
MEETING OF THE LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM 
TO BE HELD ON THURSDAY 21 MARCH 2017 
 
Venue: Oak Room, Woodlands Conference Centre, Chorley 
Time: 9.30 a.m.  

 
 
A G E N D A 
 

 

1. Attendance and Apologies for Absence 

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

2. Substitute Members 
To welcome any substitute Members.  
 

3. Forum Membership (Enclosure) (Page 8) 

To note the Forum membership report.  
 

4. Minutes of the Last Meeting held on 24 January 2017 (Enclosure) (Page 10) 
To agree the minutes of the last meeting held on 24 January 2017. 

 
5. Matters Arising 

To consider any matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 24 January 
2017 that are not covered elsewhere on the agenda. 

 
6. Apprenticeship Levy (Enclosure) (Page 13) 

Andrew Good, Head of Service Financial Management (Development and Schools) 
and Vanessa Carthy, Programme Relationship Manager, Skills Learning and 
Development will present this item. 
 
To receive a report about the implementation of the Apprenticeship Levy in 
Lancashire. 
 

7. Recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group (Enclosure) (Page 
49) 
To consider the recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group held 7 
March 2017. 
 

8. Recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group (Enclosure) 
(Page 70) 

To consider the recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group held on 
28 February 2017. 
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9. Recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group (Enclosure) 
(Page 76) 

To consider the recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 
2 March 2017. 
 

10. Forum Correspondence (Enclosure) (Page 86) 

To note the Forum related correspondence since the last meeting. 
 

11. Any Other Business  
 

12. Date of Future Meetings (Enclosure) (Page 88) 
To note that the next scheduled Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Tuesday 4 
July 2017 at County Hall, Preston. 
 
A report is also provided on the draft schedule of Forum meetings for the 2017/18 
academic year. 

2



Lancashire Schools Forum meeting of 21 March 2017 at Chorley Woodlands 
 

Executive Summary 
 

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

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

3. Forum Membership  
To note the Forum membership changes since the last meeting. 
 

4. Minutes of the Last Meeting held on 5 July 2016 and 5. Matters Arising 

To agree the minutes of the last meeting held on 24 January 2017 and any matters arising. 
 

 
6. Apprenticeship Levy (Enclosure)  

The Government has introduced a new Apprenticeship Levy which is due to come into force on 6th 
April 2017.  The purpose of the Levy is to fund apprenticeships to significantly increase the quality 
and quantity of apprenticeships in England.  This report provides information about the 
implementation of the Apprenticeship Levy in Lancashire. 
 
 

7. Recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group 
To consider the recommendations from the Schools Block Working Group held on 7 March 2017. 
 

i.Schools Block Funding Principles 2018/19  
The Schools Forum 2017/18 Schools Block Budget setting principles were used to steer the 
2017/18 Schools Block budget setting process and, following approval by the EFA, individual 
school budgets for 2017/18 were then issued on 21 February 2017. 
 
This report asked members to give initial consideration to the budget setting principles for 
2018/19 and to consider 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.   
 

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. 

 

ii.Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF)- stage 2 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.  Members considered two suggested amendments that had been made to 
the initial response. 

 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report; 
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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 

 
iii.Schools in Financial Difficulty 

Schools in deficit 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.  A number 
of factors have arisen that have caused the LA to reconsider the SIFD policy and timeframes.  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.   
 
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). 

 

iv.Water Retail Market 
From the 3 April 2017, businesses in England will be able to choose their supplier of water and 
wastewater retail services. 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. 

 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report. 

 
v.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. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report. 
 
The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 
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8. Recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group  
To consider the recommendations from the Early Years Block Working Group held on 28 February 
2017. 
 

i. Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) – Lancashire Implementation 2018/19 
Following discussions with the Working Group, a principle of stability in the Early Years National 
Funding Formula (EYNFF) was adopted for 2017/18 in Lancashire.  This report sought the initial 
views of the Working Group around the shape of the 2018/19 proposals, which will then be 
subject to a consultation with all Lancashire providers. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that clarification was awaited on the local Early Years MFG and the rate to be 

applied to the additional 15 hours; 
c) Recommended that the transitional options for 2018/19 towards a universal base rate be 

put to consultation with all providers, but commented that the responses may be 
influenced by the clarification information received from the DfE; 

d) Recommended that the mandatory derivation supplement continue in 2018/19 at the 
same funding level (circa 2.5%) and using the existing Income Deprivation Affecting 
Children Index (IDACI) methodology; 

e) Recommended that the continued use of a rurality supplement be put to consultation with 
all providers, but noted the LAs concerns about the data used in this factor; 

f) Recommended that the flexibility and quality supplements are not reintroduced into the 
Lancashire formula, having been previously discontinued; 

g) Recommended that the English as an additional language (EAL) factor is not introduced 
into the Lancashire formula, as the additional need associated with pupils with EAL is 
closely linked to deprivation. 

h) Noted that, subject to any further changes in Early Years Operational Guidance for 
2018/19 from the EFA, the are no proposals to alter the Early Years Pupil Premium 
(EYPP), Disability Access Fund (DAF) and SEN Inclusion Fund arrangements from April 
2018. 

 
Subsequent to the meeting further guidance has been received from DfE in response to queries. 

 
ii. Supplementary Payments 

The Early Years Single Funding Formula makes payments to providers each term based on a 
termly headcount submission.  Lancashire has also introduced arrangements where providers 
are able to submit a supplementary headcount return, which is designed to make a payment to 
settings for children who had not started at the date of the Headcount.  However, the 
complexities of the DSG calculation methodology mean that Lancashire does not receive full 
payments for some of these supplementary children.   
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the information; 
b) Requested further details of the impact any change to the Supplementary payments 

process may have on settings and overall funding levels. 
 
The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 
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9. Recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group  
To consider the recommendations from the High Needs Block Working Group held on 2 March 
2017. 
 

i. Membership  
The Schools Forum Regulations require that the Forum must include a member from a special 
school academy, if one exists in the LA area.  In January 2017, Tor View Special School became 
the first special school academy in the County and, as such, is entitled to a place on the Forum.   
 
As the funding for the academy will come from the High Needs Block, Tor View have been invited 
to nominate a representative to attend the Forum and the High Needs Block. 

 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report. 
 
 

ii. PRU Top-Up Funding  
At the last meeting of the High Needs Working Group, PRU representatives raised concerns 
about the level of funding received by the sector and the pressures this was causing. This report 
updated the Group on developments since the last meeting and requested a steer as to the next 
steps to be taken. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Requested that the various developments be taken forward and a further report presented 

to the next meeting of the group. 
 

 
iii. High needs funding reform - stage 2 consultation 

This report provided a copy of the draft Forum response to the DfE's High Needs Funding reform 
consultation and allowed an opportunity for members to comment or propose any final 
amendments.  One suggested edit was proposed to the draft response. 

 

The Working Group 
a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommended that the draft High Needs response, including the proposed amendment, 

as set out at Appendix A, is signed off by the Forum at the meeting on 21 March 2017; 
c) Individual schools were again encouraged to respond to the consultation. 

 
 

iv. Updates on Alternative Provision: 
This report provided an updated on the Primary Intervention funding, including the West Lancs 
pilot and primary exclusions and on the pressure on secondary alternative provision placements. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the increased demand on secondary alternative provision 
placements; 

b) Expressed continued support for the Primary Inclusion strategy. 
 
 

The Forum are asked to ratify the Working groups recommendations. 
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10. Forum Correspondence  

To note the Forum related correspondence since the last meeting. 
 

11. Any Other Business  
To consider any items of AOB. 
 

12. Date of Future Meetings  

To note that the next scheduled Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Tuesday 4 July 2017 at 
County Hall, Preston and to consider a report on the draft schedule of Forum meetings for the 
2017/18 academic year. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 3 
 
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 Ivan Catlow and Francesca Sullivan to their first Forum meeting; 
c) Welcome Andy Squire back to the Forum; 
d) Note the Forum annual membership review. 
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Background  
This report provides information on Forum membership issues that have arisen since the last 
Forum meeting. Details are provided below. 
 
Secondary School Headteacher Member 
Following Peter Cunningham's resignation from the Forum last term, nominations have been 
sought for a secondary headteacher replacement.  
 
Ivan Catlow, headteacher of St Cecilia's R.C. High School in Longridge has now joined the 
Forum. 
 
Members will wish to welcome Ivan to his first Forum meeting. 
 
 
Tor View Academy 
The Schools Forum Regulations require that the Forum must include a member from a 
special school academy, if one exists in the LA area.  In January 2017, Tor View Special 
School became the first special school academy in the County and, as such, is entitled to a 
place on the Forum.   
 
The academy has nominated Andy Squire, Principal, as their Forum representative. 
 
Some members may recall that Andy was previously the special school headteacher 
representative on the Forum. 
 
Members will wish to welcome Andy to his first Forum meeting as the special school academy 
representative. 
 
