
 

 
Members of the Schools Forum are invited to the meeting due to be held at 

 
4pm-6pm, Thursday 9th December 2021 

 

Will be held on-line (via Microsoft Teams)  
 

because of government advice on social gatherings relating to COVID-19 (Coronavirus) 
 

 
 

Agenda 

 
Time* Item   
 1.  Welcome & Apologies Chair 

 2.  Membership, Register of Interests and Declaration of Interests Chair 

 3.  Minutes from the Schools Forum meeting held 7th October 2021 

and matters arising  

Chair 

 

 4.  DSG Overview 2021/22 and 2022/23 update David Tully 

 5.  High Needs Block 2021/22 and 2022/23 update Adam Yarnold 

 6.  EY Block 2021/22 update Kathryn Shaw 

 7.  Disapplication of special school MFG 2022-23 – The Michael 
Tippett School 

David Tully 

 8.  Schools Block 2021/22 and 2022/23 update Dominique 
Johnston-Franklin 
and David Tully 

 9.  De-delegation decisions for 2022/23 – Trades Union Facilities and 
Education Functions for Maintained Schools. 

Claire Cobbald / 
Abrilli Philip 

 10.  Any other business Chair 

 11.  Agreed dates of next meetings and location:  
• 13th January 2022 – 4-6pm 
• 17th March 2022 – 4-6pm 
• 23rd June 2022 – 4-6pm 

At present, these meetings will likely be on-line, but Schools 
Forum members will be advised of location, if it is decided that a 
physical meeting is safe and practical. 
 
See outline forward plan of agendas to follow 

Chair 

  



 

Forward Plan for Schools Forum (Academic Year 2021/22) 
Summary 

Item 
7th October 

2021 

9th 
December 

2021 
13th January 

2022 
17th March 

2022 
23rd June 

2022 
Election of Chair / Vice-Chair      
Standing items (membership issues, declaration 
of interests, minutes of last meeting, matters 
arising, AOB etc) 

     

DSG Overview      
Schools Block      
NFF consultation response      
Central School Services Block      
De-delegated services and Education Functions      
Early Years Block      
High Needs Block      
High Needs DfE consultation on national system   either or  
Licenced Deficits      
Scheme for Financing Schools      
Updates on HR issues (eg TTO, Annual Leave)      
Major contracts affecting all schools      
Other issues As appropriate 

  



 

More detail 
 
 
Meeting Agenda item Purpose Lead officer 
13th 
January 
2022 

DSG Overview • Budget monitoring position for the DSG in 2021/22 to date. 
• Summary of proposed budget 2022/23, and the strategy that 

underpins it, for submission to Cabinet then Council, subject to 
Schools Forum comments / decisions. 

David Tully 

 Schools Block • Confirmation of how the formula agreed at the previous meeting 
would look.  Final opportunity for Schools Forum to comment before 
submission to ESFA of the APT. 

• Comments from Schools Forum on the formula, but decisions on 
falling rolls and growth fund. 

David Tully / Dominique 
Johnson-Franklin 

 High Needs  • Budget monitoring position for the DSG in 2021/22 to date. 
• Proposed High Needs budget and funding rates for 2022/23. 
• Comments from Schools Forum on the proposals. 

Adam Yarnold 

 Early Years • Budget monitoring position for 2021/22 to date 
• Proposed Early Years budget and funding rates for 2022/23. 
• Comments from Schools Forum on the formula, but decisions on the 

amount retained for central services. 

Kathryn Shaw 

 Central School 
Services Block. 

• A paper identifying what setting out what the Central School Services 
Block would pay for in 2022/23, getting agreement from Schools 
Forum as appropriate. 

Dominique Johnson-Franklin 

 High Needs 
consultation 

• Set out the DfE’s consultation proposals for future High Needs 
Funding arrangements.   

• Timing of this is uncertain.  Subject to timings for Schools Forum 
meetings and deadlines for response, this matter may be considered 
by a sub-group (with a high needs focus) for either preparing a 
response to submit to ESFA / DfE or to recommend a response to 
Schools Forum to submit. 

Adam Yarnold  

 
  



 

Meeting Agenda item Purpose Lead officer 
17th 
March 
2022 

DSG Overview • Budget monitoring position for the DSG in 2021/22 to date. 
• Confirmation of decisions of Council about the Schools Budget for 

2022/23. 

David Tully 

 Schools Block • Confirmation of the final APT submission for 2022/23, including any 
final technical adjustments to comply with the regulations. 

David Tully / Dominique 
Johnson-Franklin 

 High Needs  • Budget monitoring position for the DSG in 2021/22 to date. 
• Proposed High Needs budget and funding rates for 2022/23. 
• Comments from Schools Forum on the proposals. 

