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Executive Summary  
 
On 7 March 2017, the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of reports, 
including: 
 

 Schools Block Funding Principles 2018/19  

 Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF)- stage 2 consultation  

 Schools in Financial Difficulty  

 Water Retail Market  

 Apprenticeship Levy 
 

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 7 March 2017; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
  



Background 
On 7 March 2017, the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of reports.  A 
summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's 
considerations of the items are provided in this report. 
 
1. Schools Block Funding Principles 2018/19  

At the Schools Forum on 25 October 2016, the 2017/18 Schools Block Budget setting 
principles were agreed.  The Forum supported the continuation of 2016/17 principles and 
added two further principles relating to Discretionary Payments and IDACI Banding.   
 
These principles were used to steer the 2017/18 Schools Block budget setting process, and 
the final School Budget proposals were then agreed at the Forum on 12 January 2017. 
Subsequent to the January Forum meeting, the Schools Block Budget proforma was submit 
to the EFA for approval. On 8 February 2017, the EFA confirmed "the authority’s adherence 
to the finance regulations and proforma appear to meet the required criteria". 
 
Individual school budgets for 2017/18 were then issued on 21 February 2017. 
 
Members gave initial consideration to the funding principles for 2018/19. 
 
It was noted that 2018/19 would be the first year of the Schools National Funding Formula 
(SNFF) The DfE proposes implementation of a ‘soft’ SNFF for 2018/19, where the Lancashire 
school funding formula will still apply, but the county's Schools Block funding will be 
calculated on the basis of SNFF allocations.  A ‘Hard’ SNFF will be introduced from 2019/20, 
where the LA will need to passport the national calculation to all Lancashire schools, without 
amendment. 
 
Headlines from the SNFF proposals indicate that the DfE`s formula distributes more funding 
nationally through pupil-led factors, rather than school-led; and targets a greater proportion 
of funding using Additional Educational Needs (AEN) factors. 
 
In Lancashire, these national decisions can be seen to impact in the primary phase. 
Historically, Lancashire has maintained a high lump sum allocation, of £155k per primary 
school per year, to offer protection to small schools in the County.  The lump sum reduces to 
£110k under SNFF.  This has a significant effect on small primary schools, with 91 of the 92 
schools with a Number on Roll (NOR) below 105 losing under SNFF proposals. 
 
Similarly, in the primary phase, SNFF does appear to move more funding towards schools 
with higher levels of deprivation.  84% of primary schools with below the Lancashire average 
of Free School Meals (FSM) eligibility lose under SNFF, whereas of the primary schools with 
above average FSM, 62% gain. 
 
In the secondary sector, the interaction of the national proposals and Lancashire's current 
formula appears more complex.  There are no clear patterns of winners and losers based on 
size or deprivation. 

 
At an individual establishment level, analysis of the Schools Block proposals shows that: 

 200 schools/academies gain under the proposals (35%); 

 310 schools/academies lose under the proposals (65%). 
 



 
An analysis of the funding rates proposed by the SNFF compared to Lancashire's 2016/17 
rates is provided at Appendix A.: 
 
Discussions centred around whether to largely continue the existing funding principles for 
April 2018, which should minimise turbulence between 2017/18 and 2018/19 budgets, or 
attempt to move the Lancashire formula towards the SNFF rates in order to reduce the level 
of turbulence in 2019/20.  This potentially causes greater movement in funding in 2018/19, 
by spreading the hard SNFF transition over two years.  However, this may prove problematic, 
particularly in the secondary phase, where the complexities of the interactions between the 
national and local formulae may cause further turbulence for some schools.  Particular 
concern was expressed about the possible impact on small schools. 
 
It was emphasised that the DfE proposals were still subject to consultation, so final rates for 
2018/19 could change. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Expressed an initial view that the 2018/19 funding principles should attempt to 

move the Lancashire formula towards the national rates in order to minimise the 
turbulence that will be created by the SNFF hard formula in 2019/20. 

 
 

2. Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF)- stage 2 consultation 

 
In December 2016, the DfE launched stage 2 of the Schools National Funding Formula 
(SNFF) consultation. 
 
Following discussions at the special meeting of the Schools Forum on 24 January 2017, a 
draft Forum response to the DfE's Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF) - stage 2 
consultation has been produced. 
 
A copy the draft Forum response has been circulated to Lancashire schools and academies 
with an encouragement that individual establishments also respond. 
 
Members' attention was drawn to two suggested amendments that had been made to the 
initial response, both to the Q14 text: 
 

 If no additional funding can be secured to accompany SNFF implementation, some 
primary school colleagues felt that funding for the Universal Infant Free School Meals 
Project should be diverted into general school funding, as this was seen as a higher 
priority 

 

 A key rationale for the SNFF proposals is to provide a national formula that allocates 
funding to maintained and academy schools on an equal basis and based on a schools 
characteristics and those of their pupils.  Yet the proposals do not require Multi 
Academy Trusts (MATs) to passport the full national allocations to their academies, 
whereas LAs must passport full national allocations to maintained schools.  Therefore 
this does not resolve the issues around schools/academies with the same 
characteristic being funded at different levels in different LAs or MATs as the funding 



received by a school will be dependent upon the level of top slice that individual MATS 
enforce.  This would also seem to be at odds with the SNFF principles. 

