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1 Background

1.1 InJuly 2021, the Department for Education set out key figures and operational
guidance for the Schools Block National Funding Formula for 2022-23, to allow
planning by Local Authorities, Schools and Schools Forums.

1.2  This report sets out this information, identifying how this affects Lambeth,
including any local issues which may need to be taken account in developing
the mainstream funding formula for 2022-23 and what decisions will be needed
on the way. As in recent years, the mainstream funding formula (known as the
Authority Proforma Tool (APT)) must be submitted to ESFA my mid-January
2022, subject to political sign-off.

1.3 The final arrangements for the funding formula for schools are for Cabinet and
Council to determine in February 2022, but the proposals they will consider are
ones which Schools Forum will have developed over the next few meetings.
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2 Schools Block 2021/22
2.1 For 2021/22, the decisions have been made about the mainstream funding
formula and the falling rolls fund. As indicated at the June 2021 meeting, there
was an element of the split expansion at Paxton (ie an expansion to 2fe then
an expansion to 3 fe a year later) that had not been correctly reflected in the
January funding formula calculations, nor in the growth fund allocations. Table
1 below shows that this has been funded from the Growth Fund, drawing down
some of the brought forward funding from 2020/21, such that the expected
surplus balance in March 2022 is now £86k .
Table 1: Schools Block forecast 2021/22 at Period 5
b/f Net LA forecast
balances DSG Funding spend 2021/22 Variance
Block £000 2021/22 (P02) £'000 £'000
Mainstream funding 0 (221,550) 221,550 0
formula
Falling Rolls Fund 0 (585) 585 0
Growth Fund (195) (180) 289 (86)
Schools Block (195) (222,315) 222,424 (86)

Updated funding available for 2022/23

The indicative Lambeth Schools Block DSG for 2022/23 suggests a Schools
Block total of £225.6m, if pupil numbers in October 2021 are the same as those
in October 2020. This represents an expected overall increase of £3.3m (1.5%).
Table 2 sets out the differences from the 2021/22 position.

Table 2: Comparison between Schools Block components 2021/22 and 2022/23

Final Schools Block Provisional July 2021
composition 2021/22 2022/23
Total
Pupil PUF/ 2019/20 Pupil PUF/ Difference
Component Nos SUF* £m Nos SUF* Total £m £m
Primary NFF 20,728 | £5,893.62 | £122.163m | 20,728 | £6,014.14 | £124.661m | +£2.498m
Secondary NFF 11,680 | £8,004.63 | £93.494m | 11,680 | £8,154.15 | £95.240m | +£1.746m
Premises NFF £4.656m £4.308m | -£0.348m
Growth Factor £2.002m £1.396m | -£0.606m
(est)
Total Schools £222.315m £225.605m £3.290m
Block DSG
Note *: PUF = Primary unit of funding, SUF = Secondary unit of funding
3.2  Lambeth continues to be the 4th highest funded local authority per primary pupil

in England and also the 4th highest funded per secondary pupil. The National
Funding Formula, however, is expected to have a redistributive effect,
benefitting particularly schools in LAs with very small per pupil funding
allocations. The headline increases in funding for the Schools Block (without
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the Growth Fund) average 2.8% for England with the highest receiving 3.5%
more per pupil.

3.3  The number of pupils at this stage has not changed because the October 2021
census will be used to determine the final allocations. Currently, we are still
working on the October 2020 numbers.

3.4  For individual schools, the NFF is calculated using the formula factors and
values, including an adjustment for local costs, but without the premises factors.
The minimum increase against the baseline for 2021/22 is 2% for all schools,
with a few very small schools (fewer than 40 pupils overall) nationally receiving
as much as 70% increases and beyond.

3.5  Six out of 79 Lambeth schools are receiving more in the detailed application of
the NFF than the minimum 2% uplift, which means that the per pupil increase
from the NFF (excluding premises and growth) for Lambeth is 2.23%. The 6
schools should note that the increases are referencing the per pupil baselines
originally calculated in 2017/18 and updated each year for the minimum per
pupil increase and any technical adjustments (eg Teachers Pay Grant).
Individual schools’ pupil cohorts may well have changed sufficiently over the
last five years to show some additional NFF, compared to the 2017/18 baseline.
None of the 6 schools is getting more through the unadjusted NFF than they
are through the current Lambeth funding formula (because transitional
protection of around 9% continues to be part of the School Block allocation and
schools with more FSM, lower prior attainment etc will already be getting more
through the local funding formula).