Adam Yarnold 

 Early Years • Budget monitoring position for 2021/22 to date 
• Proposed Early Years budget and funding rates for 2022/23. 
• Comments from Schools Forum on the formula, but decisions on the 

amount retained for central services. 

Kathryn Shaw 

 Major contracts 
affecting all 
schools 

• The LA is supposed to let Schools Forum see the details of any 
major contracts it lets that affect a large proportion of schools. 

• It may be worth taking the opportunity to set out what the Lambeth 
School Services has delivered for schools over the previous year and 
what changes are being made for 2022/23? 

Colm Doyle /  

 High Needs 
consultation 

• Set out the DfE’s consultation proposals for future High Needs 
Funding arrangements.   

• Timing of this is uncertain.  Subject to timings for Schools Forum 
meetings and deadlines for response, this matter may be considered 
by a sub-group (with a high needs focus) for either preparing a 
response to submit to ESFA / DfE or to recommend a response to 
Schools Forum to submit. 

Adam Yarnold  

 
  



 

Meeting Agenda item Purpose Lead officer 
23rd June 
2022 

DSG Overview • Report on outturn for DSG overall 2021/22 (comparison with final 
forecast in March 2022) 

• Report on individual schools outturn (surpluses / deficits / trends) 
• Identify overview position for the DSG in 2022/23 and any high level 

indications for future years. 
 

David Tully 

 Early Years • Report on outturn for Early Years in 2021/22 
• Explain the arrangements for 2022/23 
• Update on any issues affecting Early Years funding / providers 

Kathryn Shaw 

 Schools Block • Confirm the outturn position for 2021/22  
• Report on any other developments that might affect 2023/24 (or later) 

Schools Block budget setting (but unlikely to emerge until  the 
summer) 

Dominique Johnson-Franklin 

 High Needs • Report on outturn for High Needs in 2021/22 
• Identify the emerging position for 2022/23, linked to activity 
• Explain any strategies being pursued or work that needs to be done 

Adam Yarnold 

 HR Update • If necessary Claire Cobbald 
 Election of Chair 

/ Vice-Chair 
• Election of chair and vice-chair for start of the new academic year. 

 
Abrilli Philip 
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LONDON BOROUGH OF LAMBETH 
 
SCHOOLS FORUM 

 
 
Draft minutes of the meeting of the Schools Forum held remotely due to Covid-19 
lockdown measures being in place on Thursday 7th October  2021 at 4:00pm – 
6.00pm  
 
 
 
School Forum Members: 
 

Schools:  Present, Apologies, 
Absent 

Schools:  Present, 
Apologies, 
Absent 

Chris Ashley–Jones (CAJ) 
Hitherfield  

Present Joanna Tarrant (JT) 
Elm Court 

Apologies 

Nick Butler  (NB)  
St. Gabriel’s College 

Present Ray Smith (RS)   Pre-
School Alliance 

Absent 

Alison Moller  (AM)    
Julian’s Primary School 
(Chair) 

Present Maksud Gangat (MG)  
Orchard Primary  

Present 

Melinda Miah (MM)  
Lambeth Nursery Schools’ 
Federation – Rep  

Present Coral Hayes 
Ruskin House School  

Present 

David Boyle (DB)  
Dunraven Educational Trust 

Apologies Kate Atkins (KA)      Great 
North Wood Education Trust  

Apologies 

Mark Jordan (MJ) 
(PCA) 

Apologies Michael Holland (MH) 
Sunnyhill Primary 

Apologies 

Humaira Saleem (HS) 
Iqra 

Present Carena Hall (CH) 
Immanuel & St Andrews CE 
Primary 

Present 

Andrew Chaplin (AC) Walnut 
Tree Walk Primary School 
(Vice-Chair)   

Apologies Gay Wenban-Smith (GWS) 
Henry Cavendish Primary 
School  

Present 

Chris Toye (CT) 
Wyvern Federation 

Apologies Eleanor Donegan (ED)  
Woodmansterne School 

Present 

Jayne Mitchell (JM)   
St. Andrew’s Primary 

Present Linda Collins (LC) 
Crown Lane Primary School 

Present 
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Officers:   Present, Apologies, 
Absent 

