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Executive Summary  
 
On 13 June 2017, the Early Years Block Working Group considered a number of reports, 
including: 
 

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

 2016/17 Schools Budget Outturn Report – Early Years Block Any Other Business; 

 Schools Forum Annual Report 2016/17; 

 FEE Administration Charges; 
 Interim Payment Options for 30 Hours Implementation; 

 2017 - 2018 Free Early Education Funding Agreement; 
 Nursery Schools with Neighbourhood Centres. 

 

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 13 June 2017; 
b) Ratify the Working Group's recommendations. 

 
  



Background 
On 13 June 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) – Consultation on Lancashire 

Implementation 2018/19  
At the last Working Group meeting views were sought to help shape the Lancashire Early 
Years National Funding Formula proposals for 2018/19.  This consideration was undertaken 
well ahead of the 2018/19 financial year in order that proposals could be developed for 
consultation with all settings and timely decisions could be taken which offer a significant 
notice period for providers receiving reduced funding rates from April 2018.   
 
Working Group recommendations were used to produce a draft consultation document, 
subject to clarification from on two queries. 
 
Subsequent to the meeting, responses were received from the DfE to clarify 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;  

 A local MFG is not allowable in the EYNFF, although some freedom is available in 
2018/19 around discretionary supplements, especially flexibility.   

 
The Working Group had recommended against introducing/reintroducing additional 
supplements into the Lancashire EYNFF arrangements for 2018/19 and recommended that 
the 2018/19 base rates should include transitional funding, subject to the consultation with 
providers.  A consultation document was therefore produced and agreed through the Chair 
of the Working Group.  A copy of the consultation document is attached at Annex A.  
 
The consultation was issued to providers in the week commencing 1 May 2017, and a 
reminder was published on 22 May. 
 
Interim consultation responses were reported to the Early Education Consultative Group 
(EECG) meeting held on 18 May 2017. 
 
A further updated of responses was shared with the Working Group on 13 June 2017.  
Members considered the responses and comments to date and made recommendations to 
the Forum on each consultation question.   
 
The consultation closing date was 23 June 2017 and a final analysis of responses together 
with all comments received, is attached at Annex B.   
 
It should be noted that 84 responses were included in the report to the Working Group.  A 
further 6 responses were received after this date, meaning that a total of 90 responses were 
received.  The further replies did not significantly change the percentages of responses for 
any of the questions. The additional comments received since the Working Group are 
included in Annex B, but are highlighted in yellow at the end of each section.  Many of the 
comments are similar to those received earlier in the consultation.  Recent comments to Q4 
about possible supplements mention a quality supplement.  A number of additional comments 
to Q5 about SEN inclusion funding mention difficulty in accessing AIS funding or remark that 
it does not meet costs. 



 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Noted the consultation responses and comments received to date; 
c) Expressed the following recommendations to the Schools Forum on the 

2018/19 EYNFF proposals: 
 

 Q1. Do you agree with the proposal to move towards Universal Base Rate in 
2018/19 incorporating one year of transitional funding? The Working Group 
supported this proposal; 

 

 Q2. Do you agree that the existing funding level and methodology should be 
used in 2018/19 for the mandatory deprivation supplement? The Working Group 
supported this proposal; 

 

 Q3. Do you agree that the existing Rurality Supplement should be discontinued 
in 2018/19? The Working Group supported this proposal, but suggested that a 
year of transitional funding should be included in the proposals for 2018/19, 
allocating half the existing rates; 

 

 Q4. Do you agree that none of the other allowable supplements should be 
included in the Lancashire EYNFF 2018/19? The Working Group supported this 
proposal, although some members favoured the use of a quality supplement 
based on QTS; 

 

 Q5. Do you agree that the SEN Inclusion Fund (known as Additional Inclusion 
Support in Lancashire) should remain at £150,000 in 2018/19? The Working 
Group supported this proposal; 

 

 Q6. Do you agree with the proposal to combine both elements of two year old 
funding into a single rate?  The Working Group supported this proposal. 

 
 

2. 2016/17 Schools Budget Outturn Report – Early Years Block  
In advance of expected national regulations to ring-fence the Schools Block ahead of the 
proposed Schools National Funding Formula (SNFF), the Forum has agreed that in principle 
the Lancashire allocations will be ring-fenced in the first instance. 
 
Also, following comments received from some Forum members about the Outturn report for 
2015/16, individual reports for each funding block have been produced for the 2016/17 
outturn. 
 
A report provided information on the Schools Budget outturn position for 2016/17, for the 
Early Years Block. The table below shows the Early Years Block outturn position for 2016/17. 
 
 
 

 



  Budget Actuals Variance 

  £m £m £m 

Commissioned Services 0.011 0.000 -0.011 

Early Years PVI 42.700 39.625 -3.076 

Schools Delegated 18.062 18.153 0.091 

DSG Grant -60.773 -58.280 2.493 

Total  0.000 -0.502 -0.502 

 
Commentary  
The overall Early Years Block budget at 31 March 2017 shows an underspend of £0.502m.  
Further details of individual budget lines were highlighted, as set out below: 
 

Commissioned Services 
The £0.011m underspend on commissioned services relates to the historic EU Energy 
Performance Directive budget line, which is no longer applicable, and has been removed 
from the 2017/18 budget. 
 