3.6  Getting from a headline increase per pupil of 2.23% to the 1.5% per pupll
change outlined in Table 1 arises for two reasons. Firstly, the 2.23% increase
is looking at the sum of the difference between the NFF theoretical baseline
and the NFF, school-by-school, whereas, we are more concerned about the
difference between the Schools Block overall year-on-year; these are very
closely linked, but are not identical. Secondly, the NFF may be going up, but
the premises and growth factors are going down.

3.7 The premises factor decreased by £0.348m between years: the 2022/23
allocation merely reflects the sum of the 2021/22 premises allocations in the
funding formula. This lagged approach to funding premises costs is an
important point to remember when considering such factors for now, but the
direction of travel outlined in the recent consultation on the NFF is that new
national formula factors will be developed for premises factors. For 2022/23,
the DfE intend to settle all school National Non-Domestic Rates bills nationally
but recover the costs from each school via the ESFA (for academies) and LAs
(for maintained schools). Details on this are set out in the ESFA response to
the consultation at the following web-site address:
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-payment-
process-of-schools-business-rates

3.8 The national formula for growth looks at the population in geographical areas
known as “medium super-output areas” (MSOAs). These are used for
statistical purposes and there are around 1,000 pupils in each one. Any
increases in pupil numbers between October 2020 and October 2021 in schools
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in Lambeth MSOAs, treating primary and secondary separately, are counted.
The formula counts all pupils in schools in the MSOA, rather than the individual
home addresses of pupils. Any decreases in MSOA pupil numbers are ignored.

3.9  This information is not yet available, as it, too, is dependent on the October
census. The totals in 2021/22 were multiplied by £1,455 per primary pupil and
£2,175 per secondary pupil, uprated by the Lambeth Area Cost Adjustment of
18.4%. The national formula used 193.5 fte primary pupils and 478.0 fte
secondary pupils for Lambeth, to produce a pure formula allocation of £1.551m
in 2021/22. There was a “new school” allocation of £81k (Harris Clapham) and
transitional protection of £0.370m, to give a grand total of £2.002m.

3.10 For 2022/23, the new school is no longer new and the transitional protection is
not expected any longer to apply. If the numbers for 2021/22 were identical,
and we adjusted for known completed expansions, an indicative growth
allocation of £1.396m for 2022/23 would emerge. Table 3 sets out the
estimated calculations at this point.

Table 3: Summary of national formula for allocating growth for Lambeth 2022/23; (estimated
using October 2020 pupils and 2021/22 transitional protection principles)

No of
Lambeth
MSOAs No with Fte pupils Rate
with growing total in (including
schools pupil growing ACA of | Allocation
Sector (out of 33) numbers MSOAs 1.184) £ £m
Primary (no 31 10 1935 £1,722.45 £0.333m
change on
Sept 2020)
Primary -90 £1,722.45 -£0.155m
expected 3 fe
growth
completed *
Secondary 16 8 478 £2,574.80 £1.218m
Pure formula total £1.396m
Transitional protection Nil
Total Growth Allocation 2022/23 (estimate) £1.396m

(Note *: In October 2020, the growth calculation would have taken into account the final 2 fe
expansion at Julian’s and one of the 1fe expansions at Paxton. All other things being equal, the
October 2021 growth in those MSOAs will not be showing 90 extra pupils, year-on-year).

3.11 As the growth profile at expanding schools tapers off, we will start to see the
year-on-year increases in those MSOAs reduce, which will erode the growth
allocation over the next few years. The impact is lagged by a year. The growth
funding for 2022/23 is based on the increases between October 2020 and
October 2021. The funding that needs to be set aside locally in the Schools
Block for 2022/23, however, is for the increases between October 2021 and
October 2022.

3.12 Expansions were completed in October 2020 for Julian’s (2fe) and Paxton (1fe)
and that will affect the growth funding for 2022/23. October 2021 is the last
year for the other 1fe expansion at Paxton, 2fe primary at Woodmansterne and
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3 fe secondary at Woodmansterne. This points to another £0.387m reduction
in the growth factor in 2023/24. Beyond that, the nationalization of the growth
factor, as outlined in the DfE consultation on the NFF, may have occurred by
then.

4 Consideration of issues in determining the use of the Schools Block for
2022/23

4.1  The operational guidance for school revenue funding for 2022/23 sets out the
requirements for considering the use of the Schools Block funding and the
timetable for decision-making and reporting.