Observers:  Present, 
Apologies, 
Absent 

Abrilli Phillip (AP)  Director – 
ELS 

Present Sara Tomlinson (ST) 
NUT/NEU 

Present 

Kathryn Shaw (KS) School 
Quality Improvement Lead 

Present Christine Golding (CG) 
GMB Union 

Present 

Bunmi Idowu  (BI)  Early 
Years 

Present Vinay Gupta (VG)  St. 
Gabriel’s College 

Present 

Dominique Johnston- (DJF) 
Franklin - Finance 

Absent Ryan Foster (RF)  
NASUWT Union 

Absent 

Rachel Harrison (RH) - 
Assistant Director Children’s 
Finance 

Absent Brian Hazell (BH)  
NAHT Union 

Apologies 

David Tully (DT) - Finance Present Lorna Burg (LB) 
Henry Cavendish 

Present 

Cllr Edward Davies Absent Bianca Morris (BM) Present 

Cllr Jackie Dyer Absent Christopher Gyton (CG) Present 

Claire Cobbold (CC) – HR Apologies Peter Compton (PC) – 
Governor Services 

Present 

Adam Yarnold (AY) -         
Lead, Special Education 
Needs & Disability 

Present Dorte Newman (DN) Absent 

Merlin Joseph (MJ) -     
Strategic Director of 
Children's Services 

Apologies Stella Carefull (SC) Absent 

Jo Sullivan-Lyons (JSL) -  
Assistant Director Education 
Strategy, Access and 
Inclusion 

Present Lynda Poole (LP) - 
Schools & Educational 
Improvement Adviser 

Present 

    

  
 
SF Clerk:  Maria Gabrielczyk (MGab)  mgabrielczyk@lambeth.gov.uk 
 
 

 

 

mailto:mgabrielczyk@lambeth.gov.uk
mailto:mgabrielczyk@lambeth.gov.uk
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MINUTES 
 

1. Welcome & Apologies 

AM welcomed everyone to the meeting and confirmed it was quorate. 
A warm welcome was extended to Melanie Miah, who was standing in for Rachel 
Hedley.   
Apologies were received and accepted from: Merlin Joseph, David Boyle, Kate Atkins, 
Christopher Toye, Mark Jordan, Brian Hazell, Joanna Tarrant, Andrew Chaplin, 
Michael Holland. 
 

2. Membership and Register of Interests and Declaration of Business Interests 
MGab will send out the Declaration of Business Interest forms to SF Members to be 
completed.  ACTION:  MGab 
There is still a Secondary Community vacancy.  

 
3. Minutes from the Schools Forum meeting held on 24th June 2021 and matters 

arising 
The minutes were agreed as a true and accurate record of the meeting and signed off 
by the Chair. 
Matters arising 
There were no matters arising and all actions were completed or are part of the items 
within this meeting.   

• The Sub-Group was actioned. 
•   P7 – SEND strategy will be covered in this meeting by AY.   
• P8 – The additional hours were highlighted and are in the HR Letter.  CC added 

it to the papers. 
 

4. DSG Overview 2021/22 and 2022/2023 - Update  
DT informed that the paper was for information only.  It provides an overview and an 
update on 2021/2022 and 2022/23 since the June 2021 meeting. 
There was an update to the DSG as it was losing £144K from the HNB due to the 
import-export adjustment.  This has contributed to the worsening of the forecast for 
2021/2022, which has increased by £228K. The other material difference has been an 
adjustment to the growth fund for Paxton, this was the funding that was earmarked 
from last year.   
 
Overall the forecast is £2.7m in deficit in the HNB to DSG in 2022/23.  There has been 
a minimum national increase for the third year in a row.  The HNB stepped increase is 
£4.7m additional funding.   
The deficit in the HNB has to be recovered.  It is a 9.2% increase in the HNB and a 
5.5% increase in the CSC block.  There is no news of further funding in the EY block.  
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There is more money, but it is ultimately schools block driven on the number of pupils 
on roll at today’s census.  This is the picture of this year’s DSG.   
Q.  This is the third year of increase in the HNB.  Is there any indication about next 
year? 
A.  No.  There is a 3 year plan set and there will be a review of finances, which will be 
announced.  The SEN outcome has been delayed for the third time.  There have been 
8 SEN specialist staff posts advertised, highlighting areas of additional capacity.  The 
SEN review will feed into the funding decisions. 
 
Schools Forum Members noted the content of the paper.    
 

5. EY Block 2021/2022 - Update 
KS reported that the paper was for information only on whether the Autumn or January 
headcount will be used.  The final position of the EY block is awaited, but due to Covid-
19 the decision will be made in November so there will be a full update in the December 
SF meeting. 
For 2020/21 the DfE are using a split of 9/12 allocated on the January 2020 census 
and 3/12 on the January 2021 census.  The ESFA will clawback any over funding of 
non-participation allocation based on 9/12th of the January 2020 census of and 3/12th 
of the January 2021 census.  The uncertainty in numbers is due to Covid-19 and the 
census position is being reviewed whether or not to submit on a termly basis. 
The anticipated allocation will be £26m.  Table 3 shows the breakdown of the 
provisional EY and DSG figures. 
KS stated that there were continued risks with pupil numbers falling.  The 2year olds 
are stable, but the 3-4year olds are falling and this could have an adverse effect on the 
DSG allocation.  There is no contingency set aside. 
BI added that the numbers for 2year olds have been stable, but for the 3year olds there 
has been a decline over the last 3 years.  BI has spoken to 100 providers, who have 
stated that parents are keeping their children at home.  The DfE are doing a general 
monthly survey to gauge the situation for the Autumn and Spring terms.  There will be 
additional information in the December SF meeting. 
Schools Forum Members noted the content of the paper. 
 