Early Years PVI 
The Early Years PVI budget shows an underspend of £3.076m.  The complexities of the DSG 
calculation methodology mean that the Early Years element of the DSG is allocated on the 
basis of January pupil counts across two years.  The 2016/17 Early Years budget is 
calculated on the basis of Early Years counts in January 2016 and January 2017.  The final 
Early Years DSG allocation, updated with the January 2017 count, will not be received until 
July 2017.  As the actual Early Years PVI expenditure has come in below the amount forecast 
in the 2016/17 budget, then it is expected that the July 2017 DSG allocation will also be at 
this lower level.  
 
Schools Delegated 
This provision relates to the delegated budgets of maintained nursery schools and nursery 
classes at primary schools.  This shows an overspend of £0.091m in 2016/17 indicating 
delivery above expectations at maintained settings.   
 
DSG Grant  
The Actual Early Years DSG income in 2016/17 was £58.280m, which was below the 
budgeted income of £60.773m, reflecting more limited early years growth than was originally 
forecast. 
 
School Balances and Claw back  

Individual school level information for 2016/17 reveals that of the 24 maintained nursery 
schools, five ended the year in a deficit position and the overall level of nursery school 
balances fell by £0.046m to £0.800m at 31 March 2017.  No nursery schools are subject to 
clawback at 31 March 2017. 
 
School balances information about early years block funding at nursery classes in primary 
schools is not available separately, as balances at the school level also incorporate schools 
and high needs block income.  Individual school balances information for all maintained 
schools will be made public when reports are published for the Schools Forum meeting on 4 
July 2017. 
 



The Working Group: 
a) Noted the report and the Schools Budget Outturn position for 2016/17 in relation 

to the Early Years Block; 
b) Noted that the funding block ring-fencing arrangements agreed by the Forum 

mean that the 2016/17 Early Years underspend of circa £0.5m will be available 
for distribution in the Early Years Block, subject to the 2018/19 budget 
finalisation process. 

 
 
3. Schools Forum Annual Report 2016/17  

Each year the Schools Forum publishes an annual report setting out items of business in 
which the Forum has been involved.  In recent years this report has been streamlined to 
ensure it is a more manageable size for readers and incorporates the main headlines of the 
Forum's work throughout the year. 
 
The Working Group considered the Early Years Block issues contained in the report. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report; 
b) Recommended to the Schools Forum that the 2016/17 Annual Report be 

approved for publication. 
 
 
4. FEE Administration Charges  

The existing policy relating to administration charges for inaccurate and late 
headcount/supplementary claims has been in place since January 2015. The policy was 
introduced because of the increased time/workload involved in in correcting all the errors.  It 
was also intended to act as a deterrent and reduce the number of errors being made. 
 
A paper was presented to the Early Education Consultative Group (EECG) on 18 May 2017 
about possible amendments to the policy and comments were expressed for consideration 
by the Authority.  A copy of the EECG paper was provided for the Working Group. 
 
Members gave careful consideration to the report and the issues highlighted and to the 
County Council's feedback from the initial comments made at the EECG. 
 
It was noted that ultimately the FEE administrative charges were an operational matter that 
was a decision for the County Council, and although feedback from EECG had been 
considered, a decision had been taken to amend the policy as follows: 
  

 Reduce the existing administration charge to £10 for childminders and £20 for 

other providers, and remove the cumulative late penalty charges for settings 

submitting late headcount claims.  

 
EECG feedback had also been received on proposals around the suspension of the 
Administrative Charges for the autumn term 2017 due to additional uncertainties connected 
with a software updated required by the implementation of the 30 hours.  EECG had 
supported this suspension and the County Council decision would therefore be implemented 
as follows: 



 

 The Council has agreed that the administration charge will be suspended for the 
Autumn term 2017 due to the fact the new system for 30 hours will not be 
released to the Council until mid-August.  As such it will only be possible to 
publish written guidance for settings early September which gives very little 
lead in time before they will be required to start using the system.  Training 
workshops will be delivered to support the sector but it is unlikely that this will 
be before November 2017 at the earliest. Administration charges will be 
reinstated from the Spring term. 

 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report, the recommendations made by the EECG and the decisions 
taken by the County Council; 

b) Supported the decision to suspend administrative charges in the autumn term 
2017; 

c) Recommended that the situation be reviewed following the introduction of the 
revised system; 

d) Welcomed the face to face training offer for the autumn term on the new system; 
e) Recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the software supplier to 

improve the usability of the system, as a number of errors and difficulties could 
be attributed to this issue (although it was acknowledged that the suppliers 
current focus would be around developing the updates necessary for 30 hours 
implementation). 

 
 
5. Interim Payment Options for 30 Hours Implementation  
Historically early years providers were paid FEE funding in two payments, an interim followed 
by a balance payment.  In 2014, following consideration of a number of factors, the Early 
Years Working Group agreed that interim payments would cease. 
 
The extended entitlement to 30 hours free childcare comes into effect from September 2017, 
and the statutory guidance that has been published expects Council's to pay settings on a 
monthly basis, by September 2018.  The Software provider are developing the system to 
enable local authorities to pay on a monthly basis, however this functionality will not be 
implemented by September 2017 when settings will start to claim the 30 hours free childcare. 
 