4.2  The DfE continue to have the policy aim of using the National Funding Formula
as the basis for funding individual schools, rather than it being used to
determine the Schools Block. So, there continues to be a local formula for
2022/23.

4.3  The steps Schools Forum will need to consider to reach final recommendations
to make to Cabinet about the use of the Schools Block in 2022/23 will be:

a) Should there be any transfers between the Schools Block and any other blocks?
b) How should the local formula be varied from that used in 2021/22, to meet the
agreed strategy of getting closer to the National Funding Formula relativities?

c) What rate should the Minimum Funding Guarantee be set at?

d) What funds are to be set aside for Growth Fund and Falling Rolls Fund?

e) Are there any decisions that need to be submitted to the Secretary of State for
ratification by the end of November 20217

5 Transfers between blocks.

5.1  For 2021/22, there was no transfer from Schools Block to High Needs Block,
as there had been in previous years. This is because Schools Block had
increased by the minimum amount nationally and the High Needs Block had
benefitted from a c10% increase. The position is broadly the same again for
2022/23: low national increase in the Schools Block and c7% like-for-like
increase in the High Needs Block. The main change, however, is the
concerning growth in EHCP numbers locally which is creating pressure in the
High Needs Block.

5.2  The report elsewhere on this agenda recommends that a sub-group considers
how the High Needs Block could get back to balance within a reasonable
period. That group and the Schools Block Sub-Group could then consider in
more detail and Schools Forum could determine its view formally in December.

Local Mainstream Formula — national changes
6.1 The ESFA has indicated three minor technical changes to the NFF for 2022/23.

a) FSM6 factor. The factor based on the number of pupils in school that have
been recorded as having been eligible for the previous six years is to use
the October census as the baseline, rather than the January census. So,
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the NFF calculations that form the basis of the Schools Block has used
October 2020 (and six years previously), instead of January 2020 (and six
years previously) as the baseline. The formula budgets for individual
schools for 2022/23 will be based on the October 2021 census (and six
years previously).

b) LPA factor. In the NFF, data from the 2019 early years foundation stage
profile (EYFSP) and key stage 2 (KS2) assessments have been used as a
proxy for the 2020 assessments, following the cancellation of these
assessments due to the pandemic. This is consistent with how the LPA
factor was calculated in local formulae in 2021-22.

c) Mobility factor. Eligibility for the mobility factor is usually determined based
on the census in which pupils first appear at their current school. In light of
the cancellation of the May 2020 census, pupils who joined a school
between January and May 2020 attract funding for mobility on the basis of
their entry date, rather than by virtue of the May school census being their
first census at the current school.

6.2 Given that Lambeth’s Schools Block allocation has effectively been based on
the minimum per pupil increase again, these technical changes are largely
academic.

Local Funding Formula — analysis

7.1 The key issue for Lambeth schools is how the NFF would fund them differently
to the current local formula.

7.2  The ESFA publishes illustrative tables to show the school by school calculations
of the NFF that feeds into the current calculations for determining the Schools
Block for 2022/23. All but six Lambeth schools are funded at a protected level
in the 2022/23 formula. That protected level is against a 2017/18 per pupil
baseline, rather than what those schools were funded in 2021/22. The six
exceptions, too, bear no relation to their current financial position.

7.3  Appendix 1A sets out the the formula funding rates in the local formula and in
the NFF for 2021/22 (ie not the more recent ones announced in July 2021) so
that a like-for-like comparison can be made. Appendix 1B sets out what the
NFF would have given each school in 2021/22, using October 2020 pupil
numbers and characteristics and 2021/22 NFF funding values.

7.4  What it indicates is that every single Lambeth school would have been funded
less through the unprotected NFF than they were in the local formula. For
primary schools, the average difference is £485 per pupil and for secondaries
£700 per pupil. Overall, this indicates that the NFF ultimately is 8.4% lower for
Lambeth than the current level of funding. This is consistent with what we
already knew, when we considered the position this time last year.

7.5 It will take longer for some schools to shift from the local formula to the NFF
(without transitional protection). Wyvil and Loughborough schools, for instance,
are only £275 per pupil lower with the NFF. So, it ought to take them less time
than for, say, South Bank Engineering School or Igra school, where they are
more than £1,000 per pupil lower with the NFF.
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Table 4 summarises the position.