6. National Funding Formula – Response to DfE Consultation July 2021 
The paper is for information.  DT informed that the Sub-Group met, as the deadline 
was in-between the last SF meeting and the current one.  The outcome is in Appendix 
2 attached to this report.  The government is closer to a hard NFF and it is likely to 
happen sooner rather than later. 
The key areas of concern are around premises growth and the falling rolls. 
Q.  How will the national approach apply to every school fairly? 
A.  Every LA is in different circumstances.  Every school in Lambeth will receive less 
in the NFF. 
 
The consultation paper invited maintained schools to comment on moving to an 
academic year funding basis.  The Sub-Group were attracted to the idea, mainly 
because of the current situation of falling rolls.  If the numbers on roll are lower in 
October, then schools will currently see their budgets reduced in April.  If it was on an 
academic year, then it would be seen the following September. 
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The overall message is that LAs are getting closer to a hard NFF. 
This was an information item, as the response has been submitted, but Schools Forum 
endorsed the contents. 
 

7. Schools Block 2021/22 and 2022/23 update 
DT informed that the funding settlement, even with increases in Lambeth, the NFF 
does not favour London (Lambeth). 
The reduction in costs is offset against premises.  The expansions that were done in 
the past are now ending, meaning that there is a reduction in the cost of expansions.   
The LA has to consult with all schools regarding the particular formula to be used in 
the next financial year. 
In the last few years money has not been transferred from the school’s block to the 
HNB.  SF members need to consider this issue over the next couple of months; there 
has been no decision and no recommendation as yet.  The HNB has not been in such 
a deficit, that it is currently in.  SF members need to explore with stakeholders the 
options of getting the HNB back to balance.  A suggestion may be to transfer the 
funding from the Schools Block to the HNB.  In order for this to be an option the LA 
has to have consulted with schools.  A consultation proposal did not mean that it was 
definitely going to happen; feedback from schools and sub-groups would help Schools 
Forum take a decision on this at the next meeting. 
DT recommended that SF members agree to explore this option so concerns can be 
discussed. 
It was also suggested that SF members adopt the approach to move slowly to the NFF.  
It is the direction of travel with a minimum funding guarantee set to protect schools 
leaving a gradual move to the NFF.  All schools in Lambeth would get less money.  
The approach was adopted last year and some schools got more money at a cost to 
others.  Every school should be protected until the NFF comes in.  SF members agreed 
that a minimum funding guarantee offers some protection. 
There has been a review of the falling rolls fund, and from a review it is clear from the 
DfE consultation paper that the approach Lambeth have been adopting was generous.  
Lambeth looked at schools which were less than 80% PAN and if they were good or 
outstanding Lambeth provided them with extra funding.  The DfE stated that only in 
circumstances where genuine and realistic pupil numbers are being restored that the 
falling rolls fund should apply. 
Lambeth numbers are not likely to rise in the next 3 years and the current policy is not 
sustainable, unless the demographics change.  The working group advised to suspend 
the use of falling rolls fund until pupil numbers increase. 
Q.  What will happen to the money that would go to the falling rolls fund? 
A.  The funding is still in the schools’ block and is available for distribution.  If it is not 
being transferred from the schools’ block to the HNB then it would be distributed. 
Q.  Is it difficult to unsuspend the money and reverse the decision? 
A.  The £558K is currently at local discretion on how the SF wishes to use it.  It will be 
a while before there is an upturn in pupil numbers.   
 
After a brief discussion it was agreed that suspension was better than removal, 
because if in time pupil numbers go up then Lambeth may need to bring the money 
back into play.  Whilst it was agreed that it is a hard decision, it is more favourable in 
the difficult financial circumstances that Lambeth schools find themselves in. 
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SF Members noted the following recommendations: 
SF Members:  
a) Agreed to explore an option of shifting £0.5m from Schools Block to High 
Needs Block. 
b) Agreed 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) Agreed 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) Commented on any other aspect of the Schools Block plans and timetable for 
2022/23. 
 

