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Executive Summary  
 
On 8 December 2015, the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports, including: 
 

 Schools Block Budget 2016/17; 

 Service De-delegations 2016/17; 

 Central Expenditure Limit Budget 2016/17; 

 School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement; 

 Surface Water and Highways Drainage Charges; 

 School Crossing Patrols; 

 Free School Meals Eligibility Project. 
 
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 8 December 
2015; 

b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
 
  



Background 
On 8 December 2015, the Schools Block Working Group considered a number of 
reports.  A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working 
Groups considerations of the items are provided in this report. 
 
1. Schools Block Budget 2016/17  

Following recommendations and decisions by the Forum and the Cabinet Member, 
the provisional Schools Block budget proforma was submitted to the EFA on 27 
October 2015.  On 16 November, the Authority was contacted by the EFA with a two 
queries on Lancashire's submission, as part of the compliance checking process.   
 
The first query related to the exclusion of the 2015/16 one off funding from the 2016/17 
MFG baseline in our APT submission.  The EFA indicated that an explicit MFG 
exclusion request must be submitted in connection with this removal. A disapplication 
request has therefore been submitted to the EFA.  The wording from the disapplication 
request is shown below: 
 

The 2015/16 January APT, which was approved by the EFA, contained at 15-
16 Approved MFG Exclusions 1: 
 

Approved MFG exemption for one-off allocation of reserves in 2015/16. 
The allocation has been made through the basic entitlement per pupil 
rate 
 

Following comments recieved from the EFA in response to Lancashire's 
October 2015 proforma submission, a request is now submitted to remove this 
one off funding from 2015 to 2016 basline on the 2016/17 pro forma. 

 
The second query related to Lancashire's Growth fund criteria, which is included in the 
proforma submission.  The EFA commented that the criteria 'does not explicitly state 
that it is applicable only for basic need growth'. 
 
The EFA requested that the proforma be resubmitted with confirmation that the policy 
only applies to basic need.   
 
On 18 November, the EFA confirmed Lancashire's 'adherence to the finance 
regulations and proforma appear to meet the required criteria, and we would like to 
thank you for the work done to achieve this'.  This approval is subject to the 
confirmation that the additional disapplication request has been approved by the 
Secretary of State in the January APT return. 
 
As Members will be aware, calculation of final budget proposals cannot begin until 
after EFA release data arising from the October school census and provide 2016/17 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) allocations for Lancashire.  The authority is keen to 
ensure that Forum members from each phase have an opportunity to comment on the 
2016/17 school budget proposals before their presentation to the full Forum on 14 
January 2016. 
  



As with the budget preparations for 2015/16, a meeting of the Forum Chairman's 
Group has therefore been arranged.  This meeting will take place on 11 January 2016, 
and a representative from each phase has been invited.  
 
Detailed Schools Budget 2016/17 proposals will be submitted to the Forum on 14 
January 2016 for approval, and incorporate recommendations from the Chairman's 
Group. 
 
 
Disapplication Submissions to the EFA 
On 20 October 2015, the Forum supported the submission of disapplication requests 
to the EFA in connection with the 2016/17 schools budget. This process required the 
LA to submit a proforma to the EFA, which incorporated a section setting out the 
Forum's view on each proposal.  Lancashire's requests related to: 

 MFG Exclusion  

 Varying Pupil numbers  

 Lump sum variation 
 
The EFA have now written to the LA to confirm that all three disapplication requests 
have been approved. 
 
 
Schools Budget Pressures 2016/17 
No further data has been received by the Authority since the last Forum meetings that 
impacts on the estimate of Lancashire's 2016/17 Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG).  At 
this point, the estimate remains a core budget shortfall in 2016/17 in the region of £3m. 
 
As requested by the Forum at the last meeting, a letter setting out the key 2016/17 
costs pressures was sent to schools, on 21 October 2015.  The cost pressures include:  
 

 The full year effect of changes to employers' pension contributions for 
teaching staff introduced in September 2015; 

 The introduction of the Single-Tier State Pension from April 2016 which 
ends contracting out from State Second Pensions and increases employer 
National Insurance Contributions by up to 3.4%; 

 Staff pay settlements at approximately 1%; 

 The increase in the Living Wage rate; 

 In the secondary sector, curriculum changes and the loss of transitional 
protection in sixth form funding place additional burdens. 