Concerns have been raised by the sector, about having to wait until the 6th week of term to 
receive their payments from the Council when the extended entitlement comes in from 
September 2017.  Many parents who have previously paid for the additional hours will move 
over to the free extended hours.  This means that cash flow will be a problem for some 
settings particularly in the first month of term as they will no longer have the same amount of 
income from parents, but will still have the same financial commitments. 
 
In order to support settings until the introduction of monthly payments it has been requested 
that the Council consider the reinstatement of interim payments. 
 
A paper was presented to the Early Education Consultative Group (EECG) on 18 May 2017 
and comments were expressed for consideration by the Authority. A copy of the EECG paper 
was provided for the Working Group. 
 



Members gave careful consideration to the report and the issues highlighted and to the 
County Council's feedback from the initial comments made at the EECG. 
 
It was noted that ultimately the Interim Payments are an operational matter that was a 
decision for the County Council, and following the feedback from the initial EECG the County 
Council had decided to adopt the following policy: 
: 

Term Interim (% based on previous term actual) Balance Payment  

Autumn 40%  End of November 

Spring 30% End of February 

Summer 40% End of June 

 
The Rationale for this option was: 

 The interim payment would be made of the 15th working day of term. 

 The payment would be the equivalent of approximately two months payment in 

Summer and Autumn with the balance payment being made at the end of the third 

month, and one month payment in Spring with the balance payment being made at 

the end of the second month. 

 It should be noted that although two months payment in the Autumn term equates to 

50% interim, the actual hours from the Summer term used to calculate the interim 

would be over-inflated, as the actual hours settings claim in Autumn drops 

considerably due to the number of children that transition to school.  Paying a 40% 

interim rather than 50% would compensate for this, and help reduce the risk of 

overpayments being made. 

At the meeting some members felt that, on reflection, a different option may have been 
preferable, especially for smaller settings, however, it was noted that arrangements were 
already in motion to proceed with option originally recommended by the EECG. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the proposed Interim Payment Options following 
recommendations from the EECG; 

b) Requested that the situation be kept under review. 
 
 
6. 2017 - 2018 Free Early Education Funding Agreement  
In preparation for 30 hours free childcare implementation the DfE have published the new 
Early Education and Childcare Statutory Guidance, along with the Early Years Entitlements 
Operational Guidance. 
 
The new guidance includes a model agreement that sets out the DfE expectations on what 
should be included in local authority funding agreements.  It does not however prevent local 
authorities from exercising their statutory powers to include other requirements. 
 
The model agreement applies to the 15 hour free entitlement for the most disadvantaged 2 
year olds, the 15 hour universal free entitlement for three and four year olds, and the 15 hour 
extended entitlement for three and four year olds. 
 



In light of the above, the Council's current funding agreement needs to be revised to meet 
the requirements of the new statutory guidance from September 2017. Officers have been 
comparing the existing funding agreement with the model agreement to determine what local 
requirements need to be included in the Council's new funding agreement from September 
2017. 
 
A paper setting out the key issues identified was presented to the Early Education 
Consultative Group (EECG) on 18 May 2017.  Comments from this meeting were considered 
by the County Council as part of the process for producing a revised draft funding agreement. 
This draft agreement was also being shared with Legal Services for comment. 
 
A copy of the draft 2017/18 Funding Agreement was provided for the working group. 
Some key areas for discussion included: 

 Inadequate Policy 

 requires Improvement Policy 

 Funding for parents becoming eligible after the start of term 

 Refund of deposits 

 Administration Charges 

 Backdated Claims 
 
In addition, members suggested edits from a line-by-line consideration of the document. 
 
The Working Group noted that some of the proposed edits to the Agreement were taken 
directly from the updated DfE Model document, so could not be changed. 
 
Members also made a further suggestion around the Inadequate Policy, which had been an 
area of debate with the Authority for some time.  The current proposal extended the period 
before funding would be withdrawn following an inadequate judgement by Ofsted to 8 weeks, 
from four.  It was suggested that a clause could be inserted that funding that was removed 
could be repaid to a setting, in the event that it received a good or outstanding judgment at 
the re-inspection. 
 
Advice received from the County Council's Legal Department had also suggested that the 
Agreement could be for a three year period, although it was confirmed that 'variations' could 
be issued within that time if amendments were needed. 
 
Officers agreed to consider the comments raised by the Working Group. 
 
The Working Group: 

a) Noted the report and the draft 2017/18 Funding Agreement; 
b) Expressed views on the Funding Agreement for consideration by the LA. 
 
 

7. Nursery Schools with Neighbourhood Centres 

Nursery school colleagues informed the group about a matter relating to the revised 
arrangements relating to schools that now have Wellbeing Prevention and Early Help 
(WPEH) services within their buildings.   
 



Nursery colleagues  met with Andrew Good on 5th June to discuss issues we are having with 
this  transition to new arrangements  including  trying to establish apportionment  and the lack 
of clarity, communication and consistency around this process.  
 
None of Nursery schools have had a final agreement / statement or confirmation of how much 
WPEHS Funding will be finalised and when it will be received into school budgets.  This is 
making budget planning for 2017/18 very difficult.  
 
LCC officers at the meeting agreed to find out further information and provide at update for 
the Forum. 
 