8. High Needs Block 2021/22 and 2022/23 update 
The HNB position has largely remained the same.  There is a forecast £1.2m 
overspend, in additionto the planned £0.8m.  The risk is that the position may worsen 
due to continued growth in EHCP numbers. 
AY confirmed that there has been a £4.7m increase in the indicative HN DSG for 
2022/23.  The HNB was to be in balance by 2022/2023, but figures need to be 
mitigated to bring them in line.  The Sub-Group needs to look at the recommendations 
made by the DfE.  The Sub-Group needs to see how the HNB balance can be brought 
back into budget. 
There has been a national trend in the rise in EHCP.  There has been an increase in 
referrals which may have been delayed due to Covid-19.  There are a lot more parental 
requests, and the correct evidence not being received from schools, which may also 
give a better picture of why there are higher EHCP. 
Lambeth have a robust panel process with tighter controls on agreeing EHCP making 
it a cost effective provision. 
Q.  Early interventions – how do you invest in that area? 
A.  If interventions are put in early they may avoid the need for an EHCP and avoid 
additional costs. 
Q.  Top up rates have been increased over the past years, will they be frozen? 
A.  The sub-group will look at that.   
 
There is partner funding from social care and health.  Each has a very stretched 
overspent budget, but the team are working with CCG.  There is a tri-partite panel, and 
the funding is shared equally between residential schools, health care and education. 
There are more complex younger pupils in Livity with a high level of adult support.  The 
numbers there are increasing.  
The  Panel has set up community and school nurses who will identify pupils on how 
additional support can be provided for schools in order to decrease the pressures on 
education. 
 
Q.  In point 3.8 there is the issue of £80K CENMAC unpaid bills.  We were guaranteed 
this was no longer the issue and yet it is mentioned again.   
A.  This is what was left over from the previous bill.  This year’s budget has been 
accounted for.  
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Q.  In EY there are more complex needs coming through.  Is there a drop in numbers 
in EY?  What is the percentage of SEN in Reception and Yr1? 
A.  Not in terms of needs.  The latest figures for EY show ASD and complex needs.  
Although there are falling roll, but there is a continued increase in SEN that is identified 
early. 
Q.  Is there any progress on reducing the out of borough provision which is expensive? 
A.  Out of borough provision is not expensive, as the nearest school is in another 
borough.  What is expensive is the independent provision.  It was reduced year on 
year to 6% and it went to the independent setting and is now under 3%.  There increase 
in the number of EHCP is where the pressure is.  The banding is on an equal level with 
that of out of borough schools. 
Q.  The Michael Tippett School is struggling with its budget. 
A.  The school is receiving extensive support with its budgetary position.  There is a 
proposal to the Governors to support it.  The school needs to operate within the agreed 
banding. 
 
The out of borough provision is for pupils who have very specialised and complex 
needs.  Certain localities have schools for very special needs.  Although there are 
falling pupil numbers, but there are high numbers in EY.  The identification has 
improved in EY, but the complexity of needs is tricky to address.  There are small 
numbers of very complex needs, but they are very expensive.  The pressure is in the 
number of EHCP, which is the biggest expenditure in the top ups for the EHCP. 
 
Q.  There are some special provisions in Lambeth, but parents preferred to go out of 
borough.  Has that been addressed? Eg. Hearing impaired unit? 
A.  All specialist schools are full to capacity.  The hearing impaired resource is an issue 
as it is a provision for a small number of pupils – 5 pupils at most.  Some of the pupils 
have more complex needs and so out of borough schools are more suitable.  There is 
the Hearing Impaired Support Service who are able to assist on whether the school is 
appropriate and can meet the needs of the pupil.  Only appropriate provision is done 
and all due diligence is carried out.  Pupils are sent to mainstream schools where 
adaptations are made.  Hearing and visual impairment pupils need more support and 
a specialist provision, so that would go out of borough.  Since 2017 some provisions 
have been brough into borough. 
Q.  There has been an increase of 359 in EHCP issued in 2020.  What is the typical 
number that you were seeing before? 
A.  It is an increase in referrals and not EHCP.  In a normal year it is between 250-300.  
The September requests will be picked up in January due to the assessment process. 
 
SF Members:  
a) Noted the High Needs Budget position for 2021/22 and 2022/23 

b) Agreed that the High Needs Funding Sub-Group has a remit of assisting the 
LA in identifying measures to bring the High Needs DSG back to balance and reporting 
back to the next Schools Forum meeting. 
 

9. Licenced Deficits for maintained schools 
DT informed the paper was for information only and the context related to how the LA 
was supporting the financial difficulties within maintained schools.  A letter has gone 
out to those schools from Abrilli.   
Table 1 shows the responses.  There are 28 schools with balanced budgets, 14 with 
reasonable financial possibilities.  There are concerns about large surpluses in 3 
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schools.  6 schools have supported recovery proposals, another 6 have surpluses but 
need to be reassured about the future and 13 schools need further work.   
The SF needs assurance from the maintained schools about their approach to tack the 
deficit budgets.  The schools are seeking licence deficits as they cannot balance their 
budget for 2021/2022 and they will take the matter to Cabinet with their plans.  There 
are 17 schools that will be going to Cabinet. 
In 2021/2021 the LA was supporting and challenging schools on their resource 
management. 
Schools Forum Members noted the content of the paper. 
 

