School Banking. 
 
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 29 September 
2016; 

b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 29 September 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. Election of Schools Block Working Group Chair 

Steve Campbell, secondary school headteacher representative was elected chair of 
the working group. 
 

 

2. Schools Insurance offers 2017/18  
A report was presented providing initial information about the County Council's 
insurance offer to schools for 2017/18.  

 
It was noted that the County Council holds a significant Insurance Provision in its 
accounts to cover the costs of claims or losses which are not recoverable from the 
Authority's Insurers, usually because the value is less than the policy deductible.  
School claims of this nature are also funded from the same provision. 
 
Due to the climate of increased financial constraints, it was considered correct to have 
a professional actuarial review carried out on the self-insured Provision. This was 
principally to ensure that it is adequately funded to be able to meet the Authority's 
forecasted financial commitments arising out of claims and losses which are already 
known about, plus those which are likely to manifest themselves in the short to medium 
term.  The review takes data as at 1 March 2015 and forecasts a position as at 31 
March 2015. 
 
Based on the information provided by professional actuarial review it was 
recommended that LCC significantly raises the level of provision in the accounts. 
 
Whilst about 15% of total insurance claims are attributable to schools, recent 
investigation suggests that the more robust scrutiny of school insurance that 
accompanied delegation and buy-back arrangements mean that school contributions 
to the self-insurance element of the provision are already at an appropriate level.  
However, until the full impact of the review had been worked through and October 
school census data becomes available to calculate 2017/18 buy-backs, final 
confirmation of any the school buy-back implications cannot be confirmed. 
 
It was also confirmed that Insurance Premium Tax (IPT) was increased by Central 
Government in 2015/16 from 9.5% to 10% affecting insurance costs across the 
market.  This will definitely impact on 2017/18 school charges. 
 
The working group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that the 0.5% increase in Insurance Premium Tax (IPT) will impact 

on school insurance charges in 2017/18; 
c) Noted that the final impact on school insurance charges for 2017/18 as a 

result of Lancashire County Councils Actuary review findings from 2015 
will be confirmed as part of the traded service offer in early 2017;  
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d) Requested that schools be alerted to possible insurance charge 
implications in the next edition of Fair Exchange; 

e) Requested that Forum be kept informed of the school insurance 
implications arising from the Actuary review. 

 

 

3. Updated Billing and Debt Policy  
Clair Bernstein, Senior Debt Collector (Corporate), attended the working group for 
this item 
 

The county council has in place an income and debt management policy, which has 
recently been reviewed.  As part of this process, the Schools Billing and Debt Policy 
guidance has been updated.   
 
The school guidance has therefore been revised and updated, in consultation with 
school representatives, including Forum members and nominated school finance staff. 
 
A copy of the updated guidance was provided for members and incorporates the 
information that is currently on the Schools Portal, how the collection of debt is 
processed through LCC Debt Policy and the points raised by school colleagues. 
 
The importance of keeping schools informed of progress as the debt is processed 
through the system was highlighted, as was schools and LCC sharing information 
about bad debtors. 
 
It was confirmed that there were no additional charges for schools associated with this 
debt policy. 
 
This revised policy will be published on the Schools Portal along with updated links to 
the new templates etc, replacing the existing guidance. 
 
The working group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the revised Schools Billing and Debt Policy; 
c) Requested that it be published on the portal as soon was as possible. 

 

 

4. Schools Block Funding 2017/18  

 
Consultation on the Schools National Funding Formula and High Needs Funding 
On 21 July 2016, the new Education Secretary, Justine Greening, made a statement 
to Parliament, about school funding.  The statement confirmed that the government 
was committed to introducing fairer funding for schools, high needs and early years.  
Given the importance of consulting widely and fully with the sector and getting 
implementation right, the Secretary of State has decided that the new system will now 
apply from 2018/19.  
 
The second phase of the school funding formula consultation will be issued in the 
autumn term 2016, along with the government's response to the first phase of 
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consultation.  The rescheduling of national conference suggests consultation 
publication may be around December time. 
 
School Funding 2017/18 
In order to provide stability for school funding, whilst consultations take place, the 
Education Secretary has announced that the funding arrangements for 2017/18 will 
be broadly similar to 2016/17. Operational Guidance, issued from the Education 
Funding Agency (EFA), indicates that there will be some changes to the funding 
arrangements for Local Authorities from April 2017, and the key differences are listed 
below: 
 

 the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) blocks have been rebaselined to reflect 
current spending patterns 
The results of this EFA baselining exercise, which identified local spend on the 
funding blocks, will be used to shape allocations in 2017/18, although Lancashire 
had largely distributed funding locally in accordance with the national allocations; 
 

 funding for Education Services Grant( ESG) retained duties (£15 per pupil) will be 
transferred into the schools block for 2017 to 2018 
ESG funding was split into two parts.  The retained duties element was provided 
directly to LAs for duties that they must undertake across maintained schools and 
academies, whilst the general duties element went to the LA for certain 
responsibilities at maintained schools, and academies received this funding 
directly for duties relating to their pupils. For 2017/18, the retained duties element 
will transfer into DSG and the general duties funding will cease, subject to some 
transitional protection for LAs;  
 

 that local authorities will be able to retain DSG funding from maintained schools, 
including special schools and pupil referral units (PRUs), for statutory duties 
previously covered by the ESG 
The LA will be able to use DSG funding for its continuing statutory duties in 
2017/18, but the exact nature of these duties, and therefore possible cost 
implications, will be the subject of further consultations by the DfE, on the school 
funding regulations; 
 

 the removal of the post 16 funding factor, but with protection through the minimum 
funding guarantee (MFG) 
DfE view the post 16 factor as a legacy factor, as post 16 funding now comes 
directly from the EFA.  The regulations for 2017/18 remove the post 16 factor from 
the allowable formula factors, but the government intend to minimise the impact on 
individual schools by allowing Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) protection, at -
1.5%, to apply to any funding losses; 
 

 using a national weighting for secondary low attainment figures; 
The 2016 KS2 assessments are the first which assess the new, more challenging 
national curriculum. At a national level, a higher number of the year 7 cohort in 
financial year 2017/18 will be identified as having low prior attainment. The DfE 
intend to use a national weighting to ensure that this cohort does not have 
disproportionate influence within the overall funding total, but will only provide final 
details in December 2016; 
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 using new bandings for the index of deprivation affecting children (IDACI)  
The Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) dataset is used as a basis 
for deprivation funding in the Schools Block formula.  It is updated every five years 
by the Department for Communities and Local Government. The most recent 
update to the dataset, which took effect in 2016/17, caused significant funding 
turbulence from the previous 2010 dataset. DfE recognise that the 2015 data 
update created unexpected and unhelpful turbulence in budgets, towards the latter 
stages of the local formula-setting process. For 2017/18, the DfE intend to update 
the IDACI banding methodology so that the IDACI bands return to a roughly similar 
size (in terms of the proportion of pupils in each band) as in 2015/16.   

 

 that local authorities are submitting one Authority Proforma Tool (APT) in January 
2017 
The EFA have issued a provisional Authority Proforma Tool (APT) over the 
summer 2016 period, but this will not need to be submitted to the EFA by the end 
of October 2016 as would have been the case if recent practice had been followed.  
The EFA will issue a final APT in December 2016, updated with the October 2016 
school census data.  Following Forum and LCC political approval, the APT will 
need to be submitted in January 2017. 
 
The timescale for finalising budget proposals once final information is received 
from the EFA is extremely tight.  It was therefore proposed that assumptions 
around preparing a draft APT in October are still agreed by Forum, including de-
delegation decisions.   
 

 
2017/18 Schools Budget Provisional Funding 
The Secretary of State's July Announcement also indicated that for 2017/18, no local 
authority will see a reduction from their 2016/17 funding on the schools block of the 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG)  on a per pupil funding.  Confirmation was also given 
that the current Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) arrangements for schools will 
continue into 2017/18, so that no school can face a funding reduction of more than 
1.5% per pupil next year. 

 
Two additional allocations are also added to the provisional 2017/18 DSG, as set out 
below: 
 

 Transfer of funding from post-16 budget to High Needs Block £2.99m 
Nationally, EFA have transferred £125m from the DfE's post-16 budget to the high 
needs block baseline. This is a transfer of place funding for high needs places in 
further education (FE) colleges and post-16 charitable and commercial providers.  

 

 Education Support Grant (ESG) Retained Duties £2.51m 

The EFA have also moved ESG retained duties funding in to the schools block 
baseline and will no longer allocate funding through the ESG general funding rate 
from 2017/18.  This increases the schools block baseline nationally by £117m, of 
which, £2.51m will be allocated to Lancashire. 
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We are awaiting further information on the duties to be covered by this transfer, 
and therefore the local cost implications.  It is expected that the £2.51m is to fund 
the LA for duties that are likely to still have to statutorily undertake across 
maintained schools and academies, with the general duties element of the ESG 
subject to changes in EFA guidance and flexibility at a local level. 