The Working Group: 
a) Noted the information provided and asked to be kept updated on progress. 



Consultation on the Lancashire 2018/19 Early Years National Funding Formula 
(EYNFF) Proposals 

 
Background and 2017/18 Arrangements in Lancashire 

From 1 April 2017, the government introduced an Early Years National Funding 
Formula (EYNFF), which prescribed how 3 and 4 year old funding should be 
distributed to providers.  The EYNFF requirements include the introduction of a 
Universal Base Rate and set out the type and level of supplements that are available.  
Full implementation of the new EYNFF arrangements must be achieved by 2019/20. 
 
Government announcements about the introduction of the EYNFF were only received 
in December 2016, and budget decisions for 2017/18 had to be finalised in January 
2017.  Following discussions with the Schools Forum's Early Years Working Group, 
Lancashire proposals for 2017/18 adopted a principle of stability.  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.  
 
A brief consultation on the 2017/18 arrangements was undertaken with all early years 
Free Early Entitlement (FEE) providers at the end of 2016/early 2017, with the majority 
of respondents supporting the proposals.  The Schools Forum and the County Council 
therefore agreed an EYNFF for 2017/18 that retained funding levels across all 
providers, but that targeted available headroom towards the PVI base rate, as a first 
step towards the required Universal Base Rate. 
 
 
Lancashire 2018/19 EYNFF Proposals 

The County Council has now held initial discussions with the Schools Forum's Early 
Years Working Group to help shape the 2018/19 EYNFF and this document sets out 
the proposals and seeks your views. 
 
In order to provide some overall financial context for the consultation, Appendix A to 
this document sets out information on the 2017/18 Early Years Funding received and 
distributed by the County Council. 
 
 
Universal Base Rate  

The Universal Base Rate must be fully implemented by 2019/20.  In 2018/19, it is 
proposed to move towards a Universal Base Rate but incorporate one year of 
transitional protection to allow settings currently receiving a higher base rate 12 
months adjustment time, to minimise the turbulence caused by the Universal Base 
Rate introduction. 
 
The County Council is therefore proposing to move half way from current funding rate 
levels to the estimated levels in 2018/19 for Child minders and Nursery classes.  We 
are currently estimating that the Lancashire funding rate in 2018/19 will be circa £4.08 
per hour.  (The 2017/18 rate is £4.03 per hour). 
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The base rates for 2018/19 would therefore be as follows: 
 

Provider Type Funding Rate Transitional 
Protection 

Base Rate 

PVI Providers £4.08 per hour - £4.08 per hour 

Nursery classes £4.08 per hour £0.18 £4.26 per hour 

Child minders £4.08 per hour £0.41 £4.49 per hour 

Maintained  Nursery 
Schools 

£4.08 per hour supplementary ring-
fenced maintained 

nursery schools grant* 

£4.08 per hour 

 
*The supplementary ring-fenced maintained nursery schools grant may continue to be 
available to provide funding stability in 2018/19, subject to further Government 
announcements after the general election. 
 

Q1. Do you agree with the proposal to move towards Universal Base Rate in 2018/19 
incorporating one year of transitional funding? 

 
 
Funding Supplements  

The EYNFF guidance sets out various requirements and options in relation to funding 
supplements.  Supplements are amounts of funding which are given in addition to the 
base rate to reflect local needs or policy objectives.  A 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.  Guidance also sets out the 
mandatory and discretionary supplements that can be used in the EYNFF. 
 
Deprivation Supplement 

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. 

 
For 2018/19, it is proposed to retain the Deprivation Supplement in its current form, 
using the national Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) dataset to 
calculate a supplement for qualifying pupils, which is paid on an hourly basis.  
Allocations range from £0.01 to £0.40 per hour.  This would continue to allocate about 
2.5% of EYNFF expenditure though the Deprivation supplement. 
 
Part of the rationale for proposing a continuation of the current arrangements is to 
minimise the disruption that could be caused by changing the total amount of funding 
distributed through this supplement, or amending the qualifying criteria. Additionally, 
maintaining the existing level funding distributed by the supplement will ensure that all 
headroom released in the move to the Universal Base Rate is available to increase 
the Base Rate level.  Any increase in funding distributed via supplements would 
reduce funding available for base rates.  The estimated 2018/19 Base Rate of £4.08 
referred to in the previous section assumes that the existing level of supplements 
continue.   
 



Q2. Do you agree that the existing funding level and methodology should be used in 
2018/19 for the mandatory deprivation supplement?  

 
 

Rurality Supplement  

A rurality supplement is used in the 2017/18 EYNFF and generates a lump sum 
payment for qualifying settings.  In overall terms, this factor only distributes a small 
amount of the total EYNFF funding (circa 0.2% or £83k), however, the level of funding 
will be more significant to individual settings that qualify. 
 
The County Council is concerned about data used to calculate eligibility for the factor.  
Data is currently sourced from Government published rurality classifications, but this 
data is no longer updated and this causes concerns about the validity and robustness 
of the factor.  This means that new settings cannot be adequately assessed for 
qualification and existing qualifying settings where circumstances change, perhaps 
due to close proximity to significant housing development, are not reassessed in the 
light of their changed circumstances. 