 
The core agenda item for the spring term 2016 governing body meetings also asks 
that schools be aware of the cost pressures when considering their individual school 
budgets for 2016/17. 
 
Schools Budget Principles 
The modelling to be undertaken by the Authority to present to the January meetings 
will be steered by the funding principles confirmed by the Forum in October 2015. 
These 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). 
 
Principles for 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 one-off funding to be distributed in 2016/17 from underspends in 2014/15 
should be accompanied by strong guidance to urge schools to use this funding 
for one-off expenditure, for example maintenance funding, and not to commit it 
to ongoing staffing costs or hold it in reserve. 
 

The cost and income pressures set out above mean that there will be considerable 
strain on individual school budgets in 2016/17.  In such circumstances, members were 
asked to consider amending the final bullet point from the 2016/17 funding principles.   
 
Whilst the principle behind this advice remains true, individual schools will need to 
consider how best to use their budgets in challenging financial circumstances and 
many may well decide that they need to incorporate any one off funding to top up their 
core budgets.  This is actually what the Forum have chosen to do with the overall 
Schools Budget, utilising previous years underspends to bridge the core funding gap 
in 2015/16.  The Forum have also recommended that this policy is used in 2016/17 to 
bridge the anticipated £3m shortfall. 
 
In such circumstances, it may be more appropriate for the final principle be along the 
following lines:  

 Any one-off funding to be distributed in 2016/17 from underspends in 2014/15 
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. 

 
 
 



Chancellor of the Exchequer's Spending Review and Autumn Statement.  
On 25 November, the Chancellor of the Exchequer delivered his Spending Review 
and Autumn Statement.  These announcements contained a number of important 
matters for schools, including: 
 

 Protection for the core schools budget in real terms, enabling the per pupil rate 
for the Dedicated Schools Grant to be protected in cash terms, including £390 
million of additional funding given to the least fairly funded areas in 2015/16. 
The pupil premium will also be protected at current rates; 

 Introduction of a national funding formula for schools, high needs and early 
years. There will be a transitional phase to help smooth the implementation of 
the new schools formula. The government will launch a detailed consultation in 
2016 and will implement the new formulae from 2017 to 2018; 

 Savings of around £600 million will be made on the Education Services Grant 
(ESG), including phasing out the additional funding schools receive through the 
ESG. The government will reduce the local authority role in running schools 
and remove a number of statutory duties. The government will consult on policy 
and funding proposals in 2016; 

 Help for schools to make savings on procurement, including by exploiting 
economies of scale. In 2016 the government will publish a set of specific actions 
to support school leaders target over £1 billion a year in procurement savings 
by the end of the parliament through benchmarking, guidance and improved 
framework contracts; 

 Sixth Form Colleges in England will be given the opportunity to become 
academies, allowing them to recover their non-business VAT costs. The current 
national base rate per student for 16 to 19 year-olds in England will be protected 
in cash terms over the Parliament. 
 

Whilst not directly within the Forum's remit, announcements relating to school 
capital included: 

 £23 billion capital investment over the Parliament to open 500 free schools, 
provide over 600,000 additional school places, rebuild and refurbish over 500 
schools and address essential maintenance needs. 

 
Further details on these announcements will be the subject of consultations in 2016. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the additional MFG disapplication request in connection with 

removing 2015/16 one off allocations from reserves from the 2016/17 MFG 
baseline; 

c) Support the clarification to the growth fund criteria to confirm that it is 
applicable only for basic need growth; 

d) Supported the amended final funding principle to be applied in 2016/17 in 
light of the considerable cost pressures facing schools; 

e) Noted the Chancellor's Autumn Statement and Spending review 
announcements. 