 
Members debated the merits of these amendments and whilst all supported the inclusion of 
the first bullet point, no consensus could be reached over the second and its inclusion was 
therefore put to a vote. 
 
The working group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommended to the Forum that the draft response be amended to include 

both suggested edits, the first edit was unanimously supported, the second 
following a vote in which: 

 21 members voted in favour on the inclusion; 

 1 member voted against the inclusion; 

 1 member abstained. 
c) Colleagues were encouraged to respond to the consultation on an individual 

basis 

 
A copy of the latest response is attached at Appendix B. 
 
 

3. Schools in Financial Difficulty 
The Scheme for Financing Schools in Lancashire requires school governing bodies to 
prepare and approve a formal budget plan each year and to submit this to the Authority in 
the required form. This Income & Expenditure (I&E) return is now via an eform on the school 
portal and completion is required by May half term each year.  
 
Where schools do not submit a balanced budget, they are asked to contact the County 
Council to advise that they are working on a recovery plan. A budget anticipation request 
(recovery plan) or revised balanced budget is required to be submitted by such schools no 
later than the end of August.  
 
Schools that fail to submit a recovery plan or are in breach of an existing recovery plan at the 
end of August then move into the Schools in Financial Difficulty (SIFD) policy, which has 
previously been approved by the Schools Forum, which escalates the challenge provided to 
these schools. 
 
A number of factors have arisen that have caused the LA to reconsider the SIFD policy and 
timeframes.  These factors include: 
 

 There are considerable cost pressures on the school sector, with inflation, increased 
staffing and pension costs and, in some cases, the apprenticeship levy combining to 
create a difficult financial environment for all schools and academies, especially as 
income is flat.  This increases the risk that more Lancashire schools will face financial 
difficulties in the coming years; 

 The introduction of the Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF), commencing in 
2018/19, causes considerable turbulence at individual school level.  Approximately 2/3 
Lancashire schools and academies lose under the DfE's proposals and even those 
that are SNFF winners may be real terms losers when other costs pressures are taken 
into account; 



 SNFF proposals also introduce additional constraints into the school funding system 
which may well limit the support that the LA is able to offer schools in financial difficulty.  
In 2017/18, the Forum again approved a SIFD de-delegation, which is used to finance 
the support provided to schools facing deficit budgets.  A one-off de-delegation of the 
structural deficits reserve was also approved in 2017/18, to mitigate the risks 
associated with schools with large deficits either closing or becoming sponsored 
academies under formal brokered sponsorship arrangements.  It appears that from 
2019/20, de-delegations will no longer be allowable. 

 
Whilst the LA will continue to review DfE guidance and any potential options that might 
become available to the Forum, there is significant risk that the current SIFD support 
arrangements will be unavailable from April 2019.   
 
A revised SIFD policy and timetables were therefore submitted for consideration by Forum 
that look to bring forward trigger points and introduce a voluntary partial suspension of 
delegation for certain schools in an attempt to moderate deficit budget situations.   
 
These new arrangements would be accompanied by more robust challenge and action in 
connection with those schools with an existing structural deficit. 
 
Members considered the proposed revisions and also the wider context of school finances, 
which all agreed were under considerable pressure.  Possible school to school support 
arrangements and the sharing of good practice amongst schools and governing bodies was 
also discussed. It was noted that a key to recovery from a deficit position was a close working 
relationship between the school and the LA. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the proposed amendments to the Schools in Financial Difficulty 

arrangements, including: 
o The deadline for submission of Budget Anticipation/Recovery Plan being 

brought forward to 30 June rather than 31 August each year. 
o The introduction of a voluntary partial suspension of delegation for 

schools due to the concern around risks of the level of deficit increasing 
without additional controls.  By seeking the agreement of the Governing 
Body to this arrangement on a voluntary basis it is hoped to engage with 
the full governors at an early stage and prevent the need to more formal 
warning notices and suspensions of delegation that have a statutory 
process involving the Regional Schools Commissioner (RSC). 

 
 
4. Water Retail Market 
From the 3 April 2017, businesses in England will be able to choose their supplier of water 
and wastewater retail services. Retail services are all the 'customer facing' services that a 
water company provides. This includes billing, handling payments and customer services 
(e.g. call centres, query resolution). 
 
Retail competition allows customers to switch from their local monopoly supply - in 
Lancashire this has been United Utilities (UU) - to another retail supplier.  
 



There is no obligation to procure or sign up to a new contract in time for the market opening. 
Businesses that do not sign up to a contact by 3 April 2017 will automatically enter a regulated 
contract with its current water retail provider. In Lancashire this will be Waterplus. The 
regulated contract will be on deemed rates, regulated by Ofwat. Pricing is due to be released 
in February/March 2017 for the next 12 months. Businesses will not be locked into the 
regulated contract and are free to switch at any point from market opening. 
 