 
Unite 
Observer places on the Forum are available for the teacher and support staff trade unions.  
The LA has recently been contacted by the Unite Union to indicate that they have a dedicated 
convenor for Lancashire.  Francesca Sullivan, has therefore been invited to join the Forum 
as the Unite representative 
 
Members will wish to welcome Francesca to her first Forum meeting. 
 
 
Annual Membership Review 
As part of the Annual Membership review correspondence has been sent to schools 
members of the Forum asking whether they wish to continue on the Forum from September 
2017.  
 
The closing date for responses is Friday 24 March 2017.  Any schools members that have 
not yet replied, are asked to do so by the deadline. 
 
Once all responses have been received, the LA will make arrangements to fill any vacancies 
that have arisen for the new academic year. 
 
Further information will be provided to the Forum as the process continues. 

9



Item 4 
LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM 

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD AT 9:30 A.M. ON THURSDAY 24 JANUARY 2017 AT 
WOODLANDS CONFERENCE CENTRE, CHORLEY 

 
Present: Schools Members: 

 Primary School Governors Academy Governor 
 Stephen Booth Chris McConnachie 
 Gerard Collins  
 Patricia Eastham Academy Principal/Headteacher 

 Steve Parsons Alan Porteous 
 Ruth Pollock  
 Laurence Upton Alternative Provision Academy 
 Alan Whittaker  
  Special School Governor 
 Primary School Headteachers Max Lunt 
 Daniel Ballard  
 Tim Cross (Chair) Special School Headteacher 

 Angela Johnstone  
 Susanne Kime Short Stay Governor 

 Janice Reynolds Sandra Thornberry 
 Neil Ringrose  
 Steve Robinson Short Stay Headteacher 
 Maria Taylor sub for Cheryl Brindle  
  Nursery School Headteacher 
 Secondary School Governors  
 Janice Astley Nursery School Governor 
 Jane Beckford Thelma Cullen 
 Janet Hamid  
 Brian Rollo  
 David Swaffield  
   
 Secondary School Headteachers  
 Martin Daly sub for Steve Campbell  

 Mark Jackson  
 Jan Marshall  

 Alabur Rahman sub for Sally Cryer  
 Mike Wright  

                                                Members: 
 Early Years - PVI  

   
 Other Voting Members  

 CC Nikki Hennessy County Council Lead Member for Schools 
 Sam Johnson sub for Stephen Whittaker Church of England 

Diocesan Representative 
 Ken Wales Methodist / Free Churches Group 

Representative 
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 Observers Observers - Members of the Public 

 Elaine Brooks Kathleen Cooper 
 John Davey CC Cynthia Dereli 
 Eric Harrison  
 Liz Laverty  
 Rod Marsden  
 Sam Ud-din  
   
   
In attendance: Paul Bonser Sam Caley (observing) 
 Christine Hurford Neil Rogerson (observing) 
 Kevin Smith Neil Smith (observing) 
 Heather Stevens  
   

 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were received from: Felicity Ackroyd, Sharon Alexander, Cheryl 
Brindle, Julie Burnside, Lesley Burrows, Steve Campbell, Sally Cryer, Paula Evans, 
Eleanor Hick, Peter Hindle, Michael Holden, Gary Holding, Shaun Jukes, Robin Newton-
Syms, Audrey Swann, John Tarbox and Tim Warren.   

 
2. SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS 

The following substitute members attended this meeting of the Forum: 
 

 Martin Daly as Secondary Headteacher representative, substituting for Steve 
Campbell; 

 Sam Johnson as Church of England diocesan representative, substituting for 
Stephen Whittaker; 

 Alabur Rahman as Secondary Headteacher representative, substituting for Sally 
Cryer; 

 Maria Taylor as Primary School Headteacher representative, substituting for Cheryl 
Brindle.   

 
3. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING HELD ON 12 JANUARY 2017 

The Forum agreed the minutes of their last meeting held on 12 January 2017 as a correct 
record. 

 
4. MATTERS ARISING 

There were no matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 12 January 2017 
that were not covered elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
 

5. SCHOOLS NATIONAL FUNDING FORMULA CONSULTATION  

A presentation was provided on the Government's Schools National Funding Formula 
consultation proposals and the impact on Lancashire schools and academies.   
 
Members expressed views on the overall proposals and in response to each of the 
questions posed in the DfE's consultation document. 
 
It was noted that the views expressed would be collated into a draft Forum response, which 
would then be circulated to members for comment.  Draft responses would also be shared 
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with schools in Lancashire with an encouragement for individual schools to respond to the 
consultation. 
 
A final version of the Forum responses would be agreed at the Forum meeting in March 
2017. 
 
 
The Forum: 

a) Noted the presentation; 
b) Expressed views to shape a Schools Forum response; 
c) Supported draft Forum responses being shared with schools with an 

encouragement for individual schools to respond to the consultation; 
d) Noted that the final Forum responses would be signed off at the Forum 

meeting on 21 March 2017. 
 
 

6. ANY OTHER BUSINESS  

There were no items of AOB. 
 
 

7. DATE OF FUTURE MEETING 

The next scheduled Forum meeting will be held at 9.30 am Tuesday 21 March 2017 at 
Chorley Woodlands. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 6 
 
 
Title: Apprenticeship Levy 
 
Appendix A refers  
 
 
Executive Summary  
 
This report updates the Forum on the implementation of the Apprenticeship Levy in 
Lancashire. 
 
Forum Decision Required 
 

The Forum is asked to: 
a) Note the report; 
b) Express any views on the Apprenticeship Levy. 
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Background  
Andrew Good, Head of Service Financial Management (Development and Schools) 
and Vanessa Carthy, Programme Relationship Manager, Skills Learning and 
Development will present this item. 
 
 
The Government has introduced a new Apprenticeship Levy which is due to come into 
force on 6th April 2017.  The purpose of the Levy is to fund apprenticeships to 
significantly increase the quality and quantity of apprenticeships in England.   
 
A verbal update was provided for the Schools Block Working Group about the 
introduction of the Apprenticeship Levy and how it will impact on various categories of 
school.   
 
It was noted that a communication with schools providing more details was due to be 
distributed and this was issued via the Schools Portal on 10 March 2017.  A copy of 
the correspondence and accompanying appendices are attached at Appendix A. 
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Dear Colleagues, 
 
 
Apprenticeship Levy – Information for Schools 
 
You may be aware that the Government has introduced a new Apprenticeship Levy 

which is due to come into force on 6th April 2017. Briefly, the purpose of the Levy is 

to fund apprenticeships to significantly increase the quality and quantity of 

apprenticeships in England and achieve 3 million new starter apprentices by 2020.  

 

From 6 April 2017 all employers operating in the UK with a pay bill over £3m will be 

required to invest in apprenticeships by way of payment of a levy calculated at 0.5% 

of their total pay bill. There will be a levy allowance of £15,000 which is, in effect, an 

offset of the levy amount i.e. 0.5% of total pay bill less £15,000 = amount payable. 

 

The Levy applies to employers in all sectors, including education, and is collected 

through employers PAYE. HMRC has issued guidance for employers which sets out 

when and how payments should be made: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/pay-

apprenticeship-levy . Jointly the Department for Education and the Skills Funding 

Agency has published various guidance documents and advice which set out matters 

ranging from how to calculate the Levy to technical guidance on how to access the 

funding once collected. More information can be found here: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/apprenticeship-changes  and here: 

https://www.gov.uk/topic/further-education-skills/apprenticeships   

 

Appendix 1 attached summarises how the apprenticeship levy will work for Lancashire 

Schools. There are a variety of pay bill arrangements in the education sector so there 

is no single approach and schools should read this alongside the full published 

guidance on calculating, paying and spending the levy, as per the links above. 

However if you do have any questions please email schoolsforum@lancashire.gov.uk 

Headteachers/Business Managers Contact 
Number: 

 

 Email: pam.goulding@lancashire.gov.uk 

Ref: PG/SLD/PG  

Date: 10 March 2017 
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and we will aim to collate and provide a response to FAQs on the Schools Portal on a 

regular basis.  

 
The Department for Education also issued a briefing for schools and education 

stakeholders on the Apprenticeship Levy and public sector duty, which is attached 

(Appendix 2). This document sets out who pays the levy in the particular category of 

school and refers to apprenticeships delivered by the school as an employer. The 

accompanying DfE Guide “Apprenticeship Funding”, which is also attached (Appendix 

3), is also helpful reference material in understanding the key points and funding 

arrangements of the levy.  