 
 
Provisional 2017/18 DSG Allocations 
The DSG Schools Block per pupil allocation of £4,501.38 provides a provisional 
2017/18 figure for Lancashire of £704.44m. 
 
2017/18 Schools Budget Setting Principles  
The Working Group were asked to consider the 2017/18 Schools Budget setting 
principles. 
 
The 2016/17 principles are set out below: 
 

General Principles 

 Maximisation of delegated resources; 

 Increase in level of AWPU;  

 Maximisation of headroom; 

 Minimise schools in Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) 
 
Budget Principles 2016/17 

 Stability–Minimise turbulence at an individual setting level;  
 Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) -DfE set 2015/16 MFG at minus 1.5%; 
 Capping–Apply the same rate as MFG 1.5%;  
 Funding by phase –Maintain at the 2015/16 funding level subject to changes 

in pupil numbers if headroom will allow; 
 Volume Changes -To aid stability global cash values attributed to each 

formula factor (excluding AWPU) be limited at the 2015/16 levels by 
reducing the funding rate; 

 Cost Pressures –To be meet from headroom (if available) in the first 
instance. Then, if need be, by reducing all unit values excluding the lump 
sum; 

 Shortfall-All funding rates excluding lump sums are reduced; 
 Headroom -Used to increase basic pupil funding in the first instance and 

prior attainment funding in the Schools Block; 
 Primary prior attainment –Apply a weighting to pupils assessed under the 

new Early Years Foundation Stage Profile, so that funding is commensurate 
with the percentage of pupils not reaching 73 points under the old profile; 

 Any non-recurring funding to be distributed in 2016/17 from releases from 
reserves should be accompanied by guidance cautioning schools that if they 
choose to use any one-off 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 one-off funding. 
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Members were also asked to consider two additional principles around the rebasing 
of IDACI funding and discretionary payments made in Lancashire that do generate 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) income, as set out below 
 

 For 2017/18, the first call on any available Schools Block headroom would be 
to increase the funding distributed through the IDACI factor, up to a maximum 
amount equivalent to the level of funding distributed in 2015/16. 

 Discretionary payments – continue discretionary payments within the 
Lancashire schools block formula, which do not generate any accompanying 
DSG income, to top up core and additional support funding for high needs 
pupils in mainstream schools, subject to compliance with the new Regulations 
and the availability of resources. 
 

The Working Group considered the principles and for IDACI indicated that they 
favoured the approach that created the least turbulence in school funding for 2017/18.  
This was likely to be by capping the 2017/18 IDACI calculation at the 2016/17 level, 
and not rebasing funding levels back to 2015/16.  Officers agreed to undertake some 
impact modelling, although it was noted the final 2017/18 allocations would be based 
on pupil data from October 2016.  Members supported the continuation of 
discretionary payments, subject to the availability of resources.  
 
Disapplication Submissions to the EFA 
The 2017/18 budget setting process again requires the LA to submit a proforma to the 
EFA requesting any disapplications of the School Funding regulations.  To date, the 
LA is intending to submit two disapplication requests for 2017/18.  These relate to 
disapplying the MFG calculation in relation to one-off releases from reserves that 
cannot be guaranteed in future years.  Information is provided below: 
 

Disapplication 1 
As part of the 2016/17 Schools Budget setting process, the Forum supported 
the distribution of a one off release from reserves, totalling £2.7m, accumulated 
from underspends in the central items budget. 
 
A disapplication request was submitted and approved by the EFA, agreeing 
that this funding could be omitted from the 2016/17 MFG calculation.  However, 
a 2017/18 disapplication request must also be submitted, requesting that the 
one-off release from reserves be removed from the 2017/18 baseline for MFG 
purposes. 
 
Disapplication 2 
Following an initial assessment of the 2017/18 Schools Budget in Lancashire, 
it is proposed to make a £6.0m one-off release from reserves.  As this is a one-
off distribution, Lancashire would need to request that this funding is excluded 
from the MFG calculation.  This is linked to the additional de-delegation 
proposal for 2017/18, related to the structural deficits reserve.  It would also 
take into account any additional one-off release from previous years 
underspends, that is not subsumed by any 2017/18 core funding gap.  It would 
also allow any release realised from a reduction in the current 1% DSG reserve 
level that Forum may agree in the budget setting process. 
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As this is a one-off distribution, Lancashire would like to request that this 
funding is excluded from the MFG calculation. 
 
The funding would be distributed by temporary increases in the following 
factors: 

 Primary Basic Element Per pupil;  

 Secondary Basic Element Per pupil;   
 

The final figure to be released from reserves may vary from this initial estimate, 
dependent on the final 2017/18 DSG allocation for Lancashire and further 
recommendations of the Forum in the budget setting process. 
 

The proforma to be submitted to the EFA includes a section setting out the comments 
of the Forum and the Working Group supported these disapplication proposals. 
 
2017/18 Funding Formula  
Apart from the required removal of the Post 16 factor, there are no proposals to amend 
the local Schools Block funding formula for 2017/18, although unit values will change 
in light of new pupil data and other costs/income pressures or headroom that may be 
available. 
 
Timetable 
The national timetable for 2017/18, including the issue dates for DSG pupil data and 
allocations and Schools Block proforma submission deadline, has now been 
published.  A copy was provided for members.  The final School Budget decisions 
need to be taken by the Forum on 12 January 2017 and a specific Cabinet Member 
for Children, Young People and Schools Decision Making Session on 18 January 
2017, ahead of an APT submission deadline of 20 January 2017.  
 
Initial Estimate of 2017/18 DSG Pressures 
Figures below begin to set out the Schools Block DSG pressures in 2017/18,  
 
Comforts 

 DSG underspends in 2015/16, available to redistribute in 2017/18, amount to 
£4.4m, of which, circa £3.6m may be attributable to the Schools Block; 

 
Risks 

 In 2016/17, a core budget shortfall existed, of around £3.5m, of which circa 
£2.88m may be attributable to the Schools Block; 

 If Forum agree the rebasing of IDACI calculations to 2015/16 levels, there is a 
potential cost pressure of around £1.8m; 

 Provisional information has been provided to indicate the former ESG retained 
duties transfer into DSG.  At this point it is thought that this funding will be added 
to the central items budget, however, the exact nature of continuing statutory 
duties is not yet confirmed, and could therefore be a cost pressure on the 
budget.   

 Changes to SERF unit funding meaning pupil related funding is a cost on 
Schools Block is estimated at £0.35m, although it is not clear if the proposal will 
proceed from April 2017.  The LA has sought clarification from the EFA. 
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It should also be noted that the opportunity to replace the 2016/17 release from 
reserves may not be available in 2017/18.  The Schools Block proportion of the 
£2.671m release from reserves was £2.236m. 
 
It was estimated that there are also considerable pressures on the High Needs and 
Early Years Block. 
 
Estimate of Core Funding 2017/18 
It is anticipated that there will be a circa £4m core funding gap likely to exist in 2017/18.  
Members noted that there was a £3.5m core funding gap in 2016/17. 
 
As there are clearly significant cost pressures facing the DSG in 2017/18, views were 
sought about the possible use of funding from the £8.5m DSG reserve, if there are 
shortfalls on final core School Budget estimates, that cannot be met from underspends 
elsewhere in the budget.  Members were supportive of the use of reserves to maintain 
stability in 2017/18, ahead of any national changes in school funding from April 2018. 
 
2017/18 Individual School/Academy Cost Pressures 
The full impact of various cost pressures faced by schools and academies in recent 
years, particularly around staffing costs and overheads, will continue to be a pressure 
on school budgets, set against a static DSG income  
 
In addition, the Government's Apprenticeship Levy will come into force in 2017/18. 
The apprenticeship levy is set at 0.5% of payroll and requires all employers operating 
in the UK.  All employers get a £15,000 allowance to offset against the first £15,000 of 
levy liability. This means that only employers with a pay bill of over £3 million each 
year will actually pay the levy.  
 
However, in the schools sector, the type of school affects who is considered to be the 
employer for the purposes of the levy, and so who actually accrues the levy liability 
varies between schools. A summary from DfE advice is shown below: 
 

 Community schools 
The Local Authority is the employer so school staff earnings will be included in the LA 
levy liability calculation.  Lancashire will need to consider how schools contribute for 
their proportion of the liability. 
 

 Standalone academies  
With an academy, the governing body of the academy is the employer and will 
therefore accrue levy liability based on the pay bill of the academy.  
 

 Academies that are part of multi-academy trusts 
In a MAT, it is the MAT itself that is the employer of the staff at any academies that 
are encompassed by it. This means that it is the MAT that accrues the levy liability 
based on the pay bill of all the academies, and gets one £15,000 allowance to offset 
against its liability. 
 