LCC is currently monitoring the water retail market and is awaiting further details and 
developments in the framework offerings before deciding upon how LCC will procure a 
subsequent water contract. It is envisaged that any contract procured will include the option 
for schools to join as part of a wider corporate contract, as is currently the case with electricity 
and gas.  
 
In the meantime, schools may receive, or have already received, communication from 
Waterplus and/or other water retailers regarding competition. Such communication may seek 
to encourage schools into signing or switching contracts at the earliest opportunity. Whilst 
schools are free to make their own arrangements regarding water contracts if they so wish, 
please be aware that if you do sign up to a contract, you may be tied into terms that may 
restrict your ability to join any future LCC corporate contract. It is advisable therefore that 
Schools carefully consider what they are signing up to if they wish to make their own 
arrangements. 
 
Information has recently been shared with schools via the Portal and separate contact has 
also been made with a handful of schools who are supplied by Yorkshire Water to explain 
the situation for them too (in essence Yorkshire Water will continue to supply them as 
opposed to UU/Water Plus 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report. 
 

 
5. Apprenticeship Levy  

A verbal update was provided for members about the introduction of the Apprenticeship Levy 
and how it will impact on various categories of school.  The possible charges and benefits of 
the Levy were discussed and the possible options around whether schools bought into the 
LCC payroll service. 
 
It was noted that a communication with schools providing more details was due to be issued 
shortly and that a report would be provided to the full Forum on 21 March. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report. 

 
  



Appendix A 
Primary Phase Factor Comparison 

Factor 
2016/17 
Lancashire rates 

SNFF Proposals Difference 

AWPU KS1 & KS2 (per pupil) £2,836 £2,712 -£124 

Current FSM (per qualifying pupil) £581 £980 £399 

FSM Ever6 (per qualifying pupil) £581 £540 -£41 

IDACI (per qualifying pupil) £113 - £405 £200 - £575 rates higher 

Low prior attainment (per qualifying pupil) £334 £515 £181 

Looked After Children (LAC) (per 
qualifying pupil) 

£957 £0 -£957 

English as an Additional Language (EAL3) 
(per qualifying pupil) 

£291 £515 £224 

Mobility (per qualifying pupil) N/A 
Allocated to LAs based 
on historic spend 

 

Lump sum (per school) £155,000 £110,000 -£45,000 

Sparsity (per school) N/A £0 - £25,000  

 
Secondary Phase Factor Comparison 

Factor 
2016/17 
Lancashire rates 

SNFF Proposals Difference 

AWPU KS3 (per pupil) £4,080 £3,797 -£283 

AWPU KS4 (per pupil) £4,080 £4,312 £232 

Current FSM (per qualifying pupil) £999 £1,225 £226 

FSM Ever6 (per qualifying pupil) £999 £785 -£214 

IDACI (per qualifying pupil) £450 - £1,300 £290 - £810 rates lower 

Low prior attainment (per qualifying pupil) 328 £1,385 £1,057 

Looked After Children (LAC) (per 
qualifying pupil) 

£957 £0 -£957 

English as an Additional Language (EAL3) 
(per qualifying pupil) 

£247 £1,385 £1,138 

Mobility (per qualifying pupil) N/A 
allocated to LAs on 
basis of historic spend 

 

Lump sum (per school) £160,000 £110,000 -£50,000 

Sparsity (per school) N/A £0 - £65,000  

  



Appendix B 
Schools national funding formula - stage 2 

This document is to help groups of individuals collate views before submitting their response to 
the high needs funding consultation via: https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-
unit/schools-national-funding-formula2/ 

Any responses submitted in this form via the consultation mailbox will not be 
accepted unless special arrangements have been discussed.  
 
Overview  
We are introducing a national funding formula to make funding fair for schools and children. 
This consultation seeks views on the detailed design of the formula, building on the earlier 
consultation on the principles and structure.  

The executive summary outlines our proposals and the effect on schools, and the consultation 
document explains these in detail. The effect on each school and area is shown in full in the 
impact tables. We have published the technical notes to accompany these tables. The equalities 
impact assessment considers how our proposals relate to the 8 protected characteristics 
identified by the Equality Act 2010.  
If you have a question about the consultation process please email our dedicated mailbox. If 
your question is about the data or calculation used for a particular school, please include ‘NFF 

data query’ in the subject line.  
 
Introduction  
A) What is your name?  
 
  
B) What is your email address?  
This is optional, but if you enter your email address you will be able to return to edit your 

consultation response at any time until you submit it. You will also receive an acknowledgement 
email when you complete your response.  
 