 
Yours sincerely 
 
Pam Goulding 
 
Pam Goulding 
Head of Service Skills, Learning and Development 
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Lancashire County Council - Apprenticeship Levy            Appendix 1 

 Voluntary Aided &  Foundation Schools Voluntary Controlled & Community Schools 
 

 Voluntary Aided : Religious or Faith Schools where the Governing 
Body employs the staff  
 
Foundation Schools : Run by the LA but Governing Body employs 
the staff  

Voluntary Controlled: Combined Community & Voluntary Aided. LA 
employs the staff but school buildings and land owned by a charity, 
often the church who appoint members of the governing body 
 
Community Schools : LA employs the staff and owns the land and 
buildings 
 

 Buyers of LCC/BTLS Payroll Non Buyers of LCC/BTLS Payroll 
 

Buyers of LCC/BTLS Payroll  Non Buyers of LCC/BTLS Payroll 

Pay bill 
above £3m 

 Schools with a pay bill in 
excess of £3m will require a 
new and individual PAYE 
reference which will require 
your school to have a 
separate payroll. BTLS are in 
the process of arranging this 
and will be in touch shortly 
 

 Schools will be responsible 
for registering and accessing 
their own Apprenticeship 
Levy Digital Account however 
BTLS Payroll colleagues will 
assist if needed to register 
with the support of LCC's 
Learning & Development 
team 

 You will be responsible for 
directly paying your own 
0.5% contribution to HMRC  
 

 Schools will be responsible 
for registering and accessing 
their own Apprenticeship 
Levy Digital Account however 
BTLS Payroll colleagues will 
assist if needed to register 
with the support of LCC's 
Learning & Development 
team. 

 As the LA is the employer of 
all staff irrespective of 
payroll size the school will 
be required to pay the Levy 
at 0.5% 
 

 This will be administered by 
the LCC main payroll system 
and schools will then be 
billed for the relevant 
amount during the financial 
year 2017/18 – process and 
timescales to be confirmed. 

 

 The exact amount to be 
paid by your school and 
how we will do this will be 
communicated in the near 
future but School Financial 
Services will assist in 
quantifying this for you if 
needed in the interim 

 As the LA is the employer of 
all staff irrespective of 
payroll size the school will 
be required to pay the Levy 
at 0.5% 
 

 Details of your PAYE Tax 
Reference should be 
provided to the LCC School 
Funding Team.  This 
information is required so 
that the authority is able to 
identify you clearly on the 
statutory return we will 
need to make to HMRC on a 
monthly basis (the Employer 
Payment Summary).  This is 
also required to allow the 
Learning and Development 
service to register your tax 
reference as part of LCCs 
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 Voluntary Aided &  Foundation Schools Voluntary Controlled & Community Schools 
 

 

 Your contributions will be 
submitted under the 
authority's PAYE Tax 
reference number 

Apprenticeship Levy Digital 
Account 
 

 Details of the monthly 
contribution to the 
Apprenticeship Levy will 
need to be provided to LCC 
School Funding/ BTLS Payroll 
to be included on LCC's 
Employer Payment 
Summary 

 

  LCC Learning and 
Development (L&D) team will 
not be responsible for 
registering your Apprentice 
digital account. L&D 
colleagues will support and 
guide where and when 
appropriate  

 LCC Learning and 
Development (L&D) team 
will not be responsible for 
registering your Apprentice 
digital account. L&D 
colleagues will support and 
guide where and when 
appropriate  

 LCC Learning and 
Development (L&D) team 
will be responsible for 
registering your PAYE 
scheme number for the 
Skills Funding Agency 
Apprentice Digital Account 
 

 LCC L&D will procure 
Apprentice training via the 
Digital Account ensuring 
that it is within LCC 
procurement guidelines and 
monitor spend on this PAYE 
line 

 

 LCC L&D will account 
manage the SFA 
relationship and the 
Provider delivering the 
apprentice training 

 LCC Learning and 
Development (L&D) team 
will be responsible for 
registering your PAYE 
scheme number on the Skills 
Funding Agency Apprentice 
Digital Account 

 

  LCC L&D will procure 
Apprentice training via the 
Digital Account ensuring 
that it is within LCC 
procurement guidelines and 
monitor spend on this PAYE 
line 
 

 LCC L&D will account 
manage the SFA relationship 
and the Provider delivering 
the apprentice training 
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 Voluntary Aided &  Foundation Schools Voluntary Controlled & Community Schools 
 

 

 The strategy to assess the 
amount of funding you can 
access it yet to be 
determined 

 

 The strategy to assess the 
amount of funding you can 
access it yet to be 
determined 

Pay bill 
below £3m 
 

 As your pay bill is less than 
£3m, you will not be required 
to make a contribution to the 
Levy and will be excluded 
from the calculation of LCC's 
contribution to the Levy 
 

 As your pay bill is less than 
£3m, you will not be required 
to make a contribution to the 
Levy 

 

 

 As the LA is the employer of 
all staff irrespective of 
payroll size the school will 
be required to pay the Levy 
at 0.5% 
 

 As the LA is the employer of 
all staff irrespective of 
payroll size the school will 
be required to pay the Levy 
at 0.5% 
 

 Details of the monthly 
contribution to the 
Apprenticeship Levy will 
need to be provided to LCC 
School Funding/ BTLS 
Payroll to be included on 
LCC's Employer Payment 
Summary to be reported to 
HMRC 
 

  No LCC L&D involvement in 
regard to the Skills Funding 
Agency Digital Account 
 

 No LCC L&D involvement in 
regard to the Skills Funding 
Agency Digital Account 

 LCC L&D will be responsible 
for registering your PAYE 
scheme number on the 
Skills Funding Agency 
Apprentice Digital Account 
 

 LCC L&D team will procure 
Apprentice training via the 
Digital Account ensuring 
that it is within LCC 
procurement guidelines and 

 LCC Learning and 
Development team will be 
responsible for registering 
your PAYE scheme number 
on the Skills Funding Agency 
Apprentice Digital Account 
 

 LCC L&D will procure 
Apprentice training via the 
Digital Account ensuring 
that it is within LCC 
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 Voluntary Aided &  Foundation Schools Voluntary Controlled & Community Schools 
 

monitor spend on this PAYE 
line 

 

 LCC L&D will account 
manage the SFA 
relationship and the 
Provider delivering the 
apprentice training 

 

 The strategy to assess the 
amount of funding you can 
access it yet to be 
determined 

procurement guidelines and 
monitor spend on this PAYE 
line 

 

 LCC L&D will account 
manage the SFA relationship 
and the Provider delivering 
the apprentice training 

 

 The strategy to assess the 
amount of funding you can 
access it yet to be 
determined 
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           Appendix 2 
 
DfE Guidance Apprenticeship Levy and Public Sector Duty – Briefing for Schools and Education Stakeholders 
 

This brief is about apprenticeships delivered by the school as an employer – not as a qualification for 
your pupils. It is intended for head teachers, school business managers or bursars. 

 
Introduction 
From April 2017 the way apprenticeships are funded is changing as part of a series of wider reforms to the 
apprenticeship system in England. Employers with a pay bill of more than £3m will be required to pay an 
apprenticeship levy. In England employers who pay the levy will be able to access funding for 
apprenticeship training and assessment via a new Digital Apprenticeship Service. 

 
Available funding can be used to meet the cost of apprenticeship training and assessment against an 
approved apprenticeship framework or standard. This can be for both existing employees as well as new 
starters. The training provider must be on the Register of Apprenticeship Training Providers. You can find out 
more about the register here: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/register-of-apprenticeship-
training-providers 

 
This briefing summarises how the apprenticeship levy will typically work for schools. There are a variety of 
pay bill arrangements in the education sector so there is no single approach. This briefing does not 
constitute tax advice. Schools should read this alongside the full  published guidance on calculating, paying 
and spending the levy and seek appropriate professional advice on their liability. Detailed guidance on 
paying the levy will be published by HMRC in December 2016. 

 
Apprenticeships are now the cornerstone of the skills system and provide opportunities for all sectors, 
including education, and at all levels. The apprenticeship levy will boost our economic productivity, while 
increasing the country’s skills base and giving millions a step on the ladder of opportunity. We want to 
encourage Local authorities and schools to work together, using the levy to meet skills gaps and plan 
future workforce needs. 

 
Who pays the levy? 

 
1. Community schools (including voluntary controlled schools) 
Local authorities will typically be responsible for paying the levy in community schools they maintain, where 
the local authority employs the staff and pays National Insurance contributions (NICs). Such staff will be 
counted as part of the local authority’s payroll. We expect the cost of the levy to be passed on to schools 
in the same way that employer National Insurance and superannuation is. Where the local authority is 
the employer, schools will have access to funding for apprenticeship training, via the local authority’s Digital 
Apprenticeship Service account. 

 
2. Foundation and voluntary aided schools 
Foundation and voluntary aided schools typically employ their own staff so they will be responsible for paying 
the levy. 

 
3. Standalone academies 
The Trusts of standalone academies will typically be responsible for paying the levy where they are the 
employer responsible for paying Class 1 secondary NICs. 

 
4. Academies that are part of multi-academy trusts 
Multi-academy trusts (MATs) generally employ the staff in their academies, and will be responsible for 
paying the levy. 

 
Schools that do not pay the levy 
The government will pay 90% of the cost of apprenticeship training and assessment for: 

  employers that have a pay bill of less than £3m and 
  those that have used all the funds in their digital 
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account. The employer will be required to pay the remaining 
10%. 