 
It is therefore proposed to discontinue this supplement in 2018/19.  However, we are 
keen to hear the views of providers on this issue, particularly those settings that may 
be in receipt of the supplement. 

  

Q3. Do you agree that the existing Rurality Supplement should be discontinued in 
2018/19?  
(If not, do you have any alternative methodologies that could be used to fund a Rurality 
Supplement, if it continued in the 2018/19 EYNFF?) 

 
 

Other Allowable Supplements  
The Government's EYNFF framework allows for three other funding supplements to 
be used.  These are: 
 

 Flexibility - A flexibility supplement is permitted to support providers in offering 
flexible provision for parents.  

 

 Quality  - A quality supplement is permitted to either:  
o support workforce qualifications, or;  
o support system leadership (supporting high quality providers leading 

other providers in the local area)  
 

 English as an additional language (EAL) is permitted, as is used in the school 
funding formula, to target additional funding at children who speak English as 
an additional language 

 
Following discussions with the Schools Forum's Early Years Working Group, it is not 
proposed to use any of these supplements in the Lancashire 2018/19 EYNFF. 
 
This rationale for this is: 



 The greater the variation from the existing supplement profile that is introduced, 
the more turbulence would be created at individual setting level; 

 The more supplements that are introduced, the larger variation there will be 
between settings based on eligibility to them; 

 As mentioned above, any increase in funding distributed via supplements would 
reduce funding available for base rates; 

 Lancashire's early years formula historically contained flexibility and quality 
supplements.  However, following consultation with providers, these factors 
were discontinued from 2014/15.  This was because almost all settings met the 
eligibility criteria. Funding from these supplements was reallocated through 
base rates.   

 

Q4. Do you agree that none of the other allowable supplements should be included in 
the Lancashire EYNFF 2018/19?  
(If you do wish additional supplements to be introduced into the Lancashire EYNFF 
2018/19, please specify which supplements and why) 

 
 
SEN Inclusion Fund (Additional Inclusion Support) 
The EYNFF guidance sets out limits on the amount of early years funding that can be 
held centrally by the LA by stipulating a high pass through requirement.  For 2018/19, 
this pass through figure is 95%.This means that centrally retained funding (for central 
services or services in-kind) combined with any funding movement out of the early 
years block will be constrained to a maximum of 5% from April 2018. 
 
Lancashire has always distributed a higher percentage of early years funding directly 
to providers, with the 2017/18 pass through figure being over 99%. 
 
One element of early years funding that is retained centrally in Lancashire relates to 
an SEN Inclusion Fund (known as Additional Inclusion Support in Lancashire).  This 
is funding that is initially held centrally, but that is then allocated to specific providers 
based on the identified needs of an individual child with additional and complex SEND 
needs.  
 
This funding was originally identified in the High Needs Block budget, but following 
EYNFF guidance was moved to the Early Years Block from April 2017.  In 2017/18, 
£150,000 was retained for this purpose, and initial proposals for 2018/19 allocate the 
same level of funding. 
 
Again, the reasoning for this decision is based around keeping the EYNFF 
arrangements stable and ensuring that funding is not diverted away from the base 
rates. 
 

Q5. Do you agree that the SEN Inclusion Fund (known as Additional Inclusion Support 
in Lancashire) should remain at £150,000 in 2018/19?  
(If you do wish to see a different figure allocated for this purpose in 2018/19 please tell 
us how much and why) 

 
 



Other Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) Funding Streams 
Subject to any further changes in Early Years Operational Guidance for 2018/19 from 
the Government, the County Council has no proposals to alter any of the other EYNFF 
funding streams for 2018/19: 
 

Early Years Pupil Premium 
Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) funding will continue unchanged under the 
EYNFF proposals for 2018/19. 
 
Disability Access Fund (DAF)  
The 2017/18 arrangements introduced for the DAF that targets additional 
funding for eligible three- and four-year olds will continue in 2018/19. 
 

 
Two Year Old Funding 
When Two Year Old funding was introduced, allocations were split into two elements: 

 Base Rate Funding (£4.64 in 2017/18); 

 Targeted Support Funding (£0.36 in 2017/18). 
 
This split of funding is no longer necessary or appropriate and for 2018/19 it is 
proposed to remove the separate identification for the Targeted Support Funding.  This 
change will not impact on the amount of funding distributed for Two Year Olds as the 
£0.36 per hour identified as Targeted Support Funding will simply be added to the 
base rate, giving a revised base rate of £5.00. 
 

Q6. Do you agree with the proposal to combine both elements of two year old funding 
into a single rate?    