  
C) Response type  
Please select your role from the list below:  
Please select only one item  

 Governor  

 Headteacher/principal  

 Local authority representative  

 Multi-academy trust member  

 Parent  

 Pupil/student  

 Sector organisation representative  

 School business manager/bursar  

 Teacher  

 Other educational professional  

 Other  

 
Please select your organisation type from the list below:  
Please select only one item  

 Academy  

 Academy - free school  

 Academy - grammar school  

 Local authority maintained school  

 Local authority maintained school - grammar  

 Local authority  

https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/schools-national-funding-formula2/
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/schools-national-funding-formula2/


 Multi-academy trust  

 Representative body  

 Other  

 
Organisation name:  
Local authority area:  
Please select only one item  

 Not applicable  

 National  

 Barking and Dagenham  

 Barnet  

 Barnsley  

 Bath and North East Somerset  

 Bedford Borough  

 Bexley  

 Birmingham  

 Blackburn with Darwen  

 Blackpool  

 Bolton  

 Bournemouth  

 Bracknell Forest  

 Bradford  

 Brent  

 Brighton and Hove  

 Bristol, City of  

 Bromley  

 Buckinghamshire  

 Bury  

 Calderdale  

 Cambridgeshire  

 Camden  

 Central Bedfordshire  

 Cheshire East  

 Cheshire West And Chester  

 City of London  

 Cornwall  

 Coventry  

 Croydon  

 Cumbria  

 Darlington  

 Derby  

 Derbyshire  

 Devon  

 Doncaster  

 Dorset  

 Dudley  

 Durham  

 Ealing  

 East Riding of Yorkshire  



 East Sussex  

 Enfield  

 Essex  

 Gateshead  

 Gloucestershire  

 Greenwich  

 Hackney  

 Halton  

 Hammersmith and Fulham  

 Hampshire  

 Haringey  

 Harrow  

 Hartlepool  

 Havering  

 Herefordshire  

 Hertfordshire  

 Hillingdon  

 Hounslow  

 Isle of Wight  

 Isles of Scilly  

 Islington  

 Kensington and Chelsea  

 Kent  

 Kingston upon Hull, City of  

 Kingston upon Thames  

 Kirklees  

 Knowsley  

 Lambeth  

 Lancashire  

 Leeds  

 Leicester  

 Leicestershire  

 Lewisham  

 Lincolnshire  

 Liverpool  

 Luton  

 Manchester  

 Medway  

 Merton  

 Middlesbrough  

 Milton Keynes  

 Newcastle upon Tyne  

 Newham  

 Norfolk  

 North East Lincolnshire  

 North Lincolnshire  

 North Somerset  

 North Tyneside  

 North Yorkshire  

 Northamptonshire  



 Northumberland  

 Nottingham  

 Nottinghamshire  

 Oldham  

 Oxfordshire  

 Peterborough  

 Plymouth  

 Poole  

 Portsmouth  

 Reading  

 Redbridge  

 Redcar and Cleveland  

 Richmond upon Thames  

 Rochdale  

 Rotherham  

 Rutland  

 Salford  

 Sandwell  

 Sefton  

 Sheffield  

 Shropshire  

 Slough  

 Solihull  

 Somerset  

 South Gloucestershire  

 South Tyneside  

 Southampton  

 Southend-on-Sea  

 Southwark  

 St Helens  

 Staffordshire  

 Stockport  

 Stockton-on-Tees  

 Stoke-on-Trent  

 Suffolk  

 Sunderland  

 Surrey  

 Sutton  

 Swindon  

 Tameside  

 Telford and Wrekin  

 Thurrock  

 Torbay  

 Tower Hamlets  

 Trafford  

 Wakefield  

 Walsall  

 Waltham Forest  

 Wandsworth  

 Warrington  



 Warwickshire  

 West Berkshire  

 West Sussex  

 Westminster  

 Wigan  

 Wiltshire  

 Windsor and Maidenhead  

 Wirral  

 Wokingham  

 Wolverhampton  

 Worcestershire  

 York  

 
D) Would you like your response to be confidential?  
Information provided in response to consultations, including personal information, may be 
subject to publication or disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the Data 
Protection Act 1998 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004. In addition, the 

Education Select Committee may request to see the consultation responses as part of their role 
in holding the government to account.  
If you want all, or any part, of your response to be treated as confidential, please explain why 
you consider it to be confidential.  
If a request for disclosure of the information you have provided is received, your explanation 
about why you consider it to be confidential will be taken into account, but no assurance can be 
given that confidentiality can be maintained. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated 
by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department.  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No  

Reason for confidentiality:  
 