 
Apprenticeship roles available 
Apprenticeships are available in many job roles within schools, including teaching assistants, business 
administration, management, science and ICT technicians. Early work on developing a Teacher 
apprenticeship standard is also underway, led by a group of schools coordinated by the Teaching Schools 
Council. There is not yet a firm timescale for the introduction of a teaching apprenticeship, but we expect 
more information to become available in the New Year. In addition a consortium of schools led by 
Hughenden Primary in Buckinghamshire, are developing a Teaching Assistant apprenticeship standard and 
assessment criteria. The aim is to have this in place by the end of 2017.  You can find more information on 
apprenticeships available here: https://www.gov.uk/topic/further-education-skills/apprenticeships 
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Public Sector Duty 

  As part of the 3 million starts commitment, we want to expand the number of apprenticeships within 
the public sector. This will improve the capacity and capability of the public sector, ensuring that it 
benefits from the same positive impacts as in the rest of the economy and enable more people to 
achieve their potential. 

  As part of this we want to encourage Local authorities and schools to work together, using the levy to 
meet skills gaps and plan future workforce needs. 

  The government has therefore proposed targets for public sector organisations, including publicly 
funded schools, to increase the number of apprentices they employ. Details of how this will work are 
being finalised. The government’s response to the consultation will be published in due course. 
Further information can be found at:  https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/public-sector- 
apprenticeship-targets 
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Apprenticeship Funding 
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Content 

Context to apprenticeship reforms 

What is the apprenticeship levy? 

Paying and using the levy 

What you can do now and next steps 
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…and employers are investing 
less in training 

Action is needed to address current economic trends 

Number of employees who worked fewer hours 
than usual because they attended a training 

course away from their workplace 

3 

3 

That’s why the government is 
committed to significantly 
increasing the quantity and 
quality of apprenticeships in 
England and achieving 3 million 
starts by 2020. 
 

UK productivity lags behind other developed economies and employers are 
investing less in training. Meanwhile relative social mobility has stagnated or 
declined over recent decades.  
 
 

Apprenticeships contribute to 
addressing these challenges 
 
 

Apprenticeships provide good economic returns, but there are not enough of them to meet demand 
or fill skills gaps in the economy. We also need to continue to drive up the quality of apprenticeship 
training and ensure that anyone completing an apprenticeship is fully competent in their occupation. 
To support this government is changing the way apprenticeship are funded from April 2017 
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…and employers are investing 
less in training 

What is an apprenticeship 

4 

4 

Apprenticeships combine practical training in a job with study. Apprenticeships are 
available at all levels from intermediate (level 2) to degree (level 6 & 7).  
 
There are rules governing what an apprenticeship is. The main ones are: 
• the apprentice must be employed in a real job;  
• they may be an existing employee or a new hire. They can be full or part time 

employees. 
• the apprentice must work towards achieving an approved apprenticeship 

standard or apprenticeship framework  
• the apprenticeship training must last at least 12 months 
• the apprentice must spend at least 20% of their time on off-the-job training 
• They must be paid the relevant national minimum wage 
 
Employing an apprentice is very simple. The National Apprenticeship Service can 
provide all the information you need to know in order to employ an apprentice 
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Apprenticeship funding in England 
from May 2017: 

How the funding changes, including 
the levy, work 
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Starts on 6 April 2017, at a rate of 
0.5% of pay bill, paid through PAYE 

Applies to all UK employers in 
all sectors, including education 

£15,000 allowance is not a cash 
payment 

What is the apprenticeship levy and who pays it? 
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Paying the levy  

• Employers pay their levy to HMRC, through the PAYE process 

• Single employers with multiple PAYE schemes will only have one allowance. 

• Connected employers share one allowance  

• Employer of 250 employees, each 
with a gross salary of £20,000. 

   
• Pay bill: 250 x £20,000 = £5,000,000  
 
• Levy sum: 0.5% x £5,000,000 = 

£25,000  
 

• Allowance: £25,000 - £15,000 =  
£10,000 annual levy payment   

• Employer of 100 employees, each 
with a gross salary of £20,000. 

   
• Pay bill: 100 x £20,000 = £2,000,000 

  
• Levy sum: 0.5% x £2,000,000 = 

£10,000  
 

• Allowance: £10,000 - £15,000 = 
£0 annual levy payment   

LEVIED EMPLOYER NON-LEVIED EMPLOYER 
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Paying the levy - What this means for schools 

The schools sector has a wide variety of arrangements in place, but there are no 
exceptions for apprenticeship levy liability. However, 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 set-ups. 

Each school or local authority should assess themselves for liability – the onus is on 
the employer to ensure that they comply with the legal requirements set out in the 
Finance Act. 
 
The following information does not constitute tax advice and individual schools 
and local authorities should seek appropriate professional advice to confirm their 
individual circumstances.  
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Paying the levy - What this means for schools 

The different set-ups of schools, means that there are likely to be differences in 
approach to paying the levy. The models below assume that the payroll and 
relationship between “parent” organisations (local authorities or MATs) and ‘child 
organisations’ (e.g. community schools or academies in a MAT) are typical.  

Schools where the local authority is the employer 

Where a school is a community school maintained by the local authority, the local 
authority is generally the employer. It is the LA who has the responsibility to pay 
‘employer’ Class 1 secondary National Insurance contributions (NICs) on the 
earnings of the school staff, and so these earnings will be considered as part of the 
LA’s pay bill for levy liability calculation. Here the LA gets the £15,000 allowance. 
 
This is also the likely model where the school is Voluntary Controlled 
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Paying the levy - What this means for schools 

Schools where the local authority is not the employer 

Standalone academies. With an academy, the trust of the academy is generally the 
employer with the responsibility to pay Class 1 secondary NICs. They will therefore 
accrue levy liability based on the pay bill of the academy. They will have one 
£15,000 allowance. 

Academies that are part of multi-academy trusts. Multi-academy trusts (MATs) 
encompass multiple academies. In a MAT, it is generally 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 and Voluntary Aided Schools. Foundation schools  and 
Voluntary Aided Schools generally 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 secondary NICs. Therefore they will accrue and pay levy liability 
based on their own pay bill. They will have one £15,000 allowance 
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• 10% government top up to monthly funds entering an account  

Accessing levy funds to spend on training 

• Levy funds will be available through a new digital service on 
gov.uk 

• First funds appear in account in late May 2017 

 

 If 100% of pay bill is in England  100% of levy payment in digital 
account 

If 80% of pay bill is in England  80% of levy payment in digital 
account 

How funds in the account will be calculated 
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Accessing levy funding - What this means for schools 

Once the body that is the employer has declared the levy to HMRC, it will be able to access funding for 
apprenticeships through a new digital account. 

•When they have registered, the employer needs to verify their PAYE scheme/s and link them to their digital account.  

•If they have more than one PAYE scheme, they can link them together if they wish, or will be able to use more than 
one account if they would like to keep their schemes separate, e.g. if schools are on different PAYE schemes from other 
parts of an employer.  

•It is only possible to have more than one digital apprentice service account if there is more than one PAYE scheme 
 

Schools where the local authority is the employer 

As the school does not own the PAYE scheme the employees it administers are on, the local authority that owns the 
scheme will have control of the funds. The school should talk to the scheme owner about accessing the funds. 

Schools where the local authority is not the employer 

If a school does not own the PAYE scheme the employees it administers are on the organisation that owns the scheme, 
such as the  Multi Academy Trust, will have control of the funds. The school should talk to the scheme owner about 
accessing the funds. 
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What about non levy payers? Co-Investment 

There are two types of employers who will be benefit from government support 
towards the cost of their apprenticeships training: 

1. Employers who haven’t paid the levy and want to purchase apprenticeship 
training from a provider 

2. A levy-paying employer who with insufficient funds in their digital account 
to pay for the cost of training and assessment they want to purchase 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
•The government will pay 90% of the costs of training and assessment. 
•The employer will be responsible for paying 10% of the costs.  
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Co-investment - What this means for schools 

Schools where the local authority is the employer 

LAs are likely to be above the threshold for paying the levy. This means that they 
are able to access co-investment if they have insufficient funds in their digital 
account to pay for the cost of training and assessment they want to purchase 

Schools where the local authority is not the employer 

Individual schools, which are not part of an organisation which pays the levy, will be 
able to access co-investment to pay for apprenticeship training. 

Schools which are part of an organisation that pays the levy are able to access co-
investment if the organisation has insufficient funds in their digital account to pay for 
the cost of training and assessment they want to purchase 
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Purchasing training – both groups 

Levied employers buying training from May 2017 

• Can commit to apprenticeship starts from the beginning of May  

• Funds will automatically leave the digital account on a monthly basis 

• The cost will be spread over the lifetime of the apprenticeship 

• We will hold back 20% of the total cost, to be paid on completion of the 
apprenticeship. 

Non-levied employers buying training from May 2017 

• Continue to make payments direct to providers 

• Move onto the digital system at a later date 

New funding system comes into effect on 1 May 2017 

Apprenticeships started before 1 May will be funded through to completion 
according to the existing rules 
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Who provides the training  

16 

You can only spend the funds in your digital account or access government 
support for apprenticeship training delivered by an approved training provider. 
 