 Foundation schools 
Foundation schools employ their staff in the same way as academies, i.e. the 
governing body is considered to be the employer for the purposes of Class 1 
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secondary NICs. Therefore they will accrue and pay levy liability based on their own 
pay bill. They will have one £15,000 allowance. 
 
No specific guidance was included about aided schools. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that the implementation of the Schools National Funding Formula 

(SNFF) has been delayed until 2018/19;  
c) Confirmed the proposal that there are no changes to the Lancashire 

formula factors for 2017/18, beyond the required removal of the Post 16 
factor;  

d) Supported the 2017/18 School Budget setting principles, subject to the 
inclusion of the additional school block principle to continue 
'discretionary payments' in Lancashire; 

e) In connection with the IDACI factor, indicated a preference for the 
approach that created the least turbulence in school funding for 2017/18 
and requested that impact modelling be undertaken; 

f) Emphasised that the key priority for 2017/18 should be stability, ahead of 
any national funding changes for 2018/19 and therefore supported the 
possible use of funding from the £8.5m DSG reserve, if there are shortfalls 
in the core Schools Budget; 

g) Supported the proposed disapplication submissions to the EFA; 
h) Noted the latest information about the apprenticeship levy; 
i) Requested that a communication be sent to schools about the known 

2017/18 budget issues, to assist with initial planning. 
 

Impact modelling around the minimisation of turbulence associated with 
2017/18 IDACI funding has been undertaken and information is provided at 
Appendix A. 
 

 

5. Service De-delegations 2017/18  
As the introduction of the Schools National Funding Formula has been delayed until 
2018/19, schools block funding arrangements for 2017/18 are largely unchanged from 
2016/17, and service de-delegations remain allowable.  They continue to be subject 
to annual consultation with schools and approval by the Schools Forum. 
 
A consultation document was therefore issued to schools, on 13 September 2016, 
setting out the LA's service de-delegation proposals for 2017/18.  A copy of the 
consultation documentation is provided at Appendix B. 
 
For 2017/18, the LA is again proposing to de-delegate the services approved by the 
Forum in 2016/17: 

 

 Staff costs – Public Duties/Suspensions; 

 Museum Service - Primary Schools Only; 

 Support for Schools in Financial Difficulty. 
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As previously agreed by the Forum, the de-delegation charging rates for 2017/18 
remain unchanged from 2016/17, although it was noted that the charges for individual 
schools may vary, subject to pupil numbers on the October 2016 census. 

 
Deficits at Closing Schools contingency 
In addition, it is proposed to introduce a further contingency de-delegation, relating to 
'deficits at closing schools'.  However, it was noted that the costs associated with this 
de-delegation at individual primary and secondary school level would be equivalent to 
additional funding to be delegated to schools from April 2017. 
 
When a maintained school closes in a deficit position, the deficit must be met by the 
Authority.  Similarly, where a maintained school becomes a Sponsored Academy 
under formal brokered sponsorship arrangements, the DfE expects any deficit to 
remain with the Authority.  (As distinct from convertor academies, where the surplus 
or deficit transfers with the school). 
 
There are a small number of schools in Lancashire that have accumulated large 
structural deficits.  In response to the risks associated with possible 
closure/academisation of schools with deficit budgets, the Schools Forum agreed to 
establish a 'structural deficits' reserve.  At 31 March 2016, the reserve stood at £4.5m. 
 
However, the latest DfE Guidance on the 'treatment of surplus and deficit balances 
when maintained schools become academies' indicates that school deficits are not an 
allowable charge on the LA’s schools budget (funded by the Dedicated Schools Grant) 
unless the deficits are funded as a contingency de-delegation. 
 
For 2017/18, it is therefore proposed to delegate funding currently held in the Forum's 
'structural deficits' reserve, and to seek agreement to de-delegate this funding for a 
Deficits at Closing Schools contingency de-delegation. 
 
If approved, this de-delegation would continue to operate in a similar way to the current 
structural deficits reserve, with reports presented to Forum for approval of any 
expenditure against the reserve. 
 
In 2017/18, the de-delegation will be charged at £24.07 per pupil in the primary phase 
and £30.60 in the secondary sector, which will match exactly additional funding 
released from the Forum's structural deficits reserve at an individual school level. 
 
The closing date for views on the possible de-delegations for 2017/18 is 21 October 
2016 and responses will be reported to the Schools Forum on 25 October 2016.   
 
Primary and secondary schools members will be asked to make formal decisions on 
each de-delegation at the Forum meeting on 25 October. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that consultation responses will be reported to the Schools Forum 

on 25 October 2016 and that primary and secondary schools members 
will be asked to make formal decisions on each de-delegation. 
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It should be noted that some services subject to de-delegation are looking at 
developing equivalent traded services that could be offered to academies. Schools HR 
Service may be contacting academies shortly with an offer around the trade union 
facilities agreement. 
 

Information on the school responses to the de-delegation consultation will be 
presented at the meeting and primary and secondary school members will be 
asked to make decisions on the individual de-delegation proposals for 2017/18. 
 

 

6. Free School Meals Project 2015/16  
Previous reports to the Forum have set out the arrangements behind a project 
operating between the County Council and District Councils in the County, which 
attempts to maximise the number of pupils identified as eligible for Free School Meals 
(FSM). 
 
Members noted that for 2015/16, the Forum agreed to fund the printing and postage 
charges relating to the mail out costs for district councils associated with this project, 
which is co-ordinated by the County Council's Welfare Rights Service. 
 
An outcomes report for 2015/16 has now been produced and was provided for 
members.  The report indicated that an additional 411 pupils were identified as FSM 
eligible during the year, generating an additional £502,865 of pupil premium income in 
2015/16 which, was higher than amounts raised in 2013/14 and 2014/15 project years.  
The report also provided further details of identified pupils by phase and district.   
 
One key issue identified in the report related to the different approaches adopted in 
obtaining parental consent (explicit or implied) and proposed that a consistent 
approach could be used in any future campaigns, although decisions about this would 
need to be taken by individual councils. 
 
Forum members from one district have also made direct contact with their district 
council, requesting that they revise their consent requirements from explicit to implied, 
as the numbers of additional pupils identified appeared to be lower than comparable 
districts. 
 
When approving the Forum support for the printing and postage costs in 2015/16, an 
estimated budget of £2k was suggested, which could be funded from the ongoing 
savings associated with the Forum's transfer to largely electronic operation.  The 
actual costs charged to Forum in 2015/16 was just over £1.1k.  If the project runs again 
in 2016/17, the Forum's agreement to again meet the printing and postage costs is 
requested. 
 
It was reported at the meeting that recent information suggested the project may not 
operate again, due to lack of resources.  Changes to the benefit system were also 
noted as a possible difficulty in operating the project in future years.  
 
The working group: 

a) Noted the report; 
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b) Welcomed the success of the project in generating additional PPG 
income for deprived pupils in Lancashire: 

c) Supported the postage costs for the project being met from the Schools 
Forum Budget, if the project continues in future years; 

d) Requested that further investigation be carried out into the reasons 
project may not run, so consideration could be given to any support 
Forum may be able to offer. 

 

The Lead Member for Schools also asked to speak separately to headteachers 
for information about the consent issue at some district councils. 
 

 

7. School Banking  
A number of banks are reviewing their High Street presence and this has recently led 
to the closure of some branches in Lancashire that were used by schools to bank cash 
and cheques. Where the County Council receives notification of branch closures that 
may impact on schools, every effort is made to find a suitable alternative banking 
arrangement, but recent experience shows that such alternatives may not always offer 
as convenient a location for schools. 
 
The County Council has procured preferential terms with an e-banking provider via BT 
Lancashire Services.  ParentPay® is a web based service for schools that enables 
parents to make secure online payments by credit and debit card or pay cash at local 
stores through the PayPoint network and for Schools to manage income online.   
 
The September edition of Fair Exchange, the Forum's e-newsletter, was used to alert 
schools to this issue and to raise awareness of the e-banking option, as evidence 
shows schools can make significant savings through using an online banking facility. 
 
ParentPay® transactions are electronically transferred into the County Council's 
accounting system and it was noted that the development of this application to 
electronically transfer between ParentPay® and Oracle was paid from clawback 
funding, as agreed by the Forum. 
 
Further details of the ParentPay® offer are available on the BT Lancashire Services 
website, using the link below: 
https://education.btlancashire.co.uk/annual-services/useful-tools/online-
payments.aspx 
 
The Working Group noted the report 
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Appendix A 
 
IDACI Impact Modelling 2017/18 
Following the Schools Block Working Group, the LA has undertaken impact modelling 
around the EFA's revised IDACI banding structure for 2017/18.  The Working Group 
recommended that modelling look to minimise the turbulence produced by the revised 
national bandings at Lancashire schools and academies.   
 