Page 2 - overall approach  
1 ) In designing our national funding formula, we have taken careful steps to balance 
the principles of fairness and stability. Do you think we have struck the right balance?  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The high level principles set out in Stage 1 of the consultation appeared reasonable, but the 
practical implementation of them in Lancashire seems to cause significant turbulence in 
individual school budgets, without any clear indication of the strategic objectives being 
achieved. 
Lancashire's overall Schools Block funding reduces by circa £265k on a budget of circa. £700m, 
which equates to a change of 0.04%.  Yet at individual school and academy level 310 primaries, 
56 secondaries and our all though academy lose funding under these proposals, which equates 

to 65% of Lancashire schools and academies. 
Apart from the significant impact on small primary schools in the County, caused by the 
reduced level of lump sum(91 of the 92 schools with a NOR below 105 lose under SNFF 
proposals – see later comments), further analysis does not reveal any clear strategic impact of 
the SNFF proposals to support or oppose, particularly in the secondary sector.  50% of smaller 
secondary schools in Lancashire, with below 600 NOR, lose under the SNFF, whereas 73% of 
larger secondary schools lose.  Similarly, secondary school deprivation levels do not have clear 



impact on overall funding under SNFF, with 61% of secondary schools with below Lancashire 
average FSM losing, and 71% of secondary schools with above Lancashire average FSM losing. 
Currently, Lancashire receives a below average Schools Block Unit of Funding (SBUF), so we are 
surprised by the overall percentage of schools and academies in the County that lose under 
these proposals. In Lancashire, the introduction of the SNFF seems to have a negative impact 
on a majority of schools and cause significant turbulence, without introducing any discernible 
fairness into the system. 
Furthermore, even schools that appear to gain under the SNFF proposals are likely to be real 
term losers when cost pressures are taken in account, particularly around increases in staff 
related costs like superannuation, teachers' pension contributions and the apprenticeship levy.  
These are especially hard felt in the school sector, where high proportions of overall costs are 
attributable to staffing. 

We would urge the DfE to combine any implementation of the SNFF with the release of 
significant real terms increases in resource into the sector, or the consequences will be 
substantial cuts to staffing establishments across the county, with the inevitable reduction in 
standards that would follow.  At the extremities, we are enormously concerned that these 
proposals could put the continued viability of some Lancashire schools at risk. 
 
 

 2) Do you support our proposal to set the primary to secondary ratio in line with the 
current national average?  
We have decided that the secondary phase should be funded, overall, at a higher level than 
primary, after consulting on this in stage one. We are now consulting on how great the 
difference should be between the phases.  
The current national average is 1:1.29, which means that secondary pupils are funded 29% 
higher overall than primary pupils.  
 
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No – the ratio should be closer (i.e. primary and secondary phases should be funded at 

more similar levels)  

 No – the ratio should be wider (i.e. the secondary phase should be funded more than 

29% higher than the primary phase)  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
Lancashire's primary to secondary ratio has been at or around this level for a number years and 
the consultation document indicates that the 1:1.29 proportion is the national average, so it 
would be appropriate to maintain this figure in the SNFF. 
 
 
 
 3) Do you support our proposal to maximise pupil-led funding?  
We are proposing to maximise the amount of funding allocated to factors that relate directly to 
pupils and their characteristics, compared to the factors that relate to schools' characteristics. 
We propose to do this by reducing the lump sum compared to the current national average (see 
question 7 on the lump sum value).  
 
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No - you should further increase pupil-led funding and further reduce school-led funding  

 No - you should keep the balance between pupil-led and school-led funding in line with 

the current national average  

 No - you should increase school-led funding compared to the current national average  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  



As indicated above, the reduction of lump sum funding will significantly impact on Lancashire's 
small schools, to the extent that we are concerned about the future viability of some.  The 
Forum has deliberately supported a local formula that has maintained high lump sum levels in 
the County in order to provide stability and protection for small rural schools.  The allocation of 
lump sum funding in Lancashire has been at a level well above the national average and has 
been at almost 13% of Schools Block funding.  Whilst we recognise the importance of a high 
proportion of funding being allocated on a pupil-led basis, we would argue that the SNFF 
proposals take this principle too far and create fundamental difficulties for small rural schools. 
 
We would therefore argue against the proposal to increase pupil-led funding. 
 
Page 3 - pupil-led factors  

We ask respondents to bear in mind with each question on this page that we are redistributing 
funding. Any money that we put into one factor will have to come from another factor. We have 
indicated what we think are the right proportions for each factor.  
4) Within the total pupil-led funding, do you support our proposal to increase the 
proportion allocated to the additional needs factors?  
Of the total schools block funding, 76% is currently allocated to basic per-pupil funding (AWPU) 
and 13% is allocated to the additional needs factors (deprivation, low prior attainment and 

English as an additional language).  
The formula will recognise educational disadvantage in its widest sense, including those who are 
not eligible for the pupil premium but whose families may be only just about managing. It 
increases the total spent on additional needs factors compared to the funding explicitly directed 
through these factors in the current system.  
We are therefore proposing to increase the proportion of the total schools block funding 
allocated to additional needs factors to 18%, with 73% allocated to basic per-pupil funding.  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No – allocate a greater proportion to additional needs  