 



2. Service De-delegations 2016/17 
On 20 October 2015, primary and secondary school members of the Schools Forum 
determined a number of Service De-delegations for 2016/17.  These related to: 

 Staff costs – Public Duties/Suspensions; 

 Museum Service – (Primary Schools Only); 

 Support for Schools in Financial Difficulty. 
 
In connection with the charges for the services, the consultation document provided 
the cost of each de-delegation in 2015/16 and indicated that for 2016/17, the estimated 
rate was expected to be broadly in line with 2015/16, subject to final confirmation of 
pupil numbers from the October 2015 census.  
 
In finalising the de-delegation arrangements for 2016/17 two options exist for charging, 
that would both be in keeping with a rate that would be broadly in line with 2015/16. 
 

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

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

 
The charges at school level would obviously vary dependent on the individual pupil 
numbers at each primary and secondary school under both options. 
 
The overall impact of these options is fairly limited between 2015/16 and 2016/17, but 
the Forum's views on the principle to be used was requested by the LA. 
 
In considering the recommendation, the increased cost pressures in 2016/17 
particularly around teaching staffing costs that could have a direct impact on the Public 
Duties and Suspensions de-delegation and part of the Support for Schools in Financial 
Difficulty de-delegation.  It was noted that there are no accumulated reserves for these 
two de-delegations. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the use of Option 2 to retain the 2015/16 per pupil rates in 

2016/17.  

 
3. Central Expenditure Limit Budget 2016/17 

A detailed forecast of the central items budget for 2016/17 is provided in the table 
below together with explanatory notes for the variance between 2015/16 and 2016/17: 
 



 
 
Key Schools Block issues were highlighted, including: 
 

 Expenditure on licenses which are negotiated centrally by the Secretary of State 
– Increase £0.328m 

As copyright licences are centrally negotiated by the Secretary of State regulations 
allow this to be included within central schools expenditure. The DfE have included 
additional licences in the national licensing arrangements which has caused an 
increase in the budgeted cost.    

 Growth Fund – Reduction £0.078m 
The Growth Fund supports schools which are required to provide extra places in order 
to meet basic need within the authority which varies each year along with the payments 
to schools.  
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommended that the Forum support the provisions of the Central Items 

budget for 2016/17. 

 
 
 
 

Central Expenditure Limit Approved 

Budget 

2015/16

High 

Needs 

Budget

Early 

Years 

Budget

Central 

Provision
Total 

Variance 

from 

2014/15

Notes

£m £m £m £m £m £m

Central Services

Carbon Trading 0.047        0.047        -             -             0.047       -

Prudential  Borrowing 0.240        -             -             0.240        0.240       -

Copyright Licence 0.500        -             -             0.828        0.828       0.328 1

School Forum 0.188        -             -             0.188        0.188       -

Sub total Central Services 0.975        0.047        -             1.256        1.303       0.328

Commissioned Services

EU Energy Performance Directive 0.022        0.011        0.011        -             0.022       -

High Needs Block Top up 2.249        2.249        -             -             2.249       -

Children Missing Education & Vulnerable Children 0.161        0.161        -             -             0.161       -

Admissions 0.937        -             -             0.937        0.937       -

ICT 0.029        0.029        -             -             0.029       -

Commissioned services 1.459        1.459        -             -             1.459       -

Hospital Provision 0.610        0.610        -             -             0.610       -

IDSS -

Out County - Specialist provision 15.097      15.097      -             -             15.097     -

Out County - Mainstream / academies 1.374        1.374        -             -             1.374       -

Specialised Equipment 0.447        0.447        -             -             0.447       -

Inclusion Projects 0.897        0.897        -             -             0.897       -

Teachers & Support 4.264        4.264        -             -             4.264       -

Multi Agency Development 0.075        0.075        -             -             0.075       -

Early Intervention 1.400        1.400        -             -             1.400       -

Careers Education Information Advice & Guidance 0.150        0.150        -             -             0.150       -

Support for Vulnerable Pupils 0.977        0.977        -             -             0.977       -

Special School PFI 1.051        1.086        -             -             1.086       0.035 2

Overheads 1.912        1.912        -             -             1.912       -

Growth Fund 1.540        -             -             1.462        1.462       (0.078) 3

Sub Total Commissioned Services 34.651      32.198      0.011        2.399        34.608     (0.043)

Total Central Expenditure Limit 35.626      32.245      0.011        3.655        35.911     0.285

2016/17



4. School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme  
 
2014/15 Outturn 
The School Teaching and Support Staff Supply Reimbursement Scheme had an in 
year deficit of £0.322m at 31 March 2015.   
 