Information from this analysis is shown below, broken down by phase, and provides 
impact modelling outcomes for three options: 
 

 Leave IDACI rates at 2016/17 values; 

 Cash limit total IDACI spend as per 2016/17; 

 Revise rates to maximise stability. 
 

Phase  
Leave rates at 

2016/17 
values 

Cash limit as 
per 2016/17 

Revise rates 
to maximise 

stability 

Primary Max £13,570.48 £7,444.03 £4,598.15 

Primary Min £(446.25) £(6,790.03) £(3,675.20) 

Primary Average £1,061.63 £3.50 £297.98 

Primary Median £194.40 £(28.98) £48.60 

Primary Losers 11 300 27 

Primary Losers % 2% 62% 6% 

Primary Win 472 183 456 

Primary IDACI Inc £511,706.56 £1,692.16 £143,925.94 

     

Secondary Max £40,008.49 19,972.95 £6,734.80 

Secondary Min £0.00 (16,783.56) £(7,605.31) 

Secondary Average £7,692.16 £(89.29) £785.62 

Secondary Median £5,633.47 £(337.80) £409.10 

Secondary Losers -   48  16 

Secondary Losers % 0% 56% 19% 

Secondary Win 85 37 69 

Secondary IDACI Inc £661,526.03 £(7,679.16) £67,563.51 

 
 
Notes: 

 The modelling is affected by opening schools, closing schools and growing 
schools (where there are additional year groups at recently opened schools); 

 The analysis only provides information about the IDACI impact and does not 
account for the interaction with other factors or the MFG/capping; 

 The actual 2017/18 budget impact will be based on October 2016 school 
census data, which is not yet available for modelling purposes.  
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Executive Summary 
 
July 2016 announcements made by the new Education Secretary, Justine Greening, 
about school funding, confirmed that the introduction of a Schools National Funding 
Formula was to be delayed until 2018/19.  A DfE consultation will be held in autumn 
2016 to seek views on the new proposals.   
 
Therefore, school funding arrangements from April 2017 will be similar to those in 
2016/17, including the operation of de-delegations. 
 
Funding for de-delegated services must be allocated through the formula but can be 
de-delegated for maintained mainstream primary and secondary schools with Schools 
Forum approval.  
 
For 2016/17, the Schools Forum approved a number of de-delegations, following 
consultation with schools.  However, service de-delegations must be approved on an 
annual basis and this consultation document sets out proposals for 2017/18 and seeks 
your views. 
 
Proposals for 2017/18 include the following services, which were approved by the 
Forum in 2016/17: 
 

 Staff costs – Public Duties/Suspensions; 

 Museum Service - Primary Schools Only; 

 Support for Schools in Financial Difficulty 
 
For 2017/18, it is also proposed to introduce a further de-delegation, relating to 'deficits 
at closing schools'.  Further information is provided in the consultation document, but 
it should be noted that the costs associated with this de-delegation would be 
equivalent to additional funding to be delegated to schools from April 2017. 
 
It is extremely important to the County Council and the Schools Forum to be able to 
reflect the views of Lancashire schools when making decisions about de-delegation 
arrangements for 2017/18, as these decisions are binding on all primary and 
secondary schools.   
 
De-delegations are not permitted for academies, special schools, nursery schools or 
PRUs, however, some services will be offered as a buy-back and separate information 
will be provided about these options where appropriate. 
 
Please let us know your views on the possible de-delegations for 2017/18 by 
completing the consultation questionnaire available from the link below, by 21 
October 2016: 
 
https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?q
id=694507 
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Background 
July 2016 announcements made by the new Education Secretary, Justine Greening, 
about school funding, confirmed that the introduction of a Schools National Funding 
Formula was to be delayed until 2018/19.  A DfE consultation will be held in autumn 
2016 to seek views on the new proposals, and further information will be provided to 
schools once it becomes available. 
 
Therefore, school funding arrangements from April 2017 will be similar to those in 
2016/17, including the operation of de-delegations. 
 
De-delegations apply to a limited range of services where central provision for 
maintained schools (but not academies) may be argued for on the grounds of 
economies of scale or pooled risk. These services and their funding are delegated to 
schools and academies in the first instance, however if maintained primary and 
secondary schools in a phase agree, via a majority vote through the Schools Forum, 
the services can be provided centrally by returning the funding to the Local Authority. 
The final net delegated budget available to each school would then exclude these 
amounts.  
 
For 2016/17, the Schools Forum approved a number of de-delegations, following 
consultation with schools.  However, service de-delegations must be approved on an 
annual basis and this consultation document sets out proposals for 2017/18 and seeks 
your views. 
 
Proposals for 2017/18 include the following services, which were approved by the 
Forum in 2016/17: 
 

 Staff costs – Public Duties/Suspensions; 

 Museum Service - Primary Schools Only; 

 Support for Schools in Financial Difficulty. 
 
For 2017/18, it is also proposed to introduce a further de-delegation, relating to 'deficits 
at closing schools'.  Further information is provided in the consultation document, but 
it should be noted that the costs associated with this de-delegation would be 
equivalent to additional funding to be delegated to schools from April 2017. 
 
Decision taken by the primary and secondary school members of the Schools Forum 
will be binding on all schools in that phase, so it is important that members are aware 
of the views of schools when they are making the de-delegation decisions. 
 
De-delegations are not permitted for academies, special schools, nursery schools or 
PRUs, however, some services will be offered as a buy-back arrangement and 
separate information will be provided about these options where appropriate. 
 
 
1. Staff costs – Public Duties/Suspensions  

Historically the Schools Forum has provided support to schools that release staff to 
undertake public duties, including trade union duties under the County Council's 
facilities agreement and for staff suspensions.  This arrangement pools the risk across 
all schools and provides a source of funding where schools can reclaim the costs of 
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cover whilst a member of staff is undertaking public/trade union duties or is suspended 
from duty. 
 
The de-delegation incorporates reimbursement to schools for staff costs associated 
with duties including: 
 

 Magistrates/Justices of the Peace; 

 Jury Service; 

 Attendance at Court/Tribunal as a Witness; 

 Teachers who are Governors of schools other than their own; 

 Territorial Army/Royal Naval Reserve/Royal Air Force Reserve; 

 Trade Union Duties under the County Council's facilities agreement 
 
It is important to note that if this service is not de-delegated the County Council has 
no proposals to develop a traded service and schools would need to make their own 
arrangements. 
 
The cost of this de-delegation in 2016/17 is provided in the table below.  
 
The Schools Forum have agreed that the lump sum and per pupil rates should remain 
unchanged for 2017/18, although it should be noted that the charges for individual 
schools may vary, subject to pupil numbers from the October 2016 census. 
 

Public Duties and Suspensions 

 Primary Secondary 

  £ £ 

 Rate per pupil 2.18 4.54 

 Lump sum 400.00 400.00 

Total De-delegation 393,028 229,740 

 
 

Q1. Do you support the de-delegation of Public Duties/Suspensions in 2017/18? 
 

 Yes; 

 No; 

 Not Sure. 

 
 
2. Museum Service - Primary Schools Only 
The Schools Forum have historically supported the work the museum service 
undertakes for primary schools to help meet the national curriculum and to support 
wider cultural learning and learning outside the classroom. With the renewed 
emphasis being placed on cultural education by the government's Culture White 
Paper, it is proposed that this budget continues to be de-delegated in 2017/18 to 
ensure that this service is maintained.  
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The money currently de delegated is used by the Heritage Learning Team and pays 
for the design, development and resourcing of the learning sessions provided across 
LCC's museums, Lancashire Archives and a range of partner museums across the 
county, both at the museum and as outreach into schools. It also covers staff training 
for the freelance deliverers and the on-going monitoring of the quality of delivery. The 
funding also enables new sessions to be developed in response to requests from 
teachers. Monthly free CPD events are also offered to teachers across the county and 
the team is also supporting teacher training in both History and Art. The service now 
holds five Sandford Awards for excellence in Heritage Education, recognising the high 
quality and relevance of the sessions it offers to schools.  
 
Schools will continue to receive a small charge for museum visits, but only to cover 
the cost of paying the freelance delivery staff. Continued de-delegation will mean 
current charges for school visits, outreach sessions and loans boxes will be held 
during the coming academic year.  
 
The schools loans service offered by the Heritage Learning Team is a subscription 
scheme, but the charges are kept to a minimum, covering delivery and collection of 
loans boxes. Support from the de-delegated money enables development and 
resourcing of new loans boxes in line with the curriculum and teacher requests. During 
the last academic year, this has included a wide range of resources linked to 
prehistory, WW1, Romans and Vikings. 
 
Lancashire County Council recently chose to find new operators for five of its 
museums. All primary learning opportunities across those museums will still continue 
to be delivered by the heritage learning team. 
 