Table 4: Comparison between actual local funding formula for Lambeth schools
2021/22, with the unprotected NFF allocations using the 2021/22 NFF rates and the

same pupil data.

Actual
local
formula NFF at
2021/22 2021/22
(including rates (no Average
protection) | protection) | Difference | Difference No of Pupil | per pupil
£'000 £'000 £'000 % | schools | numbers £
Primary £117,703 | £108,230 -£9,473 -8.0% 60 | 19,631 -£483
Secondary £84,513 £77,354 -£7,159 -8.5% 17 | 10,234 -£700
All-through £19,334 £17,295 -£2,040 -10.5% 2 2,856 -£714
Total £221,550 | £202,878 | -£18,672 -8.4% 79 | 32,720 -£571
7.7  The National Funding Formula will not, however, be introduced without
transitional protection. The Minimum Funding Guarantee exists now and is
expected to continue for the foreseeable future. This means that a more
relevant comparison in the short-term would be the NFF plus MFG at a level
that distributes the same amount of funding as was distributed in 2021/22.
7.8  Using this approach, the MFG rises from the actual 2021/22 rate of 0.5% to the

higher rate of 1.72%. Every single school would be funded on the MFG, rather
than via the funding formula (because the NFF does not distribute as much as
is available). Appendix 1C demonstrates what would have happened if that
approach had been adopted in 2021/22. This is summarised in Table 5.

Table 5: Comparison between actual local funding formula for Lambeth schools
2021/22, with an approach NFF allocations using the 2021/22 NFF rates and the same

pupil data.
Actual local NFF at No of schools
formula 2021/22 | 2021/22 rates who would have
(including MFG | (with MFG at received more
at 0.5%) 1.72%) | Difference | Difference through this
£'000 £'000 £'000 % approach
Primary £117,703 £117,162 -£541 -0.5% 20/ 60
Secondary £84,513 £84,830 £316 +0.4% 13 /17
All-through £19,334 £19,559 £224 +1.1% 2/2
Total £221,550 £221,550 £0 0% 35/79
7.9 The sub-group will explore the details of this and work through options for

consultation later in the autumn. Determining rates at this stage may be
misleading because we ought to illustrate with the October 2021 pupil numbers
when they are available. The key issue will be that all Lambeth schools are
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very likely to be funded in 2022/23 again at a rate that is higher than the NFF
rates.

8 Local Funding Formula — strategy

8.1 Itwas agreed by Schools Forum in December 2020, following consultation with
all schools in autumn 2020 that the funding strategy would be to align the local
funding formula to the National Funding Formula in the coming years.

8.2  The Schools Forum sub-group has met twice since SF in June 2021 and they
will consider the consultation proposals for setting the 2022/23 local funding
formula, reporting back in December 2021. The group is clear that it wants to
have a steady incremental move from the local funding formula to the national
funding formula.

8.3  No decision has yet been taken on which of the two options to pursue. There
was a sense that Option A felt like the approach that was more consistent with
Schools Forum'’s aspirations, but officers are more of the view that Option B is
a more clearcut approach that recognises Lambeth’s circumstances, with every
school due to receive less over time as the NFF is introduced and that the
incremental approach of Option A is unnecessary and takes many schools
further from the NFF rather than closer to it.

8.4 To meet the expectations of aligning the local formula with the NFF, there are
two broad approaches that can be pursed:

A. Continue to shift the local formula values to get closer to those in the
NFF. For 2021/22, the equivalent of 2% of the value of age-weighted pupil
unit funding in the local formula was shifted into other pupil led factors to
move closer to the NFF. In effect, although it is slightly different in its
methodology, this is the approach that the DfE has proposed in its
consultation paper on the hard NFF (ie minimum and maximum values for
each of the formula factors (including awpus, pupil led factors and the lump
sum), such that each year there is a material shift in the values towards
those in the NFF.

B. Straight to NFF values. Some LAs have taken the view that by setting the
local funding formula values to the NFF rates, schools are protected by the
Minimum Funding Guarantee and that will, over time, get schools to the
NFF.

8.5  For many local authorities the introduction of the National Funding Formula is
bringing real terms additional funding. For those schools in those authorities
the NFF might be more generous to some and less generous to others. In
those circumstances, the move from the local formula to the NFF values is
highly relevant because changes to the local formula will genuinely get schools
closer to what their NFF would otherwise be.