This deficit was met from the Scheme reserve, which began the year at £1m, leaving 
a reserve available in 2015/16 of £0.678m. Information was provided in the about the 
2014/15 Outturn position by phase for both the teaching and support staff scheme. 
 
2015/16 Offer 
As the extent of the 2014/15 overspend was not evident at the time the 2015/16 offer 
was made to schools, which was issued in January 2015, the premiums for the 
teaching element of the scheme were held at the 2014/15 level.  Following 
consideration of the 2013/14 outturn position and 2014/15 in year monitoring, 
premiums for the support staff element of the scheme were increased from 2015/16, 
as shown in the report: 
 
The table in the report showed the 2015/16 take up which totals 484 schools.  For 
comparison, a total of 479 schools were in the 2014/15 scheme. 
 
It is likely that the scheme will again end the year with a significant deficit. 
 
 
2016/17 Offer 
Consideration was given to the 2016/17 School Teaching and Support Staff Supply 
Reimbursement Scheme offer. 
 
A number of factors were considered in determining the arrangements from April 2016, 
which include: 
 

 The 2014/15 Outturn position, which is the last full year information available, 
showed an in year deficit of £0.322m.  The outturn also showed some variation 
in how this deficit was accumulated, with the support staff scheme showing a 
significant deficit, partially offset by a surplus in the teaching staff element of 
the scheme.  Within these figures there were some variations between phases.; 

 2015/16 in year monitoring is available, although recent experience would 
perhaps suggest that this cannot be relied upon to provide an accurate estimate 
of the year end position; 

 There are significant increases in the cost pressures associated with school 
staff in 2016/17, including:  

o Staff pay settlement; 
o Ending of contracting out from State Second Pension in April 2016 

increases employer National Insurance Contributions;  
o Full year effect of the Teachers’ Pension increase. 

 The premiums for the teaching scheme have been held at a cash flat rate since 
2011/12, as the overall scheme has remained in surplus.  However, with the 
overall scheme in deficit and a rise in the level of reimbursement rates required, 
the teaching scheme premiums must increase for 2016/17; 



 The rate of increase in the teaching scheme increases could vary between 
phases to reflect the 2014/15 outturn position; 

 Whilst the Scheme has been in surplus, the cash values on the teaching 
scheme have been held, but this has moved schools away from the base 
position established by the original charging methodology, which was 
calculated on the number of teaching staff.  It may be appropriate to consider 
rebasing charges, but perhaps using pupil/place numbers as the basis, as 
happens on the support staff scheme; 

 The support staff scheme was originally operated as a centrally held 
contingency, but a traded scheme was introduced in 2012/13, when the £0.5m 
held for this purpose was delegated. It was always recognised that when 
funding was delegated and a buy-back offered to schools to recover the level 
of funding delegated it was never going to be sufficient to operate the scheme 
on an economic footing.  This was why the Forum supported the merging of the 
teaching and support staff schemes, so that greater economies of scale and 
resilience could be provided for the support staff element of the scheme, as it 
moved to full cost recovery in its own right.  To date, the support staff element 
of the scheme has not broken even, and 2014/15 showed a worsening of the 
situation.  Consideration needs to be given to the cessation of this element of 
the scheme, or to a significant increase in premiums. 

 
Reimbursement Rates  
Scheme reimbursement rates are normally increased in line with the most recent pay 
rises awarded to both teaching and support staff.   
 
In addition to the annual pay awards that will be effective in 2016/17, there are 
considerable additional cost pressures on staffing costs relating to changes in the 
pension arrangements as mentioned above.  
 