10. AOB 
• Clarity was sought on KA position, as GNWET has joined DET.  CAJ 

informed that KA can attend meetings as an observer, but only one member 
of DET is eligible to vote. 

• There is still a Secondary Academy vacancy. 
 
11. Future Meeting Dates 

The following meeting dates were agreed for the next academic year: 

• Thursday 9th December 2021 – 4-6pm 
• Thursday 13th January 2022 – 4-6pm 
• Thursday 17th March 2022 – 4-6pm 
• Thursday 23rd June 2022 – 4-6pm 

 
At present, these meetings will be on-line, but Schools Forum Members will be 
advised of location, if it is decided that a physical meeting is safe and practical. 
 
There being no further business to discuss, the Chair closed the meeting at 5.25pm. 

 
 

Signed: __________________________   Date: _____________________ 

Alison Moller 
Chair of the School Forum 
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Agenda Item 4 

Title:    Dedicated Schools Grant Overview  

Date:  9th December 2021 

Report to: Schools Forum 

Report for:   Information  x  Decision     Consultation      Action   

Author:  David Tully 

 
 
1 Background 
 
1.1 This report provides an update on the DSG for 2021/22 and 2022/23. 
 
2 DSG 2021/22 
 
2.1 The ESFA refreshed the 2021/22 DSG to take account of high needs changes.  The differences 

are explained in Table 1 below.   
 

Table 1:  Changes to the previously reported DSG 2021/22 

Block 

DSG 2021/22 
(At June 2021 

SF) 
 £’000 

DSG 2021/22 
(Updated July 

2021) 
£’000 

Difference 
£’000 

Comment 
Schools Block £222,315 £222,315 £0 No change 
Central School 
Services Block 

£1,181 £1,181 £0 No change 

Early Years Block £28,092 £28,119 +£27 Only change is £27k additional income, 
being the difference between the 
estimated and actual adjustment for 
2020/21.   

High Needs Block £51,381 £51,309 -£72 A further change to the adjustment for 
import-export. 

Total £302,969 £302,924 -£45  
 
2.2 There is an anticipated reduction in the Early Years Block, but it will be based on 5/12ths May 

2021 census, 4/12ths October 2021 census and 3/12ths January 2021 census.   
 
2.3 Table 2 sets out the current summary forecast position for each block for 2021/22.  

Explanations about the position in each of the four blocks and the associated risks then follow. 
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Table 2:  Summary forecast spend against funding by DSG block 2021/22 (Period 8) 

Service Group 

Brought 
forward 
funding 

£’000 

Latest 
DSG (18th 
Nov 2021) 

2021-22 
£’000 

Forecast net 
expenditure 

2021-22 
(Period 08) 

£’000 

Forecast 
Variance 
2021-22 
(Period 

08) 
£’000 

Previous 
Variance 

Oct SF  
£’000 

Movement 
in 

variance 
£’000 

Schools Block (195) (222,315) 222,424 (86) (86) 0 
Central School Services 
Block  

0 (1,181) 1,181 0 0 0 

Early Years Block* 0 (28,119) 28,119 0 0 0 
High Needs Block (782) (51,309) 55,272 3,181 1,221 1,960 
De-delegated budgets (169) 0 100 (69) (69) 0 
Allocated in advance 1,619 0 0 1,619 1,619 0 
DSG overall funding 473 (302,924) 307,096 4,645 2,685 +1,960 

 
2.4 Schools Block.  There is no movement on the Schools Block forecast since October’s report.  

The adverse £86k variance is attributable to a necessary correction to the growth allocation 
for Paxton which had not been calculated appropriately when the APT was submitted in 
January 2021. 

 
2.5 Central School Services Block.  There is no expected variance in this block.  
 
2.6 Early Years Block.  Spending in the Early Years Block is expected to mirror the funding 

received.  Funding rates per hour have been set to allocate all available funding, after taking 
account of the SEN Inclusion Fund and the amount permissible for the central team and the 
contribution to Children’s Centres.  For 2021/22, the Early Years DSG is based on participation 
at 5/12ths summer 2021, 4/12ths autumn 2021 and 3/12th spring 2022 levels.  The separate 
report on this agenda considers the latest position on the Early Years Block. 

 
2.7 High Needs Block.  While it is the medium term financial strategy to incur a short-term deficit 

in the high needs block the deficit has grown by £3.2m more than planned.  There is a report 
elsewhere on this agenda which explains the details behind this.  