From May 2017, levied employers will be able to choose a provider from a new 
register, the register of apprenticeship training providers (RoATP). The register will 
encourage diversity and competition in the provider market, supporting quality 
and employer choice 
 
Employers wishing to become training providers 
We recognise that employers can be extremely successful training providers and 
we want to encourage those who want to take this route to deliver high-quality 
apprenticeships. Read further information for employers who wish to become a 
provider of apprenticeships training. 
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What can funds be used for? 

Digital funds and government 
funding can be used for: 

Digital funds and government 
funding can not be used for 

• apprenticeship training and 
assessment  

• against an approved 
framework or standard  

• with an approved training 
provider and assessment 
organisation  

• up to the funding band 
maximum for that 
apprenticeship 

• wages 

• travel and subsistence costs 

• managerial costs 

• traineeships 

• work placement 
programmes  

• the costs of setting up an 
apprenticeship programme 
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Apprenticeship funding in England 
from May 2017: 

Funding rules 
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Funding bands 

Every apprenticeship will be placed in a funding band 
The upper limit of each funding band will cap the 
maximum: 

• amount of digital funds an employer who pays the 
levy can use towards an individual apprenticeship.   

• that government will ‘co-invest’ towards, where 
an employer does not pay the levy or has 
insufficient digital 

 

Employers can negotiate the best price for the training 
they require  

•If employers want to spend more than the funding band 
limit, using their own money, then they will be free to do 
that. 

•Funding bands do not have a lower limit. 

Number Band limit 

1 £1,500 

2 £2,000 

3 £2,500 

4 £3,000 

5 £3,500 

6 £4,000 

7 £5,000 

8 £6,000 

9 £9,000 

10 £12,000 

11 £15,000 

12 £18,000 

13 £21,000 

14 £24,000 

15 £27,000 19 42



Funding limits– how they work • Example funding band limit = £6,000  
 

• Price you negotiate with your training provider = 
£5,000  
 

• The cost is within the funding band limit 
 

• Example funding band limit = £6,000  
 

• Price you negotiate with your training provider = 
£7,500  
 

• The cost is above the funding band limit 
 

WITHIN THE FUNDING BAND LIMIT OVER THE FUNDING BAND LIMIT 

£5,000 will be deducted 
from your digital account 
over the life of the 
apprenticeship. 

With enough 
funding in your 

account 

Without enough 
funding in your 

account 

If you have £0 in your 
account we will pay 90% 
(£4,500) and you will 
need to pay 10% (£500).  
 
If you have digital funds 
available, these will be 
used first, and then we 
will pay 90% of the 
remaining costs, and you 
will pay 10%. 

£6,000 will be deducted 
from your digital account 
over the life of the 
apprenticeship. 
 

You will be responsible for 
paying £1,500.  This 
payment can’t be made 
from your digital account 

With enough 
funding in your 

account 

Without enough 
funding in your 

account 

If you have £0 in your 
account we will pay 90% 
(£5,400) and you will need 
to pay 10% (£600).  This is 
the maximum payable 
within the limit of the 
band.  
 
You will also be 
responsible for paying the 
additional £1,500.  This 
payment can’t be made 
from your digital account 
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Funding rules and additional support 
 

 

Cross-border funding 

Applying a single test for funding through the English system: based on whether the apprentice’s main 
place of employment is England.  ‘Workplace’ is where the apprentice is expected to spend the 
majority of their time during their apprenticeship.  

Transferring funding  

During 2018 we will introduce means for employers to transfer up to 10% of the levy funds to another 
employer with a digital account, or to an ATA 

Prior qualifications 

Now and in the future, you can train any individual to undertake an apprenticeship at a higher level than 
a qualification they already hold.  From May 2017, an individual can be funded to undertake an 
apprenticeship at the same or lower level to acquire substantive new skills 
 
Additional support 

A range of additional support  is available for younger and disadvantaged learners, and smaller 
employers 
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Apprenticeships 

Apprenticeships are available in many job roles within schools including; 
•business administration,  
•management,  
•Science technicians 
•ICT technicians.  
 
A consortium of schools are developing the TA apprenticeship, led by Hughenden Primary in 
Buckinghamshire. Officials are working with the group developing the TA apprenticeship to help 
ensure that it reflects the best available evidence and practice around effective use of TAs. The 
group are currently developing an apprenticeship Standard, to be followed by assessment criteria 
for the new apprenticeship, which they aim to have in place by the end of 2017 
 
Early work on developing a teacher apprenticeship standard is also underway, led by a group of 
schools coordinated by the Teaching Schools Council. There is not yet a firm timescale for the 
introduction of a teaching apprenticeship, but we expect more information to become available 
in the New Year.  
 
You can find more information on apprenticeships available here: 
https://www.gov.uk/topic/further-education-skills/apprenticeships  
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Apprenticeship funding in England 
from May 2017: 

Supporting the reforms 
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Wider reforms – Public sector target 

 
• The Enterprise Act 2016 enables Government to set ambitious targets for public 

sector to aim for in terms of apprenticeship take up. 
• Government consulted on the scope and basis for the target earlier in the year, 

with the proposal that public sector organisations with 250 or more staff in 
England should have the equivalent of 2.3% of their workforce start an 
apprenticeship annually. As part of the public sector, schools will be included in the 
target. 

• Government intends for schools which are maintained by a local authority, and 
where the local authority is also the employer, to be included in the local authority 
target. We will set out in the government response how this can be reported upon. 

• Other schools such as free schools, foundation schools, voluntary-aided, and 
academies/trusts with 250 or more headcount will be also covered by the duty. 
However, many of these types of schools (due to small headcounts) will be 
exempt, as well as independent schools.  

• The Government response to the consultation will be issued shortly.  
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What you can do now 

25 

Read further – go to 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/apprenticeship-
changes 
 
Plan your apprenticeship spending - https://estimate-my-
apprenticeship-funding.sfa.bis.gov.uk/ 
 
Check out the draft regulations for the calculation, payment and 
recovery of the Apprenticeship Levy - 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/draft-legislation-
regulations-for-the-calculation-payment-and-recovery-of-the-
apprenticehip-levy 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 7 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Schools Block Working Group held on 7 March 2017 
 
Appendices A and B refer 
 
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. 
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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%). 
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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 
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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; 
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 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.  
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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. 
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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  
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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  
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 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  
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 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  

58



 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  
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 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 
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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:  
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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 
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 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:  
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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. 
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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. 
  
 
 
Page 5 - funding floor  
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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. 
 
 
 
 Page 6 - transition  

66



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. 
 
 
Page 7 - further considerations  
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 
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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.  
 
Page 9 - central school services block  
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:  
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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. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 8 
 
Title: Recommendations of the Early Years Block Working Group held on 28 February 
2017 
 
 
Executive Summary  
 
On 28 February 2017, the Early Years Block Working Group considered a number of reports, 
including: 
 

 Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) – Lancashire Implementation 
2018/19; 

 Supplementary Payments. 
 

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 28 February 2017; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 28 February 2017, the Early Years Block Working Group considered a number of reports.  
A summary of the key issues and recommendations arising from the Working Group's 
considerations of the items are provided in this report. 

 
1. Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) – Lancashire Implementation 

2018/19 
The EFA issued final Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) guidance for 2017/18 
in December 2016.  This set the parameters for early years funding for 2017/18 onwards and 
requires full implementation of a Universal Base Rate by 2019/20. 
 
Following discussions with the Working Group in December 2016, a principle of stability was 
adopted for 2017/18 in Lancashire.  This was due to the limited time available to 
fundamentally revise the Lancashire Early Years Single Funding Formula (EYSFF) and to 
provide a period of stable funding to allow those providers that were likely to lose under 
EYNFF arrangements a more reasonable lead in time.  
 
The Lancashire proposals for 2017/18 were the subject of a consultation with all providers in 
the County and a majority of respondents were supportive.  The Schools Forum therefor 
confirmed the arrangements at the Budget setting meeting in January 2017.  
 
Agreed 2017/18 base rates are shown below and individual budgets have now been issued 
to providers:  
 
 

2 Year Olds 
 

Nursery 
Schools 

Nursery 
Classes 

PVI Childminders 

 
£ £ £ £ 

Base Rate 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 

 

3 & 4 Year Olds 
 

Nursery 
Schools 

Nursery 
Classes 

PVI Childminders 

 
£ £ £ £ 

Rate 
Plus transition 
Base Rate 

4.03 
 

4.03 

4.03 
0.45 
4.48 

4.03 
 

4.03 

4.03 
0.91 
4.94 

 
The individual budget notifications included the supplementary allocations relating to 
deprivation and rurality. 
 
Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) and Disability Living Allowance (DLA) payments will also 
be made in accordance with the nationally prescribed eligibility criteria. 
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2018/19 EYNFF Proposals  

This report sought the initial views of the Working Group around the shape of the 2018/19 
proposals, which will then be subject to a consultation with all Lancashire providers. 
 