If delegated, this service would only allocate just under £2.00 per pupil. If a traded 
service were to be offered the central service would only remain viable if all schools 
entered into the arrangement.  On this basis, the authority would suggest that if 
schools would wish to see the service continue, the primary school museums budget 
should be de-delegated. 
 
The cost of this de-delegation in 2016/17 is provided in the table below.  
 
The Schools Forum have agreed that the per pupil rates should remain unchanged for 
2017/18, although it should be noted that the charges for individual schools may vary, 
subject to pupil numbers from the October 2016 census. 
 
Museum Service 

 Primary Secondary 

  £ £ 

 Rate per pupil 1.97 0.00 

 Lump sum 0.00 0.00 

Total De-delegation 183,833 0 
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Q2. Do you support the de-delegation of the Museums Service in 2017/18? 
(Primary schools only) 

 Yes; 

 No; 

 Not Sure. 

 
 
3. Support For Schools In Financial Difficulty  
Currently support for schools in financial difficulty is offered in a number of ways which 
include: 
  

 Brokering school to school support with schools sharing expertise at various 
levels e.g. leadership, teaching, subject leadership, assessment, curriculum 
models; 

 Providing teaching and learning support through teaching and learning 
consultants e.g. bespoke professional development for teachers;  

 Providing financial management support for schools e.g. complex recovery 
plans; 

 Providing HR and financial support to enable schools to reduce staffing; 

 Providing one off financial support, via a bid to the schools forum to enable the 
school to develop a sustainable recovery plan. 

 
There are occasions when schools do not have sufficient resources available to meet 
the needs of their pupils and in these cases the Schools in Difficulty fund provides 
schools with the resources to help them overcome the challenges they are facing. 
There are clear, published eligibility criteria for access to these funds and these are 
managed on behalf of Schools Forum by the School Improvement Challenge Board 
(SICB).  The funds are provided in order to help schools to raise achievement and 
create sustainable improvements in the quality of provision. 
  
The de-delegation also includes some Termination of Employment costs (formerly 
Premature Retirement Costs), which can be a useful mechanism to facilitate staffing 
reorganisations in schools, particularly when they are in financially difficulty. 
 
Current evidence indicates that this approach is well received and highly valued by 
headteachers and governors. It has also proved effective with around 1% of schools 
in Lancashire in an OfSTED category of concern, a figure which is below the national 
average and compares very favourably with similar Local Authorities. The partnership 
between schools and the local authority has also proved invaluable in helping schools 
to improve the quality of provision in a sustainable way. This is evident in the 
proportion of schools that have improved to gain a good Ofsted judgement with over 
92% of schools judged good or better in their latest inspection. This performance is 
the best of our statistical neighbour group and is well above the national average of 
87% 
 
It is important to note that if this service is not de-delegated, the County Council has 
no proposals to develop a buy-back service to support schools in financial difficulty 
and schools would need to make their own arrangements. 
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The cost of this de-delegation in 2016/17 is provided in the table below.  
 
The Schools Forum have agreed that the lump sum and per pupil rates should remain 
unchanged for 2017/18, although it should be noted that the charges for individual 
schools may vary, subject to pupil numbers from the October 2016 census. 
 
Support for Schools in Financial Difficulty 

 Primary Secondary 

  £ £ 

 Rate per pupil 5.18 11.32 

 Lump sum 1,000.00 1,000.00 

Total De-delegation 957,377 572,992 

 
 

Q3. Do you support the de-delegation of Support for Schools in Financial 
Difficulty in 2017/18? 
 

 Yes; 

 No; 

 Not Sure. 

 
 
4. Deficits at Closing Schools 
When a maintained school closes in a deficit position, the deficit must be met by the 
Authority.  Similarly, where a maintained school becomes a Sponsored Academy 
under formal brokered sponsorship arrangements, the DfE expects any deficit to 
remain with the Authority.  (As distinct from convertor academies, where the surplus 
or deficit transfers with the school). 
 
There are a small number of schools in Lancashire that have accumulated large 
structural deficits.  In response to the risks associated with possible 
closure/academisation of schools with deficit budgets, the Schools Forum agreed to 
establish a 'structural deficits' reserve.  At 31 March 2016, the reserve stood at £4.5m. 
 
However, the latest DfE Guidance on the 'treatment of surplus and deficit balances 
when maintained schools become academies' indicates that school deficits are not an 
allowable charge on the LA’s schools budget (funded by the Dedicated Schools Grant) 
unless the deficits are funded as a contingency de-delegation. 
 
For 2017/18, it is therefore proposed to delegate funding currently held in the Forum's 
'structural deficits' reserve, and to seek agreement to de-delegate this funding for a 
Deficits at Closing Schools contingency de-delegation. 
 
If approved, this de-delegation would continue to operate in a similar way to the current 
structural deficits reserve.  It would be used as a contingency fund where deficit 
budgets would be charged for schools that closed permanently or to become a 
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sponsored academy.  A report would be presented to the Schools Forum seeking 
approval for each charge to the contingency de-delegation. 
 
In practice, this de-delegation would work in tandem with the Schools in Financial 
Difficulty de-delegation mentioned above, and with the LA's wider assistance for 
schools requiring special support, which is managed through the Authority's School 
Improvement Challenge Board (SICB).  These arrangements would clearly seek to 
support Lancashire schools in responding to any challenges being faced, but also offer 
an additional contingency provision to mitigate against the risk of school closures or 
sponsored academy conversions. 
 
Whilst the original proposals for compulsory academisation contained in the 
Government's White Paper Educational Excellence Everywhere have been diluted, 
the Regional Schools Commissioner (RSC) may still require underperforming schools 
to convert.  Likewise, the LA or RSC may judge that a small number of schools are no 
longer viable, and closure proposals could therefore be brought forward.  A current 
estimate of the risk exposure against the closure/academisation of Lancashire schools 
with deficits is in the order of £5m.   
 
The amount to be delegated to primary and secondary schools and academies from 
April 2017, would be based on £24.07 per pupil in the primary phase and £30.60 in 
the secondary sector.  The amount to be de-delegated from each maintained primary 
and secondary school would be exactly the same amount per pupil.  The de-delegation 
would therefore be net nil at an individual school level. 
 
The delegation from the 'structural deficits' reserve would only be available as a one-
off release from reserves, however, any unspent de-delegated funding remaining at 
the year-end can be carried forward to the following funding period, as with any other 
centrally retained budget.  The year-end position would be reported to the Schools 
Forum, as part of the normal outturn arrangements across all de-delegations. 
 
The total de-delegation levels set out in the table below aggregate to just over £4.0m 
across primary and secondary schools, which will be the exact amount of additional 
delegation to primary and secondary schools from April 2017.  It is less than the £4.5m 
being delegated in total, as a proportion of the 'Structural Deficits' reserve relates to 
schools funded through the High Needs Block (special schools and PRUs), that will 
be offered an equivalent joint buy-back arrangement. 
 
The proposed cost of this de-delegation in 2017/18 is provided in the table below, with 
final delegation and de-delegation amounts at an individual school level being based 
on pupil numbers from the October 2016 census. 
 

Deficits at Closing Schools 

 Primary Secondary 

  £ £ 

 Rate per pupil 24.07 30.60 

Total De-delegation 2,297,000 1,864,000 
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Q4. Do you support the de-delegation of a Deficits at Closing Schools 
contingency in 2017/18? 
 

 Yes; 

 No; 

 Not Sure. 

 
 
Responding to the consultation 

It is extremely important to the County Council and the Schools Forum to be able to 
reflect the views of Lancashire schools when making decisions about de-delegation 
arrangements for 2017/18, as these decisions are binding on all primary and 
secondary schools.   
 
Please let us know your views on the possible de-delegations for 2017/18 by 
completing the consultation questionnaire available from the link below, by 5.00 pm 
on 21 October 2016: 

https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?q
id=694507 
 
 

55

https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?qid=694507
https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?qid=694507


LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 25 October 2016 
 
Item No 11 
 
Title: Recommendations of the High Needs Block Working Group held on 20 
September 2016 
 
 
 
Executive Summary  
 

On 20 September 2016, the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number 
of reports, including: 
 

 Election of High Needs Block Working Group Chair 

 Social Worker in Schools  

 Healthy Relationships Education Training Programme  

 High Needs Block Funding 2017/18  

 Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) SEND implications  
 
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 20 
September 2016; 

b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 20 September 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. Election of High Needs Block Working Group Chair 
The Working Group elected Shaun Jukes, headteacher of Sir Tom Finney Community 
High School (a special school headteacher representative), as the new High Needs 
Block Chairman. 
 
 
2. Social Worker in Schools  
Diane Booth, from Children's Social Care attended the Working Group for this item. 
 
The social worker in schools project has been in existence since 2013 following a 
successful 12 month pilot in a Burnley school.  The aim of the project is to allow a 
qualified social worker (QSW) to support a caseload of children on the role of a school 
(or group of schools).  This includes pupils who are on a school role who are subject 
to statutory support from children's social care, as well as providing social care support 
to earlier intervention with other vulnerable children / young people in the school.   
 