 No – allocate a lower proportion to additional needs  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Forum found it difficult to reach a unanimous view on this question.  All members 
appreciate that extra resources need to be targeted at pupils with additional needs and the 

importance of closing the attainment gap is recognised.  However, the requirement to provide a 
basic level of funding for all pupils, and to offer stability for smaller schools through school-led 
factors are also vital in providing a balanced, fair and transparent funding system. 
Our ultimate conclusion was that there was insufficient funding in the school system and that to 
introduce a SNFF that met the objectives set out in the stage 1 consultation requires 
implementation to be accompanied with significant additional resources, so that schools and 
academies that are already struggling financial, are not put under even greater economic 

pressure through this national system. 
However, on balance, the Forum could not support a transfer of resources to AEN factors at the 
expense of basic pupil funding, particularly when Lancashire has been struggling to increase our 
AWPU rates over a number of years.  This decision was partly in recognition that additional 
funding streams still exist outside the SNFF that target extra resources to disadvantaged pupils, 
for example the Pupil Premium Grant (PPG). 
We would reiterate our response to the stage 1 consultation that it would be more appropriate 
to include PPG funding etc. in the SNFF, so that debates around competing funding priorities 

can be seen in totality, rather than being consider in isolation. 
 
5) Do you agree with the proposed weightings for each of the additional needs 
factors?  
  
Deprivation - pupil based at 5.5%  
Please select only one item  

 Allocate a higher proportion 



 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
We agree that the proportion of funding being allocated through derivation funding is at about 
the right level, but would favour a more equal split between pupil and area based factors, hence 
we would suggest a lower proportion is allocated through the pupil based element. 
Deprivation - area based at 3.9% 
Please select only one item  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
As above, we agree that the proportion of funding being allocated through deprivation factors in 
total is at about the right level, but would favour a more equal split between pupil and area 
based factors, hence we would suggest a higher proportion is allocated through the area based 
component. 
 
 
Low prior attainment at 7.5%  
Please select only one item 

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
We feel that deprivation is a better indicator of need than prior attainment and there are also a 
number of uncertainties around the collection of data required for this factor, both now and in 
the future, that would lead us to conclude that the proportion of funding proposed for allocation 
should be reduced. 
 
 

 
English as an additional language at 1.2%  
Please select only one item  

 Allocate a higher proportion  

 The proportion is about right  

 Allocate a lower proportion  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  

We acknowledge the importance of this factor in targeting funding towards those schools that 
have pupils with EAL, but we would suggest that marginally less funding be allocated through 
the factor than is proposed here. 
 
 
 
 
6) Do you have any suggestions about potential indicators and data sources we could 
use to allocate mobility funding in 2019-20 and beyond?  
We have decided to include a mobility factor in the national funding formula, following the first 
stage of consultation. This will be based on historic spend for 2018-19, while we develop a more 
sophisticated indicator. We would welcome any comments on potential indicators and data 
sources that could be a better way of allocating mobility funding in future.  
 

Comments:  



We cannot support the proposals for 2018/19 and do not believe a system allocating funding 
based on historic spend is equitable. Lancashire has not used a sparsity factor in our local 
formula, because it did not appear to support schools with high transient pupil populations.  We 
would not therefore receive any 'historic' funding in 2018/19.  Yet other 2018/19 allocations to 
LAs will apply the national formula, overriding historic local decisions.  We would strongly 
suggest that if the mobility factor is reintroduced in 2018/19 that it is allocated on the basis of 
the national average expenditure for each LA, rather than historic spend. 
 
We recognise the difficulties of designing a formula for use in 2019/20 and beyond that 
effectively targets funding to appropriate schools and pupils, especially on a national basis, 
including Gypsy and Traveller communities and some transience caused by seasonal workers.  
Whatever system is agreed must be fair, equitable and direct funding appropriately, otherwise it 

would be better not to use such a factor at all. 
 
Page 4 - school-led factors  
We ask respondents to bear in mind with each question on this page that we are redistributing 
funding. Any money that we put into one factor will have to come from another factor. We have 
indicated what we think are the right amounts for each factor.  
7) Do you agree with the proposed lump sum amount of £110,000 for all schools?  

This factor is intended to contribute to the costs that do not vary with pupil numbers, and to 
give schools (especially small schools) certainty that they will receive a certain amount each 
year in addition to their pupil-led funding.  
Please select only one item  
Primary  

 Allocate a higher amount  

 This is about the right amount  

 Allocate a lower amount  

 
Secondary  
Please select only one item  

 Allocate a higher amount  

 This is about the right amount  

 Allocate a lower amount  

 
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
Lancashire is a large and diverse county with a high number of schools and academies receiving 
Schools Block funding (567 in total).  Significant numbers of these are small, rural schools.  92 
primary schools have below 105 pupils on roll and 24 secondary schools have an NOR below 
600. 

We have consciously maintained a high level of lump sum in Lancashire to provide protection 
and stability to these schools to meet the fixed costs of operation, even where there are some 
variations in pupil numbers.  Lancashire lump sum levels are £155,000 for the primary sector 
and £160,000 in secondary. 
The proposed SNFF lump sum of £110,000 is a substantial risk to many of the small schools, 
particularly in the primary phase, where the lump sum represents a more significant proportion 
of the overall funding.  91 out of the 92 schools primaries with a NOR below 105 lose under the 
SNFF proposals, and we are extremely concerned about the longer term viability of some of 
these establishments. 
We strongly urge that the SNFF proposals include a high level of lump sum, even if this were 
just in the primary phase. 
 