8.6  For Lambeth, however, every single school is being funded more generously
than the NFF. Every school, if the NFF were operating in 2022/23 would receive
transitional protection. By retaining an approach that incrementally changes
the local formula values, we are translating protection funding for all schools
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into higher allocations for some schools, which takes those schools further
away from the NFF, rather than closer.

The option chosen for moving closer to the NFF funding rates will still mean
that schools will be further away from the unprotected NFF. The choice about
the strategy to adopt the NFF rates boils down to whether some schools should
see gains in the local formula (by having a low MFG as per Option A above) or
if all schools should rise together (by having a high MFG as per Option B
above). Many LAs in London have concluded that an Option B approach is the
more appropriate for their schools’ circumstances.

The Schools Block Sub-Group concluded that Option B was their
recommendation to Schools Forum. (At time of writing, 5 of the 7 sub-group
members had agreed with Option B as the recommendation and the other 2
had not yet been able to respond). In recent years, Lambeth has been making
changes to the local formula for fear of a cliff edge change to the NFF that would
be difficult to adapt to. It is clear that transitional protection (ie Minimum
Funding Guarantee) will continue for the foreseeable future. Moving straight to
the NFF values (ie relying on the MFG to get schools slowly aligned with the
ultimate NFF over time) resolves the matter locally once and for all. It would
mean that Schools Forum could focus its attention on other pressing strategic
issues, such as falling rolls and high needs.

Premises factors

Rates allocations will continue to be on the basis of the expected 2022/23 rates bills,
adjusted for any under or over-allocations relating to previous years. The DfE has
indicated that they will be paying NNDR bills nationally and recovering costs from
schools via the ESFA (for academies) and LAs (for maintained schools). The technical
change in the payment mechanism does not change the accounting arrangements:
NNDR funding is provided through the funding formula, schools account for their
NNDR, any ups or downs are adjusted for in the following year’s funding formula.

PFl. There is a PFI Factor of £0.209m in the 2021/22 local formula (relating to a PFI
contract at Lilian Bayliss). The LA intends to retain that factor again for 2022/23,
increasing it by RPIx (retail prices index), consistent with the underlying funding in the
Premises allocation in the Schools Block for 2022/23.

Split site factor is not expected to require any changes for 2022/23, unless there have
been changes to the circumstances of individual schools’ premises.

Minimum Funding Guarantee

The ESFA requires that every school has two guarantees. The first is that every
primary pupil must attract at least £4,265 and each secondary pupil must attract at
least £5,525. These sums are lower than the current age-weighted pupil unit values
in Lambeth, so there is no difficulty in meeting this requirement locally.

The second is that the per pupil allocation for all formula funding, excluding the lump
sum and the rates allocation, must be between 0.5% and 2.0% more than the adjusted
baseline figure for 2021/22.

Overall funding year-on-year looks to be 1.5% more for Lambeth, on a like-for-like
basis. (See table 1). If Schools Forum felt that some changes should be made to the
local funding formula to anticipate movement over time to the hard national funding
formula (Option A), this would point to the need for a low MFG of 0.5% to allow some
room for the changes in the formula to take effect. If Schools Forum felt that we should
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move directly to the NFF values (Option B), the MFG will need to as high as possible
in order to distribute the available funding.

10.4 Schools Forum is invited to consider its views on the level of the MFG for 2022/23, but
it flows from whether Option A or Option B is the approach adopted.

11 Growth Fund.

11.1  Schools Forum agreed principles and amounts on the Growth Fund at its
meeting in January 2021. For 2021/22, there are 4 growing schools all of whose
September 2021, three of whose additional pupil numbers were included in the
mainstream formula submitted in January 2021. Paxton’s, as indicated earlier
were not fully, which is why the Growth Fund has had to correct the omission.

11.2 It was agreed that each new form of entry opened in growing schools would
receive £20k for classroom set-up costs at the start of the new academic year.

11.3 Harris Clapham, which opened in September 2020, is funded for diseconomy
of scale and start-up costs directly by the ESFA, so is not funded from the
Growth Fund.

11.4 Table 3 sets out the expected commitments on Growth Fund for 2021/22 and
2022/23. There is a marked reduction in the costs of growth for 2022/23.