 
2.8 Place funding accounts for £0.5m of the pressure, meaning that the recent technical 

adjustments to the High Needs DSG has removed any spare capacity for allocating more places 
to specialist providers within budget approvals.   

 
2.9 Top-up funding accounts for £2.4m of the pressure.  Numbers and costs of EHCPs continue to 

grow beyond the expected 25 per month, with 150 leavers in the summer.  The projection is 
based on the commitment of costs agreed at SEND Panel.  Activity sheets are consistent with 
SEND panel decisions up to the end of September 2021, with standard forecasts of 30 new 
cases per month being used for expected activity to the end of the year. 

 
2.10 £0.3m pressure relates to other High Needs activities (ie specialist equipment and CENMAC).   
 
2.11 There is a further report elsewhere on this agenda which explains how it could increase by a 

further £1.1m if a technical adjustment to the Minimum Funding Guarantee for The Michael 
Tippett School were to be agreed by the Secretary of State.  That further £1.1m would be 
consideration for the school agreeing to forego £0.6m Minimum Funding Guarantee every 
year, so the net benefit over time should be felt by the High Needs budget. 
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2.12 De-Delegated Budgets.  The Vulnerable Schools Fund is no longer being topped-up with DSG 
funding.  £0.169m was brought forward from 2020/21 and it is estimated that £0.100m will 
be drawn down during 2021/22.  The remaining £0.069m would then be carried forward into 
2022/23.   

 
2.13 Overall.  The DSG brought forward a deficit balance of £0.473m into 2021/22, and is expected 

to carry forward a larger deficit balance of £4.645m into 2022/23, on the basis of the 
assumptions in this report.  This would rise by a further £1.062m if the proposed technical 
adjustment at Michael Tippett School were to be agreed by the Secretary of State. 

  
3 DSG 2022/23  
 
3.1 For 2022/23, the ESFA has announced key information about the DSG for schools, central 

services and high needs that will allow Lambeth to plan appropriately with Schools Forum over 
the autumn term. The indicative settlement feels very similar to those for 2020/21 and 
2021/22, where Lambeth received one of the lowest increases nationally in the Schools Block, 
but benefitted from a stepped increase in the High Needs Block. 

 
3.2 The information below about the Schools Block, High Needs Block and Central School Services 

Block was provided at the previous meeting and there is no national update on that.  There 
has been, however, a more recent announcement about the Early Years Block.  

 
3.3 Key points to emerge from these announcements are: 
 

• Schools Block for Lambeth will benefit from 1.5% per pupil increase after taking account of 
2.08% more for the school based National Funding Formula allocation, offset by lower 
amounts in the premises and growth factors.  When looking at the Schools Block overall, 
Lambeth is shown as the 6th lowest increase nationally and those 6 LAs are all London 
Boroughs..  More details about the implications for the local mainstream funding formula are 
in a separate report elsewhere on this agenda. 

• High Needs Block due to increase by (£4.7m) 9.2% compared to the latest HN DSG for 
2021/22. The medium-term strategy was to incur a short-term deficit in 2021/22 to be 
recovered using the stepped increase in 2022/23.  The stepped increase has been confirmed.  
The task is now to get back to balance.  More details on the implications of this are in the 
separate High Needs report elsewhere on the agenda. 

• Central School Service Block will rise by 5.56% from £1.181m to £1.247m; a welcome 
increase, but a very small block.  Other LAs will continue to see a reduction of their historic 
responsibilities funding (by 20%), but Lambeth never had any. 

• Early Years Block.  Funding for 2 year olds will rise from £6.66 per hour to £6.87 (3.2%) in 
Lambeth.  Funding for 3 & 4 Year olds will again stay at £7.32 per hour because the Early Years 
National Funding formula would only give Lambeth £6.62, so transitional funding of 70p (11%) 
is being provided.  Lambeth Early Years settings are unlikely to see a material increase in the 
funding rate for many years, until the EYNFF exceeds the £7.32 that Lambeth currently 
receives.  There is a separate report on the Early Years position elsewhere on this agenda. 

 
3.4 Table 3 identifies the emerging shape of the DSG for 2022/23, recognising that funding will be 

driven by actual numbers in the October 2021 pupil census. (These figures include, at this 
stage, amounts that will be recouped by the ESFA). 
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Table 3:  Indicative DSG funding for 2022/23, using 2021/22 pupil numbers. 

Block 

DSG 
2021/22 

£’000 

Indicative 
DSG 

2022/23 
£’000 

Difference 
£’000 

Comment 
Schools Block £222,315 £225,760 £3,445 Equivalent to 2% per pupil, less 

expected £0.4m on the Growth 
Fund.  Will change when October 
2021 pupil numbers are known. 