Universal Base Rate  

The Universal Base Rate must be fully implemented by 2019/20.  As a first step towards this, 
the 2017/18 arrangements targeted available headroom in the Early Years Block towards an 
increase in the PVI base rate.  With the allocation of circa £1m headroom, the 2017/18 base 
rate was increased by £0.13 per hour, to £4.03 per hour.  This rate was then applied across 
all sectors, but was supplemented by transitional funding to offer stability for all settings and 
retain 2016/17 funding levels.  The transitional funding was allocated as follows: 
 

 Child Minders – £4.03 per hour Base Rate plus transitional protection of £0.91 per 
hour (Total = £4.94 per hour); 

 Nursery Classes –  £4.03 per hour Base Rate plus transitional protection £0.45 per 
hour (Total = £4.48 per hour); 

 Maintained Nursery Schools - £4.03 per hour Base Rate plus transitional maintained 
nursery school (MNS) funding to at least maintain 2016/17 funding levels.  (This will 
vary by school as the MNS funding is calculated on forecast 2017/18 budgeted hours). 
 

2018/19 Proposals  
In 2018/19, the LA proposes that a Universal Base Rate is implemented across all settings. 
 
For maintained nursery schools, the supplementary grant would continue to be available to 
provide funding stability in 2018/19. 
 
It should be noted that the School and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations 2017 
remove the minimum funding guarantee (MFG) for early years.  The LA has contacted the 
EFA asking for confirmation that a local MFG cannot be used to dampen the turbulence 
caused by the implementation of the EYNFF.  A response is still awaited. 
 
If no such MFG protection is allowable, as seems likely based on the current Regulations, 
effectively this means that 2018/19 is the only year where transitional protection can be 
offered as we move to a Universal Base Rate. 
 
The LA is therefore proposing to move half way from current transitional rate levels to the 
estimated universal base rate level in 2018/19.  
 
The Lancashire Universal Base Rate in 2018/19 is estimated to be circa £4.08 per hour.  The 
base rates for childminders and nursery classes, including the remaining transitional 
protection would be as follows: 

 

 Child minders -  £4.49 per hour 

 Nursery classes -  £4.26 per hour 
 

 
Funding Supplements  

The EYNFF guidance sets out various requirements and options in relation to funding 
supplements.  These are set out below. 
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 Supplements are amounts of funding which are given in addition to the base rate to 
reflect local needs or policy objectives. They continue to be available under the 
EYNFF; 
 

 A supplement cap restricts the total value of supplements used in the formula that 
must not be more than 10% of the total value of planned funding to be passed through 
to providers; 
 

 Deprivation remains the only mandatory supplement in the EYNFF.  The formula must 
use this supplement to recognise deprivation but there is local discretion about the 
amount of funding to channel through this supplement as long as the total value of all 
supplements used does not exceed the 10% cap; 
 

 A number of discretionary supplements remain available for use in the EYNFF, but are 
subject to the 10% total supplement cap.  These are: 
 
o Rurality/sparsity - A rurality/sparsity supplement is permitted to allow local 

authorities to support providers serving rural areas less likely to benefit from 
economies of scale.  

 
o Flexibility - A flexibility supplement is permitted to support providers in offering 

flexible provision for parents. This could, for example, be childcare wraparound 
care, out-of-hours provision or to encourage a particular type of provider in an area 
(such as to meet a need for childminders in an area).  

 
o Quality  - A quality supplement is permitted to either:  

 support workforce qualifications, or;  
 support system leadership (supporting high quality providers leading other 

providers in the local area)  
 

o English as an additional language (EAL) is permitted.  
 
2018/19 Proposals  
Consideration was given to the proposed supplements in 2018/19. 
 
It was noted that there is considerable scope for increasing the level of supplements paid in 
the Lancashire EYNFF, as we are currently distributing well below the maximum allowable 
level. (Circa 2.5% compared to the 10% cap).  However, any increase in funding distributed 
via supplements would reduce funding available for base rates.  The estimated 2018/19 
Universal Base Rate of £4.08 referred to in the previous section assumed that the existing 
level of supplements continue.   
 
Also, the greater the variation from the existing supplement profile that is introduced, the 
more turbulence will be created at individual setting level and if more supplements are 
introduced, the larger variation there will be between settings based on eligibility to them. 
 
 
Other Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) Funding Streams 

The EYNFF announcements for 2017/18 included other funding streams: 
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Early Years Pupil Premium 
Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) funding continued unchanged under the EYNFF 
arrangements introduced from April 2017. 
 
Disability Access Fund (DAF)  
The 2017/18 arrangements introduced a new DAF that targets an additional £615 per year 
for eligible three- and four-year olds meeting the following criteria:  

 •the child is in receipt of child disability living allowance and;  

 •the child receives free early education.  
 
SEN Inclusion Fund  
The Lancashire centrally retained funding for 2017/18 moved £150k from the High Needs 
Block to the Early Years Block to clearly comply with the EYNFF SEN Inclusion Fund 
requirements  
 
 
Consultation with Providers 

Following any views expressed by the Working Group, the LA intends to seek comments 
from all providers on the 2018/19 proposals.   
 
The Working Group noted that clarification was required from the DfE about: 

 Whether there is any possibility of implementing a local Early Years MFG in order to 
make the transition to a universal base rate more manageable for certain providers; 

 The EYNFF indicates that there is an expectation for authorities to pay the same rate 
for the current universal hours and the additional 15 hours, but confirmation has been 
requested about whether 'same rate' is the base rate or total hourly rate (i.e. including 
the mandatory Deprivation hourly supplement). 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted that clarification was awaited on the local Early Years MFG and the rate 

to be applied to the additional 15 hours; 
c) Recommended that the transitional options for 2018/19 towards a universal base 

rate be put to consultation with all providers, but commented that the responses 
may be influenced by the clarification information received from the DfE; 

d) Recommended that the mandatory derivation supplement continue in 2018/19 
at the same funding level (circa 2.5%) and using the existing Income Deprivation 
Affecting Children Index (IDACI) methodology; 

e) Recommended that the continued use of a rurality supplement be put to 
consultation with all providers, but noted the LAs concerns about the data used 
in this factor; 

f) Recommended that the flexibility and quality supplements are not reintroduced 
into the Lancashire formula, having been previously discontinued; 

g) Recommended that the English as an additional language (EAL) factor is not 
introduced into the Lancashire formula, as the additional need associated with 
pupils with EAL is closely linked to deprivation. 

h) Noted that, subject to any further changes in Early Years Operational Guidance 
for 2018/19 from the EFA, the are no proposals to alter the Early Years Pupil 
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Premium (EYPP), Disability Access Fund (DAF) and SEN Inclusion Fund 
arrangements from April 2018. 

 
Subsequent to the meeting, confirmation was received from the DfE that LAs are 
expected to fund the additional 15 hours at the same rate as the universal hours at the 
total hourly rate including any supplements. 
 
Advice received on the use of a local MFG in the early years formula indicates that: 

"The expectation is that the Universal base rate would be in place for 2019/20 
and therefore 2018/19 can be a transition year for LAs to achieve this. 
 
As long as the pass through targets are met, you would have some level of local 
flexibility in the use of differential rates. 
 
If you wish to continue funding a higher rate to Childminders to meet a particular 
need, this can be done through the use of supplements 
As highlighted in the operation guidance. 
 
Discretionary supplements:  
31. A flexibility supplement is permitted to support providers in offering flexible 
provision for parents. This could, for example, be childcare wraparound care, 
out of-hours provision or to encourage a particular type of provider in an area 
(such as to meet a need for childminders in an area)." 
 
 

2. Supplementary Payments 

The Early Years Single Funding Formula makes payments to providers each term based on 
a termly headcount submission.  Lancashire has also introduced arrangements where 
providers are able to submit a supplementary headcount return, which is designed to make 
a payment to settings for children who had not started at the date of the Headcount.   This 
policy enables parents to get immediate access to FEE, as settings know that they can obtain 
payment from the start date of a new child, without waiting until the following term.   
 
However, the complexities of the DSG calculation methodology mean that Lancashire does 
not receive full payments for some of these supplementary children.   
 
Given the principle to maximise the base rate for all providers, it was noted that if the 
supplementary claims process were discontinued, there would be an increase in the base 
rate. 
 
However, it was recognised that supplementary process enabled settings to provide instant 
access for eligible children, including those with parents unable to pay a fee. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the information; 
b) Requested further details of the impact any change to the Supplementary 

payments process may have on settings and overall funding levels. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 9 
 
Title: Recommendations of the High Needs Block Working Group held on 2 March 2017 
 
Appendix A 
 
Executive Summary  
 
On 2 March 2017, the High Needs Block Working Group considered a number of reports, 
including: 
 

 Membership; 

 PRU Top-Up Funding; 

 High needs funding reform - stage 2 consultation; 

 Updates on Alternative Provision. 
 

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 2 March 2017; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 
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Background 
On 2 March 2017, 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. Membership  
The Schools Forum Regulations require that the Forum must include a member from a 
special school academy, if one exists in the LA area.  In January 2017, Tor View Special 
School became the first special school academy in the County and, as such, is entitled to a 
place on the Forum.   
 
As the funding for the academy will come from the High Needs Block, Tor View have been 
invited to nominate a representative to attend the Forum and the High Needs Block. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
 
 
2. PRU Top-Up Funding  

At the last meeting of the High Needs Working Group in December 2016, PRU 
representatives raised concerns about the level of funding received by the sector and the 
pressures this was causing. An extract from the draft minutes was provided setting out more 
details. 
 