It was therefore proposed to increase reimbursement rates by 5% for 2016/17, so that 
payments provide an economic compensation for schools. 
 
Premiums 2016/17 
A number of charging structure options for 2016/17 have been modelled and some 
further data was provided to assist the Forum's considerations. 
 
Alternative Options to Consider 
A number of other options were also considered, including: 
 

 Do not introduce the proposed rebasing in the charging structures suggested 
above, but simply implement a flat % increase across teaching and support staff 
costs over the 2015/16 premium rates, which can be calculated to recoup the 
level of deficit at the 2014/15 outturn.  This would equate to an increase of 
approximately 12% on all 2015/16 premiums. Implementing this option would 
limit the level of increase required for some schools, but would not reflect the 
reimbursement levels attributable to each sector, nor would it tackle the 
inequities in the level of charge that have built up over time. 

 Do not increase the reimbursement rates for 2016/17, which would negate the 
need for the 5% uplift relating to staffing costs pressures.  This would reduce 
the level of increase in charges but could mean schools were receiving below 



economic reimbursement rates.  However, as most schools use supply 
agencies there may not be a direct link to the daily costs due to superannuation 
increases.  Lower reimbursement rates may also encourage schools to deal 
with absence management effectively. 

 Cease to offer the Support staff element of the Scheme altogether, as it has not 
yet managed to become self-financing. 

 
Scheme Policy Arrangements 2016/17 
No changes to the scheme policy are proposed for 2016/17, although some additional 
questions may be added to the FAQ section of the Service Level Agreement (SLA) to 
provide clarification around common issues raised in 2015/16. 
 
Members entered into considerable debate about the possible options for 2016/17 
before agreeing a set of recommendations to help shape the service offer from April 
2016. 
 
The Working Group: 

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

scheme deficit; 
c) Recommended the following principles be applied to shape the scheme 

for 2016/17: 
o The overriding principle must be for the overall scheme to be self 

financing from premium income and the scheme reserve and 
should not risk a position where it potentially would need to be 
supported from general DSG reserves; 

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

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

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

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

o No changes to the Scheme policy be applied. 

 
 
5. Surface Water and Highways Drainage Charges 
A report was presented to the last working group meeting in September 2015 in 
connection with the campaign to bring pressure on United Utilities to reconsider the 
Surface Water and Highways Drainage (SWHD) charges that are levied on schools in 
the North West of England. 
 
The September report also mentioned that the County Council and the Forum 
Chairman had responded to a consultation asking for views on the new charging 
guidance to Ofwat, which the Government is seeking to introduce.   



 
In November 2015, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 
published the response to the consultation. Relevant extracts are provided below: 
 

From Section B. Answer to consultation questions 

"Box 1 - Surface water drainage charging – views from schools and other 
public sector organisations in the North West of England  

We received a large number of responses on the issue of surface water 
drainage charges from schools and other public sector organisations located in 
the North West of England. Respondents participating in this campaign pointed 
out the difference in levels of surface water drainage charges required across 
the country. They quoted information from the Department for Education that 
schools spend £27 million per year on water and sewerage charges in the North 
West compared to £11 million per year in the South East. As a result of this, 
they felt that it was very unfair that Ofwat encourages but not requires area-
based surface water drainage charging which they attributed to giving rise to 
the regional differences in charges.  
 
Respondents participating in this campaign wanted schools to be recognised 
as community assets and therefore be eligible for discounted rates. 
Alternatively, they wanted the government to provide extra funding to affected 
organisations.  
 
Respondents also complained that the timing of this consultation coincided with 
school holidays, which they felt would mean the response was 
unrepresentative. They also said they were disappointed by engagement on 
this issue to date." 
 

 

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

 
Whilst we do not know what any revised guidance may advise, the fact that the 
government intend to review the Concessionary Schemes for Community Groups for 
Surface Water Drainage Charges can only be seen as a positive outcome from the  
DEFRA consultation.   
 
As part of the campaign it was noted that Tim Cross was interviewed by BBC radio 
Lancashire.  
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 



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

 
 
6. School Crossing Patrols  
In February 2015, the County Council agreed to continue to fund school crossing 
patrols from September 2015, partially funded from the County Council's reserves, to 
enable further consultation on future arrangements. 
 