 
 
 
Let us know your view 

Let us know your views on the proposals by completing the eform available from the 
link below, by 23 June 2017: 

https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?q
id=709607 
 

https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?qid=709607
https://lccsecure.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/questionnaires/runQuestionnaire.asp?qid=709607


2017/18 Lancashire County Council - Early Years Funding

Funds Available (Dedicated Schools Grant - Early Years)
£

Two Year Old Allocation 10,822,817    
Universal 3-4 year old entitlement funding 44,489,589    
Additional 3-4 year old funding for working parents (additional 15 hours) 7,886,501      

  Illustrative Maintained nursery school supplementary funding (ring-fenced) 4,093,584      
Early Years Pupil Premium 785,903         
Illustrative Disability Access Fund 252,150         

Total 2017/18 Early Years Funds given to Lancashire County Council 68,330,544    

2017/18 Allocated Fund  (Early Years Budget Allocations)

2 Year Olds
Provider Type No of Providers £
Nursery Schools 21 1,033,198      
Primary Nursery Class 27 348,559         
Private, Voluntary & Independent and Childminders 441 9,660,057      

11,041,814    

3 & 4 Year Olds

Provider Type No of Providers £
Nursery Schools (including ring-fenced MNS funding) 24 9,607,565      
Primary Nursery Class 126 9,468,783      
Private, Voluntary & Independent and Childminders 855 36,967,143    

56,043,491    

Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP)* 785,903         

Total 2017/18 Allocated Early Years Funds 67,871,208    

2017/18 Centrally Retained Funds
£

Disability Access Fund  (DAF) (Provider to complete application form*) 252,150         
SEN Inclusion Fund (Providers access by completing a request form to the SEN team*) 150,000         
Private Finance Initiative in relation to nursery school 57,186           

Total 2017/18 Retained Early Years Funds 459,336         

Total 2017/18 Early Years Funds distributed by Lancashire County Council 68,330,544    

Government pass-through requirement

From 2017/18 the government have set a new pass-through funding level requirement.
This pass-through requirement is to ensure the maximum amount of funding allocated to local authorities
 reaches providers.

2017/18 Government required pass-through rate 93%
2017/18 Lancashire County Council pass-through rate 99%

* DAF, EYPP and SEN Inclusion Fund allocations will be distributed according to actual claims made during 2017/18
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Annex B 
 
Consultation on the Lancashire 2018/19 Early Years National Funding Formula 
(EYNFF) Proposals 
 

Final Consultation Analysis and Comments after 23 June 2017 closing date 
 

1. Universal Base Rate 

The Universal Base Rate must be fully implemented by 2019/20. 
 
Proposed to incorporate one year of transitional protection in 2018/19: 

 PVI - £4.08 

 Nursery class - £4.08 plus £0.18 = £4.26 

 Childminder - £4.08 plus £0.41 = £4.49 

 Nursery School - £4.08 plus Ring-fenced Maintained Nursery School Grant 
(subject to confirmation by new government) 

 

Q1. Do you agree with the proposal to move towards Universal Base Rate in 
2018/19 incorporating one year of transitional funding? 
 

 
Responses Yes No Not sure 

Nursery School 15 12 2 1 

Primary School with Nursery Class 8 5 3 0 

Private, Voluntary and Independent 41 19 13 9 

Eligible Child Minder 26 8 13 5 

Total 90 44 31 15 

%  48.9% 34.4% 16.7% 

 
Q1 Comments 

This is a big reduction from £4.48 for 17/18. That's a loss of £468 per 3/4 yr old child 
for academic year 17/18....not enough to staff my Nursery Class. 

everyone should receive the same rate including maintained nursery schools 

A transitional funding rate was applied in 2017/18 to 'soften' the blow for certain 
providers - but at the detriment to PVI who ARE NOT been treated equally. The 
funding rate therefore should now be the same moving forward for ALL providers; 
as it is for the vast majority of other local authorities. By continuing a 'two tier' system 
children within PVI & its providers are being disadvantaged and sustainability is 
being put at risk 

This is not a sufficient increase compared to business costs increases in 2018/2019 

That's is less than we are paid privately  

Remove the transition payments and increase base rate for all providers 

I think it should be more gradual. 

Base Rate isn't sufficient for sustainability 

I feel that a universal base rate is the correct way to go with EYNFF however I think 
that settings shouldn't be receiving anything less than they already receive (and in 



future it should rise in line with inflation) whilst the parents whose children are being 
looked after by the settings will be considerably better off. 

More hassle for less money not fair. £4.05 under18 min pay, you are not paying the 
children you are paying for our services and I'm much older than 18 
Do not believe the base rate level is sufficient to meet staffing and pay requirements 
at current levels. 

Unfair to childminders as we do not have as many children and after providing the 
provision we won't even be earning the minimum wage 

This is not sustainable long term.  

Nursery Schools need additional transitional funding to provide protection in light of 
the additional costs they incur due to statutory requirements.  

Without transition Funding we will not survive as a Nursery School.  

30 hours 'free' childcare for parents potentially earning up to £200.000. Last year 
after expenses & before tax I earned £16.000. I cannot charge parents for 
consumables etc as they provide their own. I pay for activities so that no child is 
excluded because a parent won't pay. As some children only come for one day and 
attend nursery too I cannot charge more for extra hours so would OPT OUT when 
the base rate is too close to my fee reducing options for parents & reducing 'free' 
places available. 

Transitional Funding will be essential for the financial health of our school. We are 
already a school in difficulty and at risk. 

Why is the transitional amount different for Lancashire schools? 

I do not fully understand any of the funding as I have never had a child on it yet. I 
think if you cannot make it to a meeting then straight forward leaflets/booklets should 
be provided 

The move to a universal base rate should be undertaken as soon as possible without 
any transitional funding arrangements. 

I believe in a level playing field for all sectors (x4) 

I believe in a level playing field for all sectors - especially with having the majority of 
rising threes poached from this setting by the maintained sector. How is the 
maintained sector covering the cost of the education of rising threes?  