Subsequent to the High Needs Block meeting, finance officers attended the Secondary PRU 
headteachers meeting on 19 January 2017.  At this meeting, further discussions took place 
around the PRU funding issue, which predominantly related to the level of top-up funding 
available. 
 
In 2016/17, secondary PRUs are funded at £10,000 per place base funding.   
 
Top-up funding per pupil is then paid, at the following rates: 

 Permanent Excluded: £3,702; 
 Medical: £4,020; 
 Other: £4,020.  

 
This should only be applicable to Lancashire pupils. 

 
In addition to these core funding elements, secondary PRUs in Lancashire also receive: 

 Additional place top-up funding, providing base funding when pupil numbers 
exceed the agreed funded place numbers, paid at £10,000 per place pro-rata; 

 Additional HNB funding for pupils with statements, where the cost is above 
£10,000, funded at the relevant WPN rate (Lancashire pupils only. WPN funding 
for pupils from out of County are funded by the home Authority); 

 One to One support funding for hard to place pupils with significant additional 
needs such as one to one or two to one support; 

 Careers Education Information Advice and Guidance (CEIAG) funding distributed 
on the basis of pupil numbers in years 10 and 11. 
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PRU headteachers indicated that having undertaken a robust analysis of their costs for the 
last two financial years, the average cost per secondary PRU pupil is £16,606. 

 
The headteachers highlighted that two PRUs are entering a deficit situation. 
 
Further information/concerns from the sector were also discussed, around census dates, the 
processes of obtaining One-to-one support and changes in the mix and types of pupils being 
permanently excluded. 
 
Subsequent Developments 

 
High Needs Funding Reforms 
Since the last High Needs Working Group on 1 December 2016, the DfE have launched stage 
2 of the High Needs Funding reform consultation.  This consultation is largely concerned with 
the distribution of High Needs funding from DfE to LAs.  Indicative figures included in the 
consultation suggest Lancashire will receive over £4m extra under these reforms.  However, 
Lancashire is currently overspending High Needs Block funding by circa £4m annually.   
 
Whilst increased funding due to the national formula is welcome, this will only mitigate the 
current overspends, and provides little opportunity to increase PRU funding rates without 
reductions in funding elsewhere in the Schools Budget. 
 
These reforms do mean that Lancashire will retain discretion over our local special school 
and Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) funding formula, but decisions will still need to conform to the 
existing 'Place Plus' funding framework.  This means that the lump sums provided to 
mainstream schools cannot be replicated in the PRU formula. 
 
Top-up Rates  
The LA is a member of a regional network of school finance officers and has sought 
information on the top up rates paid to PRUs in other NW authorities. Replies from responding 
LAs were summarised for secondary PRU top up rates: 
 
There was a significant variation in top up rates paid, ranging from £3,040 to £11,000.  Many, 
but not all, of the rates were higher than paid in Lancashire, but were not always accompanied 
by the additional payments available in Lancashire.  
 
 
Next Steps 

In order to progress and provide modelling and analysis, PRU secondary headteachers were 
asked to meet and provide develop clarity on key funding requirements that are being sought 
to ensure that any final outcomes meet necessary timescales to facilitate changes for 
2018/19 budget setting. This could then form the basis for a further paper to the next meeting 
of the Working Group. 
 
In addition, the Headteacher of the Virtual School for Children Looked After and Vulnerable 
Children is due to attend the next secondary PRU headteachers meeting to take forward 
other discussions.  
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
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b) Requested that the various developments be taken forward and a further report 
presented to the next meeting of the group. 

 
 

3. High needs funding reform - stage 2 consultation 
This report provided a copy of the draft Forum response to the DfE's High Needs Funding 
reform consultation and allowed an opportunity for members to comment or propose any final 
amendments. 
 
Members were supportive of the draft consultation, but one addition was suggested in relation 
to Q3, which seeks views on the weightings for each of the formula factors in the High Needs 
formula. It was proposed that the concerns about the KS2 testing should be emphasised in 
the section dealing with 'Key stage 2 low attainment' and the following text has now been 
added to the end of that section's response: 

 
We are particularly concerned that the KS2 tests are flawed and will not provide a reliable 
data source for funding purposes. 

 
A revised response is provided at Appendix A, which incorporates this proposed addition. 
 
The Working Group 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommended that the draft High Needs response, including the proposed 

amendment, as set out at Appendix A, is signed off by the Forum at the meeting 
on 21 March 2017; 

c) Individual schools were again encouraged to respond to the consultation. 

 
 
4. Updates on Alternative Provision: 
 
Primary Inclusion Support:  
Since June 2016 the Primary Intervention funding (£1, 000,016) allocated by School Forum 
has been used to fund a revised system of early support to primary schools to support 
inclusion, including the outreach element of the West Lancs Inclusion Pilot. It was predicted 
and reported to Forum in July 2016 that this funding would not be sufficient during this first 
year of the new practice.  
 
Currently, £206,000 of the budget is remaining is, with the spring term funding to be claimed.  
 
Data was provided to demonstrate that Primary permanent exclusions in each area- North, 
South and East have reduced in Autumn Team 2016 as compared to Autumn Term 2015. 
 

AREA AUT 2016 AUT 2015 

East 13  17 

South 8  21 

North 2  4 
TOTAL 23  42 

 
 

79



There have been no primary permanent exclusions to date in the area of the West Lancs 
Pilot. This has helped support capacity at Golden Hill to provide respite placements.  To date 
West Lancs Outreach ETHOS has worked on 86 cases of which 32 are now closed and 54 
remain active. 33 schools are currently being supported.  
 
In addition to the staged support a number other interventions have been supported  
 
Autumn Term Support Delivered:  
 

Provider 
Number of Pupils Number of Schools 

ASPIRE North West 3 2 

Golden Hill 56 41 

Hendon Brook 42 28 

Holly Grove 1 1 

Stepping Stones 42 29 

TA in Northbrook 1 1 

TESS Team Wigan via School 1 1 

Behaviour & Attendance 12 7 

Grand Total 158 110 

 
 
AP High Needs Funding: 

High Needs funding, originally allocated to provide additional top up funding for high needs 
pupils in PRU/AP has also funded a growing number of AP placements for pupils who are 
not appropriately placed in a PRU, or when there are no/few PRU place available. Forum 
approved additional primary AP places in July 2016, 8 have been commissioned as part of 
the West Lancs pilot and to date 2 additional places commissioned at Hendon Brook PRU. 
The results of significant growing demand on the AP High Needs budget has resulted in the 
predicted overspend on the original allocated budget. Current overspend is £406,560  
 
A breakdown of AP placements is below:  
 
Non PRU Alternative Placements commissioned by the LA: Feb  2017 
 

Placements 
2016-17 

CLA ESOL/New 
to country 

New to 
Area  

Ex EHE Other  

 3 15 12 8 Ex CME, off roll. 
 

Year TOTAL College  Training 
Providers  

Independent/Free 
Registered AP 
schools. 

121/home 
tuition  

Residential 
home with 
home 
tuition. 

11 56 48 2 1 4 1 

10 9 4 2 3   

9 3   3   

total 68 52 4 7 4 1 
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Alternative Providers commissioned by the LA. 
7 Pupil Referral Units provide the majority of commissioned AP placements for the LA 
Other providers include: 

 FE Colleges. 

 Training providers- is Strawberry Fields, PVC. 
 Independent AP or Free School AP i.e. The Alternative School, Burnley Heights, 

Tower Learning. 

 
All providers are registered schools, colleges or training providers.  Assurances were given 
that the providers were being monitored for quality of provision. 
 
Commissioned Placements at PRUs: Jan 2017 

 

Total P.Excluded Medical Other  

565 354 108 103 

 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the increased demand on secondary alternative provision 
placements; 

b) Expressed continued support for the Primary Inclusion strategy. 
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Appendix A 
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?  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Lancashire Schools Forum supports the general shape of the new High Needs Block 
formula but suggests that this be kept under constant review, rather than await the 4 year 
period mentioned in the consultation document.  This would allow any issues or problems 
identified with the operation of the formula to be monitored and changes or amendments 
instigated if needed. 
 
 
Formula factors  
We are proposing a formula comprising a number of formula factors with different values and 
weightings.  
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 is the right proportion or amount for each factor.  
 
2. Do you agree with the following proposals?  
Historic spend factor – to allocate each local authority a sum equal to 50% of its 
planned spending baseline  

 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 with the proposed allocation of 50% of the baseline based on historic spending.  
This will provide stability in the national HNB formula and help minimise turbulence for LAs 
in the transition to the new formula, which will also assist LAs in reducing disruption to schools 
 
Basic entitlement – to allocate to each local authority £4,000 per pupil  

 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:  
We also support the use of the £4k basic entitlement, as this offers equity with the 
arrangements in the mainstream school formula 
 
 
3. We propose to use the following weightings for each of the formula factors listed 
below, adding up to 100%. Do you agree?  
Population – 50%  

 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:  
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The Forum agrees with the high weighting for population, as this is reflective of and 
responsive to the current population of an area, which is indicative of the number of pupils 
with SEND 
 
 
Free school meals (FSM) eligibility – 10%  

 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:  
In our experience, deprivation is a more reliable indicator of need than prior attainment. We 
would therefore support a higher proportion of funding being distributed through the FSM 
eligibility factor. 
 