 
 



8) Do you agree with the proposed amounts for sparsity funding of up to £25,000 for 
primary and up to £65,000 for secondary, middle and all-through schools?  
We have decided to include a sparsity factor to target extra funding for schools that are small 
and remote. We are proposing that this would be tapered so that smaller schools receive more 
funding, up to a maximum of £25,000 for primary schools and £65,000 for secondary schools.  
 
Primary  
Please select only one item  

 Allocate a higher amount  

 This is about the right amount  

 Allocate a lower amount  

 
Secondary  
Please select only one item  

 Allocate a higher amount  

 This about the right amount  

 Allocate a lower amount  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
In order to compensate for the reduced level of lump sum that is proposed under the SNFF, we 
are in favour of higher levels of sparsity funding, as this should help provide additional stability 
for small rural schools. 
 
However, we are concerned about the operation of this factor.  We do not currently use the 
factor in the Lancashire formula, as our modelling identified qualifying schools that were less 
rural than neighbouring schools that did not qualify.  In addition, the factor has no 
denominational considerations when identifying the second nearest school.  In Lancashire, 
almost half the schools/academies are denominational and there are several examples where 
there are different types of church schools in relatively close proximity in a rural village. In our 
experience the second nearest school would often be an unsuitable alternative. 
We would recommend that the sparsity factor is removed from the SNFF proposals, with 
funding being diverted to provide a general increase in the lump sum. If the sparsity factor is to 
remain, we would support a higher level of allocation being made, in order to at least provide 
the additional stability to the qualifying schools. 
 
 
 
9) Do you agree that lagged pupil growth data would provide an effective basis for 
the growth factor in the longer term?  
The growth factor will be based on local authorities' historic spend in 2018-19. For the longer 

term we intend to develop a more sophisticated measure and in the consultation we suggest the 
option of using lagged pupil growth data. We will consult on our proposals at a later stage, but 
would welcome any initial comments on this suggestion now.  
 
Comments:  
Both lagged pupil growth data and historic spend are using retrospective data rather than 
funding the predicted growth that will be required, so will always be out of step with actual 
need.   
Required growth funding is difficult to allocate on a purely formulaic basis, as, for example, the 
lagged pupil numbers methodology takes no account of available capacity.   
Retrospective allocations could also limit incentives to expansion. 
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10) Do you agree with the principle of a funding floor?  
To ensure stability we propose to put in place a floor that would protect schools from large 
overall reductions as a result of this formula. This would be in addition to the minimum funding 
guarantee (see question 13).  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
Mechanisms to protect schools from unmanageable changes in funding, which could have 
serious implications for pupils' outcomes, are welcomed, so we support the principle of the 
funding floor 

 
 
11) Do you support our proposal to set the funding floor at minus 3%?  
This will mean that no school will lose more than 3% of their current per-pupil funding as a 
result of this formula.  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No – the floor should be lower (i.e. allow losses of more than 3% per pupil)  

 No – the floor should be higher (i.e. restrict losses to less than 3% per pupil)  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
Whilst we acknowledge that restricting losses to less than 3% limits the level and pace of 
increase that can be provided to winners under the SNFF, we are extremely concerned about 
the impact SNFF proposals will have on large numbers of schools and academies.  Many types 

of establishment, from all parts of the country, will receive reduced funding under SNFF and, on 
top of the significant costs pressures being faced by schools, this can only have a negative 
impact on the educational standards at thousands of schools and countless children. 
 
We would reiterate that the only way to introduce the SNFF without creating significant 
difficulties across the school sector is for the implementation to be accompanied by additional 
resources.  If this is not possible, we would urge that the funding floor offer greater protection 
for schools, to limit total loses to perhaps 1.5%. 

 
 
 
12) Do you agree that for new or growing schools (i.e. schools that are still filling up 
and do not have pupils in all year groups yet) the funding floor should be applied to 
the per-pupil funding they would have received if they were at full capacity?  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No  

We believe that, to treat growing schools fairly, the funding floor should take account of the fact 
that these schools have not yet filled all their year groups.  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
We would support this additional protection for growing schools on the proviso that the 

Government take sensible decisions about proposals to open new free schools.  If free schools 
are allowed to open in areas where there is already overcapacity of places, then this policy 
would protect those schools as if they were at a 'full' capacity that they would be unlikely to 
reach in reality. 
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13) Do you support our proposal to continue the minimum funding guarantee at 
minus 1.5%?  
The minimum funding guarantee protects schools against reductions of more than a certain 
percentage per pupil each year. We are proposing to continue the minimum funding guarantee 
at minus 1.5% per pupil per year.  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No – the minimum funding guarantee should be lower (i.e. allow losses of more than 