Reduction in pay for childminders 

I disagree with the principle of a universal base rate especially for school based early 
education. However Transitional funding will be important and this will need to be 
thought about in detail if and when the ring fenced NS additional funding ceases  

Once my expenses are taken out I'm left with less than minimum wage. 

Base rate unfair for private sector v childminder as greater overheads 

As a primary school we need to provide a teacher, but this is not covered by any 
funding - I do not feel this is fair. 

We think it is important to put in transition rates for providers moving from a higher 
hourly rate to the universal rate.  We think it is essential that the LA continues to put 
pressure on the DFE to properly fund all early years provision, including the 
supplementary ring fenced maintained nursery school grant and an increase in the 
base rate for ALL providers so that funding meets the cost of delivering FEYE 3 and 
4. 

Transitional funding is important for those settings moving from a higher hourly rate 
to the universal rate. It is important for the DFE to fund all early years provision 



appropriately and increase the base rate for all providers so that funding meets the 
cost of delivery and ensures that settings are sustainable. 

 
 
2. Deprivation Supplement 

Deprivation remains the only mandatory supplement in the EYNFF but discretion is 
available over level to be allocated, subject to a 10% cap.  The current Deprivation 
supplement in Lancashire allocates about 2.5% of EYNFF expenditure. 

 
Proposal for a continuation of the current arrangements is to minimise the disruption 
and maintain base rate increases 

 
Q2. Do you agree that the existing funding level and methodology should be 
used in 2018/19 for the mandatory deprivation supplement? 
 

Responses Yes No Not sure 

90 64.4% 6.7% 28.9% 

 
Q2 Comments 

we don't qualify  

NEEDS TO REFLECT NURSERY FEES 

Keep the childminders rate at £4.96 or increase not decrease. Good service 
deserves good pay 

We need to funded at a level where we can continue to provide high quality 
education for young children with a specialist qualified workforce including trained 
SENCO, Headteacher and Graduate Teachers 

Again not sure what any of this really is  

Need to know figures to assess better - possibly unfair 

We believe that the same methodology should be used for distributing deprivation 
funding to early years providers as is used for all Lancashire primary and secondary 
schools. 
 
 
3. Rurality Supplement 

Proposed to discontinue the Rurality Supplement, due to concerns over data used for 
calculation.  Only small aggregate sum is allocated through this supplement (0.2%).  
However, there is concern about the impact on individual settings that currently qualify 

 

Q3. Do you agree that the existing Rurality Supplement should be discontinued 
in 2018/19? 
 

 Responses Yes No Not sure 

Nursery School 15 14 1 0 

Primary School with Nursery Class 8 5 2 1 

Private, Voluntary and Independent 41 22 13 6 

Eligible Child Minder 26 8 6 12 



Total 90 49 22 19 

%  54.5% 24.4% 21.1% 

 
Q3 Comments 

We qualify for this supplement so wouldn't want to see it discontinued.  

No alternative methodologies should be used to fund Rurality Supplement 

Being a small setting it will be difficult to recoup lost funding from the low numbers 
of families using our service. A smaller rural supplement would be better than 
nothing. 

If this is going to affect the base rate. 

Settings that already receive this shouldn't lose out due to lack of government 
data. 

Keep it the same or increase 

The rurality supplement helps to ensure our sustainability during quiet years. 

Lifestyle choice for some families rather than deprivation where money would be 
better spent - again relevant figures would provide better basis for judgement 

It is difficult to sustain numbers when you are in a rural location. 

 
4. Other Allowable Supplements 

DfE Guidance allows other supplements, as follows: 

 Flexibility  

 Quality  

 English as an additional language (EAL) 
 
Proposal is not to use any further supplements, as some were used previously and 
discontinued as most settings qualified, plus there is a desire to maintain base rate 
increases. 

 
Q4. Do you agree that none of the other allowable supplements should be 
included in the Lancashire EYNFF 2018/19? 
 
 Responses Yes No Not sure 

Nursery School 15 6 7 2 

Primary School with Nursery Class 8 5 1 2 

Private, Voluntary and Independent 40 23 12 5 

Eligible Child Minder 25 6 6 13 

Total 88 40 26 22 

%  45.5% 29.5% 25.0% 

 
Q4 Comments 

I agree most settings probably do meet the criteria therefore providing these 
supplements would only end up lowering the base rate 

SHOULD BE GENERIC 

Quality & EAL - we cannot continue to offer highly qualified staff EYTS, EYP etc if 
the funding provided does not cover the cost of the childcare. EAL is also another 



aspect that creates more drains on resources that needs more appropriate funding 
to support settings. 

Additional supplement for flexibility and for hiring highly qualified staff 

Quality should be recognised using Ofsted judgement 

If affects base rate but if base rate stays the same then the additional supplements 
should be added. 

Not sure what you mean 

EAL - need additional speech and language support, wide variations between 
setting and level of need. 

An additional supplement for EAL as this impacts on educational outcomes and 
requires settings to provide additional support. 

The loss of the quality supplement is very concerning. This should be linked to 
having fully qualified QTS teachers in the setting. 

Quality is a key factor in improving outcomes for children and the cost of providing 
this should be taken into account with the provision of funding.  Unless we provide 
outstanding/good quality of early education, we will not close the gap to ensure 
young children have the best start to their education and have better long term 
outcomes. 