Criteria for Inclusion in the Project requires the school or group of schools to have 10 
children on role who are subject to child protections plans or who are looked after.  
Each post is funded:  

 One third children's social care.  

 One third school.  

 One third high needs block contribution.   
 

Currently there are up to 11 schools involved in the project and evaluation 
demonstrates that pastoral care within a school is more effective when social workers 
are part of the team.  Children and young people receive the most appropriate 
intervention before a situation worsens. This ensures that social workers can act 
swiftly, in partnership with the school and other agencies to support the child or young 
person and their family. 
 
In May 2015, it was agreed in conjunction with the high needs block working group to 
evaluate the project further.  Since then, a project group has met in the region of 100 
teachers / head teachers to seek their views in relation to the project and their needs 
as an organisation.   
 
The consultation concludes:  

 The QSW in school project is valued but excludes some schools with high 
numbers of section 17 CIN / CAF;  

 Schools want contact with managers in their geographical areas who 
understand local need to discuss concerns regarding vulnerable children / 
young people;   

 Schools would want a range of options to be made available to them across the 
continuum of need;  
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 Schools feel support from QSWs with section 17 children in need work is a 
necessity; 

 There have been some barriers to success linked  to a high turnover of qualified 
social workers, in some areas, none social work qualified community support 
workers have been based in schools as part of this project which has been 
successful to date. 
 

Based on consultation with schools, feedback from Ofsted and the areas of concern 
identified in the inspection process, a Continuum of Need approach has been 
developed in Lancashire.  It was emphasised that this new offer was intended to build 
a relationship with every school in the County, but could respond flexibly to their 
varying needs. 
 
A letter was distributed to all schools at the end of the summer term 2016, setting out 
the new approach being introduced from September 2016 and providing a named 
Children's Social Care Manager as the contact for each school.  The letter also 
confirmed that funding for those schools in the existing project would continue until 
March 2017, if they still met the criteria, to support in embedding the new offer. 
 
Some members fed back that they did not appear to have received the letter and Diane 
agreed to chase this up and ensure all schools received information on their new offer 
and their named manager.  It was also agreed that the confirmation about of the 
extended funding be sent directly to the schools involved in the existing project.  
 
At the last Working Group, it was agreed that that underspends from previous years 
could be used to extend the project, to support in embedding the new offer and to 
review of the Social Workers based in school project once more is known about future 
funding options. 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Confirmed that underspends from the project could be carried forward 

into 2016/17 and 2017/18,to support in embedding the new offer; 
c) Supported the new offer against the Continuum of Need (CoN) which 

commenced September 2016;   
d) Requested that duplicate letters be sent about the new offer and each 

schools named contact in areas where these had not been received, and 
that confirmation letters be sent to about the extended funding directly to 
the schools involved in the existing project; 

e) Agreed a review of the Social Workers based in schools project, once 
more is known about funding options. 

 
 

3. Healthy Relationships Education Training Programme  

Kate Piercy and Barbara Booth, Teacher Advisers from the Education Health and 
Wellbeing Team attended the working group for this item. 
 

In 2014/15, the Forum allocated a non- recurrent resource of £600K to commission a 
number of projects to enable staff in schools to develop the confidence, skills and 
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resources needed to deliver effective Healthy Relationships Education and therefore 
support young people to form healthy relationships now and in the future.   
 
Resources were not fully utilised in year, and the Forum have supported the carry 
forward of unspent resources in subsequent years, including as part of the 2015/16 
outturn report, when circa £400k was carried forward. 
 
A report was presented updating the Working Group on the use of DSG resources to 
date, including key outcomes, and seeking agreement for the use of the remaining 
allocation  
 
The Healthy Relationships Education Training/Life Skills Programme commissioned 
by the Schools' Forum had a positive impact in upskilling the school workforce to 
provide quality education and support to the children and young people of Lancashire 
to lead healthy and happy lives. Feedback from course participants.  The table below 
shows the success of the programme in achieving the main aims of the commission.  
 
Success of the programme   

% participants reporting training met their need 98% 

% participants rating training good or excellent 99% 

% participants reporting training increased confidence 98% 

% participants reporting training increased knowledge 98% 

% participants reporting training increased awareness of local services 97% 

 
A detailed evaluation report of the programme was provided for members, but some 
of the key outcomes from this training programme are: 

 The Healthy Relationships Education Programme reached 52% of schools in 
Lancashire in a 22 month period  

 Schools have provided evidence of impact following the training 

 Increased engagement of schools with the wider health and wellbeing agenda 
through the offer to schools by the Education Health and Wellbeing Team 

 Successful co-delivery with local and national specialist trainers. 
 

The evaluation highlighted a number of areas where the programme could be 
extended and strengthened, including reaching the remained of Lancashire schools 
that had not yet engaged with the project. 
 
A proposed action plan was shared with the Group, which included: 

 Contact schools that haven’t engaged via the Schools’ Portal to invite them to 
attend training events 

 Give identified schools priority in allocation of places 

 If requested offer schools one to one support/consultancy and/or INSET 

 Continue to offer new courses to address current issues   

 Look at models for sustaining this work    
 

The suggested timescale was also set out: 

 Autumn term 2016 – begin consultation 
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 Spring term 2017 – wider consultation with schools and analyse results to 
inform action plan 

 Summer 2017 – deliver identified training, begin 1:1 support for individual 
schools 

 Autumn 2017 – continue delivery  

 Spring 2018 – complete delivery with final evaluation and report 
 

Members commented on the proposed actions for the group and made some 
suggestions about engagement with the schools in certain sectors. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the continued use of underspends form previous years into 

2017/18, to commission the Education Health & Wellbeing Team to:  

 Prioritise schools that have not benefitted from this resource 
allocation in the first instance to: 

 Continue to co-ordinate and deliver a high quality training programme 
to contribute to the safeguarding of children and young people.  

 Assist schools in the self-evaluation of their whole school approach 
underpinning the PSHE curriculum to address the needs of their pupils 
in terms of their personal development, behaviour and welfare 

 Carry on working in partnership with established specialist providers 
to maximise use of finite resources 

 Offer the schools a menu of training to ensure they can fulfil their 
preventative role and use specialist input to identify and respond to 
issues which are barriers to learning. 

c) Noted that the estimated cost of the proposals was circa £150k 
 

 

4. High Needs Block (HNB) Funding 2017/18  
A report was presented setting out the HNB funding arrangements for 2017/18. 
 
Consultation on the Schools National Funding Formula and High Needs Funding 
On 21 July 2016, the new Education Secretary, Justine Greening, made a statement 
to Parliament, about school funding.  The statement confirmed that the government 
was committed to introducing fairer funding for schools, high needs and early years.  
Given the importance of consulting widely and fully with the sector and getting 
implementation right, the Secretary of State has decided that the new system will now 
apply from 2018/19.  
 
The second phase of the school and high needs funding formula consultation will be 
issued in the autumn term 2016, along with the government's response to the first 
phase of consultation.  Final decisions will then be taken early in 2017.   
 
One initial indication about timetable matters is that the national fair funding 
conference (where DfE may present information about national formula changes) has 
been postponed from 12 October to 'early December'. 
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School Funding 2017/18 
In order to provide stability for school funding, whilst consultations take place, the 
Education Secretary has announced that the funding arrangements for 2017/18 will 
be broadly similar to 2016/17. Operational Guidance, issued from the Education 
Funding Agency (EFA), indicates that there will be some changes to the funding 
arrangements for Local Authorities from April 2017, and the key differences are listed 
below: 
 

 the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) blocks have been rebaselined to reflect 
current spending patterns 
The results of the DfE's 2016/17 baselining exercise will be used to shape 
allocations in 2017/18, although Lancashire had largely distributed funding 
locally in accordance with the national allocations; 

 funding for Education Services Grant(ESG) retained duties (£15 per pupil) will 
be transferred into the schools block for 2017 to 2018 
ESG funding was split into two parts.  The retained duties element was provided 
directly to LAs for duties that they must undertake across maintained schools 
and academies, whilst the general duties element went to the LA for certain 
responsibilities at maintained schools, and academies received this funding 
directly for duties relating to their pupils. For 2017/18, the retained duties 
element will transfer into DSG and the general duties funding will cease, subject 
to some transitional protection for LAs;  

 that local authorities will be able to retain DSG funding from maintained schools, 
including special schools and pupil referral units (PRUs), for statutory duties 
previously covered by the ESG 
The LA will be able to use DSG funding for its continuing statutory duties in 
2017/18, but the exact nature of these duties, and therefore possible cost 
implications, will be the subject of further consultations by the DfE, on the 
school funding regulations; 
 

2017/18 Schools Budget Provisional Funding 
The Secretary of State's July Announcement also indicated that for 2017/18, no local 
authority will see a reduction from their 2016/17 funding, which for the high needs 
block was expressed as a cash amount.  
 