Table 3. Estimated commitments on Growth Fund 2021/22 and 2022/23

Extra forms | Sept 2022
Sept 2021 of entry (2022/23
Extra forms of (2021/22 (2022/23 financial
entry (2021/22 financial academic | year) £000
School Component | academic year) | year) £°000 year)
Paxton Classroom 1 primary (Y5) £40 1 primary £20
start-up 1 primary (Y6) (Y6)
St Leonards Classroom 1 primary (Y5) £20 1 primary £20
start-up (Y6)
Woodmansterne Classroom 2 primary (Y6), £140 2 secondary £40
start-up 2 sec (Y9) (Y10)
3 sec (Y11)
Paxton Correction for £89 £0
omission of 1
fe in 2021/22
APT
Total £289 £80

12 Falling Rolls Fund.

12.1 The Falling Rolls Fund has distributed £0.585m in each of the past two financial years
to those good and outstanding schools whose reception or year 7 pupil numbers are
less than 80% of their Published Admission Number in the previous October census.
Schools are only able to access funding for up to three years and cannot receive any
if they also receive growth funding. This funding provides some support to allow
schools time to reconsider how they can scale back their resources to match the lower
level of funding in subsequent years. For 2021/22, 13 primary and 3 secondary
schools received a share of the £0.585m.

12.2 Falling Rolls continues to be an issue in Lambeth, but the DfE consultation on the
nationalisation of the Falling Rolls Fund looks likely to render many local schools
ineligible. The Schools Forum sub-group has been looking at the current policy and
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they recommend that the Falling Rolls Fund be suspended until there is evidence that
an upturn in pupil numbers is expected in pupil place planning forecasts.

12.3 The sub-group was clear that the local scheme was supporting schools where falling
rolls were not necessarily temporary in nature. They considered a change to the
conditions of the fund to reflect the temporary nature of falling rolls, but it was clear
that few schools would qualify in the current circumstances. Moreover, although there
are tried and tested methodologies for school place planning forecasts, an element of
subjective judgement is necessary and that might lead to disputes.

13 Decisions for the Secretary of State

13.1 The Secretary of State’s permission would need to be sought if there were proposals
to transfer more than 0.5% of the School’s Block to the High Needs Block. This would
need to be the subject of consultation with all schools. In order for there to be an option
to make a decision one way or the other in December 2021, this ought to be included
in the consultation with schools on the 2022/23 schools formula during November
2021.

13.2 The proposal which would be explored is to transfer £0.5m from Schools Block to High
Needs Block. This would be the equivalent of the expected carry forward balance on
the Growth Fund (£86Kk), the reduction in Growth Fund commitments by six yeargroups
in 2022/23 (£120k) and half of the Falling Rolls Fund (£0.294m).

13.3 His permission would also need to be sought if there were operational aspects of the
Minimum Funding Guarantee that needed to be disapplied for individual schools. For
2021/22, dispensation was sought to adjust the MFG for the two all-through schools to
avoid any changes in the relative numbers of primary / secondary pupils to
inadvertently skew their MFG funding either to their benefit or disbenefit. The DfE has
a standard basis for calculating this and officers would expect to pursue this for
Woodmansterne and Dunraven again for 2022/23. Such a submission, however,
would require the consent of both the Schools Forum and the two schools affected.

14 Next Steps

14.1 The Schools Block sub-group will continue to consider the issues relating to
constructing the detailed local funding formula for 2022/23. Once the October
2021 pupil numbers are collated, we will provide illustrations of any proposals /
options that the group believes are relevant. They will then consider the
outcomes from the consultation and shape their recommendations to Schools
Forum for its December 2021 meeting.

14.2 Atthe December 2021 meeting, officers will seek decisions on the key elements
of the funding formula and any other associated issues (eg de-delegation,
approvals for MFG variations etc). This will allow officers to construct final draft
allocations on those principles for the January Schools Forum meeting, in order
to despatch the Authority Proforma Tool (of mainstream local formula
allocations) to the ESFA and to seek formal political approval for school budgets
from Cabinet and Council in February 2022.

15 Recommendations

Schools Forum is invited to
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a) Agree to explore an option of shifting £0.5m from Schools Block to High Needs
Block;

b) Agree to the Schools Block Sub-Group’s recommendation that Option B in
section 8 is the preferred approach for moving incrementally to the National
Funding Formula and to consult all schools on that basis;

c) Agree to the Schools Block Sub-Group’s recommendation to suspend the use
of the Falling Rolls Fund for 2022/23 until there is evidence that an upturn in
pupil numbers is expected in pupil place planning forecasts;

d) Comment on any other aspect of the Schools Block plans and timetable for
2022/23.
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