 
Income deprivation affecting children index (IDACI) – 10%  

 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 indicated above, we believe, deprivation to be a more reliable indicator of need than prior 
attainment and therefore support a higher proportion of funding being distributed through the 
IDACI. 
 
 
Key stage 2 low attainment – 7.5%  

 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 would prefer a reduced weighting to be given to prior attainment at both KS2 and KS4, 
with more funding being allocated through other factors.  We are particularly concerned that 
the KS2 tests are flawed and will not provide a reliable data source for funding purposes.  
 
 
Key stage 4 low attainment – 7.5%  

 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 stated above, we would prefer a reduced weighting to be given to prior attainment at both 
KS2 and KS4, with more funding being allocated through the deprivation factors and Children 
in bad health/DLA. 
 
 
 
Children in bad health – 7.5%  
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 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:  
The Forum thinks that that the weighting for Children in bad health should be increased, to 
help reflect mental health in the formula  
 
  
 Disability living allowance (DLA) – 7.5%  

 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:  
The Forum thinks that that the weighting for DLA should be increased, to help reflect mental 
health in the formula  
 
 
 
Funding floor  
4. Do you agree with the principle of protecting local authorities from reductions in 
funding as a result of this formula? This is referred to as a funding floor in the 
consultation document.  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
The Forum supports the principle of using a funding floor to protect LAs from excessive 
reductions in the introduction of the new formula.  This will safeguard schools and pupils from 
the undue impact during the transition to the new arrangements.  
 
 
5. Do you support our proposal to set the funding floor such that no local authority 
will see a reduction in funding, compared to their spending baseline?  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
 
We do not support the funding floor protecting LAs at no reduction whatsoever.  Those LAs 
that have historically been overfunded should see a reduction in funding, but be offered 
protection to ensure that losses are manageable.  We would suggest a level of minus 1.5% 
could be used to match the school MFG rate  
 
 
Local budget flexibility  
6. Do you agree with our proposals to allow limited flexibility between schools and 
high needs budgets in 2018-19?  

 Yes  

 No  
Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:  
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We support the availability of this local flexibility between schools and high needs budgets 
and the methodology proposed requiring agreement of the Schools Forum by phase, 
following consultation with schools.  This allows relevant local discretion to respond, if 
needed, to Lancashire issues or pressures but with appropriate scrutiny of proposals built in 
to the process. 
 
 
 
7. Do you have any suggestions about the level of flexibility we should allow between 
schools and high needs budgets in 2019-20 and beyond?  

We are developing our proposals on the level of flexibility to allow in the longer term. We will 
consult fully on our proposals at a later stage, but would welcome any initial comments now.  
A continuation of 2018/19 proposals seems appropriate.  If there remains flexibility between 
central schools block, high needs block and central early years expenditure and schools 
proposals need agreement through Forum, following consultation with schools, no unjustified 
proposals would be agreed and therefore there seems little need for additional prescription.  
As indicated, use of flexibility could be kept under review. 
 
 
 
 
Further considerations  
8. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the 
proposed high needs national funding formula?  

 
The Forum is concern that proposals do not adequately reflect mental health needs in the 
formula.  Earlier answers do suggest increasing weightings for children in bad health/DLA 
factors in an attempt to recognise mental health in the formula, but we would encourage the 
Government to consider specific indicators of need, particularly given the new national focus 
on this key issue. 
We would also suggest the possible inclusion of some kind of premises factor in the special 
school formula be allowable, given the significant variations in buildings in the special school 
sector that are directly related to provision e.g. hydrotherapy pools 
In addition, we would recommend the reintroduction of prudential borrowing to allow cost 
effective revenue funding to support special school capital expansion, which is to the overall 
benefit of schools and pupils in an area. 
 
 
Equalities analysis  
The question below refers to the equalities impact assessment published with the 
consultation.  
9. 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?  

 
No suggestions of additional evidence. 
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 10 
 
 
Title: Forum Correspondence 
 
 
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. 
 

a) Correspondence from a Secondary Academy 
The Schools Forum has been copied into email correspondence between a secondary 
academy and BTLS in connection with the operation of the Lightspeed filtering system. 
 
Following discussions with the Forum Chair and BTLS colleagues, this matter has 
been referred to the BTLS Focus Group, which has a remit to consider ICT services 
provided by BTLS.  The Forum Chair and the head of the academy involved are 
members of this group. 
 

b) Correspondence from a Secondary School about Education Welfare 
Service (EWS) Funding  

Correspondence has been received from a Lancashire secondary school about EWS 
funding.   
 
The email notes that responsibility for managing the budgetary provision for the EWS 
function was transferred from the Schools Finance team to the Corporate Finance 
team in LCC.  This is because the EWS is a LA statutory responsibility.   
 
However, the school feels that any influence on or timely information flow about the 
funding has been lost and schools now only receive spasmodic communication about 
the funding as it is allocated and there is no prior notifications or rationale shared with 
schools in advance to assist with budgetary planning.  Recent allocations for the 
individual school show no discernible pattern to allocations, and are in the context of 
a 5% increase in pupil numbers over the same period: 
 

Year EWS Mvt % 

2013/14 +3% 

2014/15 +1% 

2015/16 -5% 

2016/17 -16% 

 
The correspondence seeks the Forum's assistance to influence a closer involvement 
of school finance staff in the EWS funding process to assist with the communication 
flow around this important funding.  
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LANCASHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM      
Date of meeting 21 March 2017 
 
Item No 12 
 
Title: Schools Forum Meeting Arrangements  
 
 
Appendix A refers 
 
Executive Summary  
 

A draft Forum calendar of meetings for the 2017/18 academic year has been 
produced, based largely on the 2016/17 pattern.  A copy is attached at Appendix A. 
 
At this stage no meeting venues are included in the schedule, although all Forum 
meetings will provisionally take place in the new conference facilities at County Hall.   
 
Summer term meetings 2016 are due to use these County Hall conference facilities 
and final decisions can be taken about the venue for future Forum meetings based on 
the experience next term. 
 
This will be the last Forum meeting at Woodlands Conference Centre before the facility 
closes. 
 
Recommendations 

 
The Forum is asked to: 

a) Note the report; 
b) Approve the calendar of meetings for 2017/18; 
c) Thank the staff at Woodlands Conference Centre for their help and 

support during the Forum's occupancy at the venue. 
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Appendix A 

Lancashire Schools Forum Meeting Schedule 2017/18 

     

Autumn Term 2017     

     

Meeting Day Date Time 

Schools Forum Induction Tuesday 26-Sep-17 09.30 – 13.00 

High Needs Block Working 
Group 

Thursday 28-Sep-17 09.30 – 13.00 

Early Years Block Working 
Group 

Thursday 03-Oct-17 14.00 – 16.00 

Schools Block Working Group Tuesday 10-Oct-17 09.30 – 13.00 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 1 Tuesday 24-Oct-17 08.30 – 09.30 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 2 Tuesday 24-Oct-17 08.30 – 09.30 

Lancashire Schools Forum Tuesday 24-Oct-17 09.30 – 13.00 

High Needs Block Working 
Group 

Thursday 30-Nov-17 09.30 – 13.00 

Early Years Block Working 
Group 

Tuesday 05-Dec-17 13.00 – 16.00 

Schools Block Working Group Thursday 07-Dec-17 09.30 – 13.00 
    

Spring Term 2018    

    

Meeting Day Date Time 

Chairman's Working Group Thursday 11-Jan-18 09.30 – 13.00 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 1 Tuesday 16-Jan-18 08.30 – 09.30 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 2 Tuesday 16-Jan-18 08.30 – 09.30 

Lancashire Schools Forum Tuesday 16-Jan-18 09.30 – 13.00 

Early Years Block Working 
Group 

Tuesday 27-Feb-18 13.00 – 16.00 

High Needs Block Working 
Group 

Thursday 01-Mar-18 09.30 – 13.00 

Schools Block Working Group Thursday 08-Mar-18 09.30 – 13.00 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 1 Tuesday 20-Mar-18 08.30 – 09.30 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 2 Tuesday 20-Mar-18 08.30 – 09.30 

Lancashire Schools Forum Tuesday 20-Mar-18 09.30 – 13.00 
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Summer Term 2018    

    

Meeting Day Date Time 

High Needs Block Working 
Group 

Tuesday 12-Jun-18 09.30 – 13.00 

Early Years Block Working 
Group 

Thursday 14-Jun-18 13.00 – 16.00 

Schools Block Working Group Tuesday 19-Jun-18 09.30 – 13.00 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 1 Tuesday 03-Jul-18 08.30 – 09.30 

Schools Forum Pre-Meeting 2 Tuesday 03-Jul-18 08.30 – 09.30 

Lancashire Schools Forum Tuesday 03-Jul-18 09.30 – 13.00 
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