Confirmation was also given that the current Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) 
arrangements for schools will continue into 2017/18, so that no school can face a 
funding reduction of more than 1.5% per pupil next year. 
 
Two additional allocations are also added to the provisional 2017/18 DSG, as set out 
below: 
 

Transfer of funding from post-16 budget to High Needs Block £2.99m 
o Nationally, EFA have transferred £125m from the DfE's post-16 budget to the 

high needs block baseline. This is a transfer of place funding for high needs 
places in further education (FE) colleges and post-16 charitable and 
commercial providers.  

o There is a risk to the High Needs Block that the number of places to be 
commissioned at relevant institutions from August/September 2017 may be 
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higher than the number of places used to calculate the DSG transfer.  Any 
increase would need to be met from overall DSG resources. 
 

Education Support Grant (ESG) Retained Duties £2.51m 
o As mentioned above, the EFA have also moved ESG retained duties funding in 

to the schools block baseline and will no longer allocate funding through the 
ESG general funding rate from 2017/18.  This increases the schools block 
baseline nationally by £117m, of which, £2.51m will be allocated to Lancashire. 

o We are awaiting further information on the duties to be covered by this transfer, 
and therefore the local cost implications. It is expected that the £2.51m is to 
fund the LA for duties that are likely to still have to statutorily undertake across 
maintained schools and academies, with the general duties element of the ESG 
subject to changes in EFA guidance and flexibility at a local level.  

 
Provisional 2017/18 DSG Allocations 
The provisional 2017/18 allocations are provided below: 
 

Schools Block 
adjusted 
baseline 

(£m) 

High Needs Block 
adjusted baseline 

(£m) 

Early Years Block 
adjusted baseline 

(£m) 

Total DSG 
adjusted 
baseline 

(£m) 

704.44 104.54 46.50 855.48 

 
2017/18 Funding Formula Arrangements 
Initial guidance from the EFA indicates that flexibility is available at local level, to make 
adjustments to individual institutions’ place funding in 2017 to 2018, although any 
increases would need to be funded from the High Needs Block cash envelope. 
 
There are no nationally prescribed changes to special school and PRU funding 
formulae to be introduced from April 2017. Similarly, there are no proposals to change 
the local formulae.   
 
SERF Units 
One national change to the funding arrangements that seems to be progressing from 
April 2017 relates to funding for special units, in Lancashire's case called Special 
Educational Resource Facilities (SERF) Units.  
 
These facilities are attached to mainstream schools and provide additional units where 
specialist provision is offered.  The SERF units are currently funded in a similar way 
to special schools in that they receive place funding of £10k per place, plus WPN top-
ups.  The pupils on roll at the units are included on the schools census return, but are 
omitted from the pupil count for Schools Block funding purposes, as they receive place 
funding. 
 
Under the EFA proposals, from 2017/18, this process will be simplified and the 
mainstream schools formula will include pupils in special units within the school’s pupil 
count so that they attract the per pupil amounts due to the school, plus other Schools 
Block pupil related factors.  They will also generate per place funding of £6,000.  
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Initial Estimate of 2017/18 DSG Pressures 
Using the provisional 2017/18 allocations for the High Needs block cash amount of 
£104.54m, it is possible to begin to estimate the 2017/18 dedicated Schools Grant 
allocations and pressures. 
 
Whilst the DfE proposal to ring-fence the schools block within the DSG will not now 
take effect in 2017/18, the EFA guidance strongly encourages LAs to consult their 
schools and agree any proposal to move funding between blocks with the Schools 
Forum.  There is clearly a national direction of travel to remove local flexibility to vire 
funding between blocks. 
 
Lancashire has largely distributed DSG funding in accordance allocations received by 
block, but in previous years, reports set out pressures at an aggregate DSG level, and 
no notional split was calculated in terms of the DSG reserve. 
 
Figures below begin to set out the DSG pressures in 2017/18, for the High Needs 
Block  
 

Comforts 

 DSG underspends in 2015/16, available to redistribute in 2017/18, amounts 
to £4.4m, of which, circa £0.5 may be attributable to the High Needs Block; 

 Changes to SERF unit funding meaning pupil related funding is a cost on 
Schools Block is estimated at £0.35m 

 
Risks 

 In 2016/17, a core budget shortfall existed, of around £3.5m, of which circa 
£0.43m may be attributable to the High Needs Block; 

 During 2016/17, the Forum agreed to increased commissioned places at 
two special schools, which will have a full year cost impact of £0.18m; 

 The number of pupils with SEND is forecast to increase in 2017/18, as the 
number of pupils in Lancashire grows, which will place an additional burden 
on the High Needs Block.  Previous reports have also alerted the Forum to 
cost pressures within the exclusions/behaviour support budget areas of the 
High Needs Block, and these pressures are expected to continue in the 
short term.  These pressures are estimated at circa £3m; 

 The national transfer of funding from the post-16 budget to High Needs 
Block includes a risk that the number of places to be commissioned at 
relevant institutions from August/September 2017 may be higher than the 
number of places used to calculate the DSG transfer.  Initial intelligence 
suggests that there is increased pressure on places at post 16 institutions; 

 The recent trend in the Out of County commissioned places budget has 
been downwards, in the main due to having long term contracts in place for 
the right provision at low cost and maximising the number of children and 
young people placed in Lancashire schools.  The Out County agreements 
are now coming to a close and following year costs are forecast to increase, 
placing a further risk on the High Needs Block, although it was noted that 
every effort was being made to contain these costs with the introduction of 
new agreements and the establishment of regional; commissioning 
arrangements. 
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It was also be noted that the opportunity to replace the 2016/17 release from reserves 
may not be available in 2017/18.  The High Needs Block proportion of the £2.671m 
release from reserves was £0.182m, which equated to increases as follows. 

 
Estimate of Core Funding 2017/18 
It is anticipated that there will be a circa £4m core funding gap likely to exist in 2017/18.  
Members will recall that there was a £3.5m core funding gap in 2016/17. 
 

2017/18 Schools Budget Setting Principles  
As there are considerable pressures on the High Needs Block budget for 2017/18, 
Working Group consider establishing a list of principles specifically for the High Needs 
block, which are set out below: 

 

 Stability–Minimise turbulence at an individual setting level;  

 Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) -DfE set 2017/18 MFG at minus 1.5%; 

 Capping–if required, apply the same rate as MFG 1.5%;  

 Cost Pressures –To be meet from headroom (if available) in the first instance. 
Then, if need be, by reducing unit values, but this should only be used as an 
absolute last resort; 

 Headroom – target at WPN rate in the first instance; 

 Discretionary payments – continue discretionary payments within the 
Lancashire High Needs Block formulae that do not generate any accompanying 
DSG income:* 

o to top up core and additional support funding for high needs pupils in 
mainstream schools: 

o top up arrangements for special schools and PRUs if the total number of 
pupils on the census exceeds the number of funded places.  

 Any non-recurring funding to be distributed in 2017/18 from releases from 
reserves should be accompanied by guidance cautioning schools 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 non-recurring 
funding available in future years. Budget plans for future years should exclude 
the one-off funding; 

 Ensure that SEND WPN top-up rates remain identical across all phases. 
* Subject to compliance with the new Regulations and the availability of resources 
 
The Working Group also supported the use of funding from the £8.5m DSG reserve, 
if there are shortfalls on final core School Budget estimates, that cannot be met from 
underspends elsewhere in the budget. 
 

2017/18 Individual School/Academy Cost Pressures 
The full impact of various cost pressures faced by schools and academies in recent 
years, particularly around staffing costs and overheads, will continue to be a pressure 
on school budgets, set against a static DSG income  
 
In addition, we still await confirmation of how the Government's Apprenticeship Levy 
will operate in schools and academies.  It is not clear if this levy will impact directly on 
all, some or no schools, but it may be prudent to include an additional 0.5% on pay 
bills for 2017/18 planning assumptions. 
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Disapplication Submissions to the EFA 
The 2017/18 budget setting process again requires the LA to submit a proforma to the 
EFA requesting any disapplications of the School Funding regulations.   
 
To date, the LA is intending to submit two disapplication requests for 2017/18.  These 
relate to disapplying the MFG calculation in relation to one-off releases from reserves 
that cannot be guaranteed in future years.  Information is provided below: 
 

Disapplication 1 
As part of the 2016/17 Schools Budget setting process, the Forum supported the 
distribution of a release from reserves, totalling £2.7m, accumulated from 
underspends in the central items budget. 
 
A disapplication request was submitted and approved by the EFA, agreeing that 
this funding could be omitted from the 2016/17 MFG calculation.  However, a 
2017/18 disapplication request must also be submitted, requesting that the one-off 
release from reserves be removed from the 2017/18 baseline for MFG purposes. 
 