1.5% per pupil in any year)  

 No – the minimum funding guarantee should be higher (i.e. restrict losses to less than 

1.5% per pupil in any year)  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
In many ways we would prefer the MFG level to be set at 0%, especially given our earlier 
comments requesting that SNFF be introduced only if additional resources are available to 
mitigate significant negative impact.  However, we recognise that if no such additional 
resources are available, then some level of loss must be built into the transition in order to fund 
the gains.  On balance, we would therefore support a continued MFG level of minus 1.5% per 
pupil per year. 
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14) Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the 
proposed schools national funding formula?  
Comments:  

 As mentioned throughout the response, we would urge the DfE to do all in its power to 

secure additional resources from the Treasury to accompany the SNFF implementation, 

otherwise we fear that the turbulence caused will have a serious impact on the 

educational standards at thousands of schools and academies, which is surely not the 

intended objective or consequence of the SNFF.  All schools have suffered years of cash 

flat funding settlements, so there is little or no scope for SNFF losers to mitigate any 

impact through further 'efficiencies' and the result will be cuts and redundancies directly 

impacting on teaching standards and outcomes. 

 If no additional funding can be secured, some primary school colleagues felt that funding 

for the Universal Infant Free School Meals Project should be diverted into general school 

funding, as this was seen as a higher priority. 

 As the risks of schools falling into financial difficulty will be significantly increased by 

turbulence created due to the SNFF implementation, the ability of the LA and Forum to 

support this transition is diminished.  We would recommend that de-delegation type 

options for school insurance type provisions and support for schools in financial difficulty 

contingencies remain allowable under SNFF.  This would help to offer greater stability to 

schools and some degree of local support during the transition period to a fully 

implemented SNFF.  Arrangements for any such support system could still need 

consultation with all schools in an area and approval by the Schools Forum. 

 Perhaps one method of allowing local support and discretion to target resources at 

priorities for our area would be to allow a small element of each LAs SNFF total to be 

directed locally, maybe 1% or 2% of the Schools Block funding.  This could link to the 

possible discretion mentioned in the High Needs proposals and also cover things such as 

growth funding, which cannot be equitably delivered using a national formulaic basis. 

 Whilst we acknowledge that premises condition factors have not been included in the 

Schools Block formula for some time, a number of schools in the county feel that they 

are severely disadvantaged by this.  Particularly at a time when capital funding and 



devolved formula capital (DFC) are reduced, schools in older buildings, or those in poor 

repair, are diverting significant revenue funding away from other key areas to maintain 

their buildings at a safe standard.  The variance in costs with other schools or academies 

in newer accommodation, or benefitting from recent capital expenditure cannot be 

underestimated, and is in no way reflected in SNFF proposals. 

 A key rationale for the SNFF proposals is to provide a national formula that allocates 

funding to maintained and academy schools on an equal basis and based on a schools 

characteristics and those of their pupils.  Yet the proposals do not require Multi Academy 

Trusts (MATs) to passport the full national allocations to their academies, whereas LAs 

must passport full national allocations to maintained schools.  Therefore this does not 

resolve the issues around schools/academies with the same characteristic being funded 

at different levels in different LAs or MATs as the funding received by a school will be 

dependent upon the level of top slice that individual MATS enforce.  This would also 

seem to be at odds with the SNFF principles. 

 
 
Page 8 - central school services block  

The following 3 questions are about the central school services block.  
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15) Do you agree that we should allocate 10% of funding through a deprivation factor 
in the central school services block?  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No - a higher proportion should be allocated to the deprivation factor  

 No - a lower proportion should be allocated to the deprivation factor  

 No - there should not be a deprivation factor  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The 10% deprivation allocation in the central school services block formula seems at about the 
right level given the responsibilities involved  
 
 
  
16) Do you support our proposal to limit reductions on local authorities' central 
school services block funding to 2.5% per pupil in 2018-19 and in 2019-20?  
Please select only one item  

 Yes  

 No - allow losses of more than 2.5% per pupil per year  

 No - limit reductions to less that 2.5% per pupil per year  

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
Especially given the wider budget cuts being faced by LAs and the Education Support Grant 
(ESG) reductions, together with the significant turbulence the SNFF will cause in individual 
school budgets, we would strongly urge that this element of the funding is protected at the 

standard annual reduction proposed elsewhere in the formula of minus 1.5%.  This should help 
provide some stability in the school system during the transitional turbulence. 
 
 
 
17) Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the 
proposed central school services block formula?  
Comments:  



Perhaps the deprivation factor in the central school services block formula should be based half 
on FSM Ever6 and half on IDACI, to provide a more rounded measure of deprivation, as is 
promoted in the SNFF. 
 
 
 
 
 Page 10 - equalities analysis  
The question below refers to the equalities impact assessment published with the consultation.  
 
18) Is there any evidence relating to the 8 protected characteristics identified in the 
Equality Act 2010 that is not included in the equalities impact assessment and that we 

should take into account?  
Comments:  
No comments. 

 