Rurality should be maintained. 

Quality and EAL supplement should be retained. We need quality to remain and 
then needs of all EAL learners to be met at a higher level and the supplement will 
allow that. 

The quality supplement should be maintained as it encourages settings to recruit 
the best trained staff available, and removing this may lead to an increase in less 
qualified staff being employed with a subsequent drop in teaching quality for 
children. 

I believe there should be funding related to quality. If all settings are meeting this 
requirement it will therefore be shared equally however it will also ensure that 
settings still strive to provide high quality early education. 

Deprivation should be included 

Nursery Schools offer high quality education with teachers and additional costs - a 
quality supplement should be available I think. 

Flexibility 

A quality supplement should be developed in order to ensure that children. This 
should reflect the importance and value of QTS in Early Education. This should only 
be received where the QTS works directly with the children and whose qualification 
is Early Years Specialism.  

EAL, SEN, Quality these are areas which dramatically influence the financial stability 
of a private childcare setting and if being delivered to a high quality should be 
reimbursed 

In order to plan and retain staff we would like the funding to stay as stable as 
possible. Fluctuation from year to year and term to term is difficult to manage and 
can impact on quality of staffing. I do feel there should possibly be some supplement 
which rewards quality, but defining quality is difficult. Research as evidenced quality 
often comes with QTS teachers and fully trained SENCos.   

If one of the supplements includes support to provide a teacher, that should be 
included. 

 



 
5. SEN Inclusion Fund (Additional Inclusion Support) 

SEN Inclusion Funds are a requirement of the EYNFF.  It is proposed to continue 
current £150k level of funding in 2017/18. 
 
Q5. Do you agree that the SEN Inclusion Fund (known as Additional Inclusion 
Support in Lancashire) should remain at £150,000 in 2018/19? 
 

Responses Yes No Not sure 

88 57.9% 11.4% 30.7% 

 
Q5 Comments 

Currently have no children that qualify 

I know LCC give us what they can, but it is not enough if a child needs 1:1 for their 
safety (e.g. They can't communicate) 

More transparency regarding how much of the funding is spent on the children and 
the outcomes this achieves. Nursery Schools must also be considered as centres of 
excellence in supporting children with SEN and as such be rewarded for it. 

Under the present arrangements, we are finding an increasing number of children 
coming into the school at 2 via funded sessions through low income or Portage/SEND 
needs.  These children often require additional support and identification and there is 
no funding or support for this.  This puts an already extremely stretched system at 
breaking point.   

Or increase. It certainly should not decrease. 

The SEN team needs to review it's structure. Nursery Schools in particular are 
struggling to meet all the costs. We always have children moving to us mid term 
because other settings have not been able to meet the children's requirements. The 
amount of time SENCOs spend to complete paperwork which is more often than not 
repetitive is causing a strain on the staffing budget. Additional staff needed to support 
children with complex educational and health needs is also a drain on the budget. 

Actual funding should come in to settings alongside specialist support. Maintained 
Nursery Schools often do not receive finance to support SEND children as we work 
very hard to provide a high quality service even with low budgets - this puts a great 
deal of pressure on staff. 

No idea if this is sufficient or not. 

We have a significant number of children on roll for whom this additional funding is 
very important. 

I don't think this should be reduced and I would like to stress that the DAFF funding 
remains totally separate as there has been some speculation that AIS may be reduced  
due to the existence of DAFF 

Again to enable a judgement supportive statistics are needed to assess better - SEN 
funding remains extremely difficult to access in my own personal experience 

There is a large gap in the complex needs of the SENd children who access our 
provision and the amount of funding we receive for them. Some nurseries (both of 
mine) have a very high number of children with complex needs the AIS funding does 
not come close to meeting these needs. I think the impact of this AIS money needs 
evaluating, is it being used effectively for the right children and making a difference?  

As always, more money for SEN is needed in school - the earlier the support is given, 
the more chance they can catch up. 



AIS funding does not work in meeting the needs of children with SEN.  Insufficient 
funding is being passed through to providers for us to support children effectively.  
Additional funding should be requested from the High Needs block as our work with 
children with SEN is early intervention and prevention.  A mapping exercise would 
need to be undertaken to assess how much funding is needed for early years 
providers to support children with SEN.   

AIS funding does not meet the needs of supporting children with SEN. A mapping 
exercise would be beneficial to assess the funding needed for early years settings to 
support children with SEN. 

 
 
6. Two Year Old Funding 
When Two Year Old funding was introduced, allocations were split into two elements: 

 Base Rate Funding (£4.64 in 2017/18) 

 Targeted Support Funding (£0.36 in 2017/18) 
This split of funding is no longer necessary and it is proposed to remove the separate 
identification giving a revised base rate of £5.00, at 2017/18 levels 
 
Q6. Do you agree with the proposal to combine both elements of two year old 
funding into a single rate?    
 

Responses Yes No Not sure 

89 76.4% 6.7% 16.9% 

 
Q6 Comments 
 

Don't take 2 year old funded children 

As long as this does not reduce the actual amount being paid 

Would make it easier 

Again 2year funded children should be able to access Quality funding as an additional 
supplement where an Early Years QTS is employed in Nursery School  / Class  
provision   
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