Disapplication 2 
Following an assessment of the 2017/18 Schools Budget in Lancashire, it is 
proposed to make a circa £6.0m release from reserves.  As this is a non-recurring 
distribution, Lancashire would need to request that this funding is excluded from 
the MFG calculation.  This is linked to the additional de-delegation proposal for 
2017/18, related to the structural deficits reserve.  It would also allow any release 
realised from a reduction in the current 1% DSG reserve level that Forum may 
agree in the budget setting process. 
 
The final figure to be released from reserves may vary from this estimate, 
dependent on the final 2017/18 DSG allocation for Lancashire and further 
recommendations of the Forum in the budget setting process. 

 
Special School and PRU Buy-Back Arrangements 2017/18 
The Working Group recommended that decisions about the Special School and PRU 
Buy-Back Arrangements 2017/18 be taken by the respective representative 
headteacher groups. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Noted that the implementation of the Schools National Funding Formula 

(SNFF) and High Needs Reforms have been delayed until 2018/19.  
c) Confirmed the proposal that there are no changes to the Lancashire High 

Needs formulae for 2017/18;  
d) Supported the proposed 2017/18 High Needs Block Budget setting 

principles, but emphasised that reducing unit values should only be used 
as an absolute last resort; 

e) Supported the use of funding from the £8.5m DSG reserve, if there are 
shortfalls on final core School Budget estimates, that cannot be met from 
underspends elsewhere in the budget. 

f) Support the proposed disapplication submissions to the EFA; 
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g) Recommended that decisions about the Special School and PRU Buy-
Back Arrangements 2017/18 be taken by the respective representative 
headteacher groups. 

 

 

5. Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) SEND implications  

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.  
The Forum's response to this consultation is being produced by the Early Years Block 
Working Group, however, information was presented to alert members to possible 
implications for the HNB. 
 
The government's early years proposals contained a specific section on 'Meeting 
children’s additional needs'.  This section was provided the Working Group, and the 
key elements from the DfE's summary are shown below: 
 

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.  
 
In addition, the introduction of an Early Years National Funding Formula may have 
implications for special schools that have early years pupils on roll.  The consultation 
proposes that a single funding system must be used for all 3 and 4 year olds, with a 
standard base rate and, perhaps, a limitation on the type and level of funding 
supplements.  This system would apply to the free early years entitlement for 3 and 4 
year olds and the additional 15 hours for 3 and 4year children of eligible working 
parents.  
 
Whilst the final national arrangements will only be confirmed after the consultation and 
will be accompanied by revised 2017/18 funding regulations, this may mean that all 
early years pupils, including those placed in special schools, will have to be funded via 
the EYNFF.    
 
The proposals envisage a funding system where any additional support is supported 
by resources from both the Early Years and High Needs Block.  Proposals also refer 
to a new Disability Access Fund, although the mechanism for distributing this funding 
is not yet clear. 
 
Any local arrangements and processes will need to be finalised once final guidance 
and regulations are issued. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and that further information would be provided in due 
course. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 25 October 2016 
 
Item No 12 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Early Years Block Working Group held on 15 
September 2016 
 
Appendix A refers 
 
 
 
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. 
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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 
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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.  
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 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.  
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
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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...
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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
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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.
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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.
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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.
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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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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 25 October 2016 
 
Item No 13 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Chairman's Working Group held on 25 October 
2016 
 
 
Executive Summary  
 
On 25 October 2016, the Chairman's Working Group will consider a report about a 
possible one off allocation from the Forum's Schools in Financial Difficulty budget to a 
Lancashire school.  
 
A summary of the recommendations arising from the Working Group's considerations 
will be reported to the Forum meeting. 
 
 
Recommendations 

 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report from the Chairman's Working Group held on 25 October 2016; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 25 October 2016, the Chairman's Working Group will consider a report about a 
possible one off allocation from the Forum's Schools in Financial Difficulty budget to a 
Lancashire school.  
 
Previous reports to the Forum have set out the support arrangements developed by 
the Authority for schools that may be experiencing exceptional financial difficulty.  The 
Schools Forum has agreed that the School Improvement Challenge Board (SICB) can 
provide support to schools in financial difficulty. In addition, the budget is also used to: 
 

 Mitigate the interest charges that would otherwise have to be met by schools 
that have implemented an agreed recovery plan (i.e. have implemented 
appropriate measures to ensure that they do not exceed agreed deficit limits);  

 

 Meet the cost of Contracting the School Financial Services Team at an 
enhanced level; 
 

 Provide financial support to schools where their reserves are not sufficient for 
the school to meet the full cost of the intervention or restructuring costs 
themselves, in accordance with the financial support criteria agreed with the 
Forum; 
 

 Provide one off financial support to schools who otherwise would not be in a 
position to recover from a deficit position. As a general guide, SICB suggested 
that whilst individual circumstances will always need to be taken carefully into 
account, maximum allocations from the Schools in Financial Difficulty fund in 
response to an application from an individual school should generally not 
exceed 33% of the relevant deficit, but many may be lower. 

 
The budget for this support is obtained through the de-delegation, which is agreed 
annually by the Forum, following a consultation with schools. 
 
In recent years, the number of bids for one off support have been limited, with support 
being primarily offered through the standard support options.  However, the LA has 
begun a more concerted effort to tackle schools in financial difficulty.  This is partly to 
mitigate the risks associated with closure/sponsored academisation of schools with 
structural deficits and the future uncertainties around school funding nationally, which 
could possibly restrict the support that can be offered to Lancashire schools.   
 
The anticipated growth in pupil numbers in Lancashire also provides an opportunity to 
return some schools to a more stable financial position, as individual school income 
grows with rising rolls.  
 
Details about individual school bids are reported to the Chairman's Working Group, as 
the information provided can be confidential in nature. 
 
Specific information about a bid to Forum for one off financial support will be provided 
for the Chairman's Working Group and a summary of the recommendations will be 
reported to the meeting. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 25 October 2016 
 
Item No 15 
 
 
Title: Forum Correspondence 
 
Appendix A refers 
 
Executive Summary  
 

This report sets out the Forum related correspondence sent or received since the last 
meeting. 
 
Forum Decision Required 
 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Express any views on the correspondence received. 
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Background  
Information is provide below on Forum related correspondence received since the last 
meeting. 
 
Correspondence from a West Lancashire Nursery School 
A letter dated 17 July 2016 was received from the Chair of Governors at a West 
Lancashire Nursery School.  This correspondence was addressed to officers in the 
LA's School Improvement Challenge Board (SICB) and was copied to a number of 
senior executives and elected members of the county council and to the Schools 
Forum.  It set out the view of the Governing Body that a significant contributory factor 
in the school's difficult financial position was created by LCC announcements around 
the closure of county buildings, which impacted on pupil numbers. 
 
Additional support was requested by the school on the grounds the county council had 
contributed to difficulties facing the school. 
 
A copy of the letter has been shared with members of the Chairman's Group. 
 
Members may wish to comment on the correspondence, particularly in light of the 
property strategy information elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
 
Peter Cunningham 
As reported in the membership item, secondary school headteacher Peter 
Cunningham is to resign from the Forum at the end of this term, as he is retiring.  Peter 
sent a resignation letter for the Forum chairman.   
 
As Forum correspondence, a copy of Peter's letter is attached at Appendix A. 
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23rd September 2016 
 
 

Paul Bonser 
Schools Forum Support Manager  
Financial Management (Development and Schools) 
Lancashire County Council 
 

Dear Paul 

Following our recent telephone conversation in which I mentioned my intention to retire, I thought 
it might be appropriate to put this in a brief note for you to pass onto the Chair.  Please accept this as 
my notice to resign from the Forum at the end of term thereby allowing the process to replace the 
position I hold to commence.  

I am grateful to my colleagues in LASSH and fellow members of the Forum for the opportunity to 
contribute towards the work the Forum undertakes to ensure schools receive the funding they need 
particularly within the challenging circumstances all public services face today.  

Over many years as a member of the Forum, I have seen how well the Forum, with the support of 
Local Authority Officers, has been able to manage the diminished funding from government so as to 
minimise the impact on individual schools.  As a result, children and Young People in Lancashire are 
fortunate compared to many other Local Authorities. Overall they continue to achieve very well in 
comparison to the national picture and whilst there are lots of different factors that contribute 
towards this achievement, a fair share of this success can rightly be attributed to the work of the 
Schools Forum.  

It just remains for me to say thank you personally to yourself and the team for the excellent work in 
supporting the Forum and its administration. With more changes to Educational funding on the 
horizon, the work of the Forum will continue to be as important as it always is. I therefore hope the 
Forum can continue to support all schools in the future.  

 

With my best wishes 

 

Peter Cunningham 
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