During the year discussion has been held with school representatives, including the 
Chair of the Forum, PHIL Area Chairs, the PHIL Executive and PHIL East Area Group. 
 
Feedback from these discussions helped to inform the development of budget 
proposals which were agreed by the County Council's Cabinet on 26 November 2015.   
 
Cabinet have now agreed to approve revenue budget provision to provide a school 
crossing patrol service fully funded by the County Council. There will be no change to 
the current level of provision funded by the County Council. 
 
LCC would like to thank school representatives for their constructive feedback. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Welcomed the School Crossing Patrol decisions that have now been 

taken by the County Council. 
 
 
7. Free School Meals Eligibility Project 

References have been made at Forum from time to time about the project undertaken 
each year by the County Council, in partnership with the District Councils in the 
County, which attempts to maximise the number of pupils identified as eligible for Free 
School Meals (FSM). 
 
However, following some comments that the system did not seem to be identifying all 
eligible pupils, primary school representatives on the Forum have requested a report 
on the arrangements that are in place. 
 
The County Council introduced an initiative to work with the District Councils in 
Lancashire to maximise the number of pupils identified as eligible for FSM.  Better 
identification assists in more accurate targeting of FSM resources distributed through 
Lancashire's funding formula and generates additional PPG income for schools in the 
County.   
 
The system works by comparing known FSM eligibility held by LCC to Housing Benefit 
or Council Tax Support data held by District Councils to identify those people who are 
most likely to be entitled to free school meals, but who were not in receipt/known as 
eligible.  Each District then conducted a mailshot to those identified, informing 
individuals of their possible entitlement. The letters also informed them of the data-
sharing that would need to take place between the Districts and the County Council. 

 



The Districts relied on either explicit or implied consent of the claimants. The mailshot 
contained the instruction that the claimant make contact in order to either ‘opt-in’ or 
‘opt-out’ of the campaign depending on the type of consent.  Lists were then checked 
against the Government’s Electronic Checking System (ECS) database by the 
Admissions Team and any pupils confirmed as eligible are notified to schools so that 
they can be recorded on the January school census and therefore generate PPG 
income.  The data will also feed into the following years funding formula allocations. 
 
Information for 2013/14 and 2014/15 supplied by BTLS, who ran the project in those 
years, is provided below and shows the number of additional pupils identified by phase 
and the extra PPG income received in Lancashire.  As can be seen, over 700 pupils, 
generating almost £850k of PPG income, have been identified through this project 
across the last two years. 
 
2013/14 

 
2014/15 

 
The report also provided further details of the project claims broken down by District 
Council across the last two years.   
 
The project is again running in 2015/16 and contact has already commenced with 
District Councils.  Due to reorganisations at the County Council, the project is now co-
ordinated by the Welfare Rights Service.  An outcomes report will again be produced 
at the end of the 2015/16 project, which will include recommendations to improve the 
project in future years (if it continues to run).  Comments received from schools have 
been fed back to the Service. 
 
The staffing and IT costs of running this project are borne by the County and District 
Councils.  However, additional costs are incurred by the District Councils arising from 
the annual mailshot.  A request has been received to reimburse the District Councils 
for these mailshot costs.  It is estimated that for 2015/16, they would equate to around 
£2k in total.  This cost could be met from the Schools Forum budget, from savings 

Pupil Age No of Eligible Pupils  Total Pupil Premium 

Primary 248 £322,400 

Secondary 111 £103,785 

Total 359 £426,185 

Pupil Age No of Eligible Pupils  Total Pupil Premium  

Primary 239 £315,480 

Secondary 112 £104,720 

Total 351 £420,200 



arising from the reduced postage costs now that the Forum operates on an electronic 
basis. 
 
The Forum's agreement to meet these postage costs was requested. 
 
It was noted that West Lancashire Headteachers were making representations to their 
district council in connection with the type of consent required. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Supported the postage costs for the project being met from the Schools 

Forum Budget. 
 