Central School 
Services Block 

£1,181 £1,247 £66 5.6% increase through application 
of formulaic changes by ESFA, but 
sums very small. 

Early Years 
Block 

£28,092 £28,092 £0 No high level EY DSG update, but 
funding for 2YOs to increase from 
£6.66 to £6.87 per hour. No change 
for 3&4YOs from £7.32 per hour. 

High Needs 
Block 

£51,381 £56,072 £4,691 9.1% increase, but much of this will 
need to pay for current underlying 
spending and to repay short-term 
deficit. 

Total £302,969 £311,171 £8,202  
 
3.5 Appendices 1 and 2 set out the decision points that Schools Forum will be asked to make later 

in the budget setting cycle, as well as the timetable for budget setting from the DfE’s 
perspective. 

 
4 Recommendations. 
 
4.1 This is an information item and Schools Forum is invited to note and comment on the 

contents. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Extract from DfE Operational Guidance for Pre-16 funding 2022/23 
(Annex 3:  Schools Forum Approvals for Centrally Held Funding) 
 
Schools forum approval is not required (although they should be consulted)  

• high needs block provision  
• central licences negotiated by the Secretary of State  
• funding of brought forward deficits  

 
Schools forum approval is required on a line-by-line basis  

• funding to enable all schools to meet the infant class size requirement  
• back pay for equal pay claims  
• remission of boarding fees at maintained schools and academies  
• places in independent schools for non-SEN pupils  
• admissions  
• servicing of schools forum  
• contribution to responsibilities that local authorities hold for all schools  
• contribution to responsibilities that local authorities hold for maintained schools 

(voted on by relevant maintained school members of the forum only)  
• de-delegated services from the schools block (voted on by the relevant 

maintained school members of the forum only)  
 
Schools forum approval is required  

• central early years block provision  
• any movement of funding out of the schools block  

 
Schools forum approval is required on a line-by-line basis – the budget cannot 
exceed the value agreed in the previous funding period, and no new 
commitments can be entered into  

• capital expenditure funded from revenue  
• projects must have been planned and decided on prior to April 2013; no new 

projects can be charged  
• details of the remaining costs should be presented  
• contribution to combined budgets  
• where the schools forum agreed prior to April 2013 a contribution from the 

schools budget to services which would otherwise be funded from other sources  
• existing termination of employment costs  
• costs for specific individuals must have been approved prior to April 2013; no 

new redundancy costs can be charged  
• prudential borrowing costs  
• the commitment must have been approved prior to April 2013  
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• details of the remaining costs should be presented  
• SEN transport where the schools forum agreed prior to April 2013 a contribution 

from the schools budget (this is now treated as part of the high needs block but 
still requires schools forum approval as a historic commitment)  

 
Schools forum approval is required on a line-by-line basis, including approval 
of the criteria for allocating funds to schools  

• funding for significant pre-16 pupil growth, including new schools set up to meet 
basic need, whether maintained or academy  

• funding for good or outstanding schools with falling rolls where growth in pupil 
numbers is expected within three years  
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Appendix 2 

Extract from DfE Operational Guidance for Pre-16 funding 2022/23  
(Timetable) 
 

Local authority activity  
7 October 2021 

• School census day  

11 October 2021 
• Deadline for submitting disapplication requests (for response by 

December) for:  
• MFG exclusions  
• exceptional circumstances  
• sparsity factors  
• lump sum variations for amalgamating schools pupil number 

reductions  

Mid-November 2021  
• Closing date for submission of the 2022 to 2023 high needs place 

change workbooks  

19 November 2021  
• Deadline for submitting disapplication requests (for response by 

the APT deadline) for:  
• MFG exclusions  
• exceptional circumstances  
• sparsity factors  
• lump sum variations for amalgamating schools  
• pupil number reductions  

• Deadline for submitting disapplication requests if the local 
authority wishes to move more than 0.5% of the schools block  
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• A request must also be submitted if the schools forum has 
turned down a proposal from the local authority to move 
funding out of the schools block, but the local authority wishes 
to proceed with the transfer—the department aims to issue 
decisions before the APT deadline  

November 2021  
• School census database closed  
• Check and validate school census  

Mid-January 2022  
• Schools forum consultation and political approval required for 

final 2022 to 2023 funding formula  
• 16 January schools block disapplication submission amendment 

date  

21 January 2022  
• Deadline for submission of final 2022 to 2023 APT to ESFA  

28 February 2022  
• Deadline for confirmation of schools budget shares to 

mainstream maintained schools 

DfE or ESFA activity  
July to September 2021  

• NFF arrangements for 2022 to 2023 for schools, central school 
services and high needs published (illustrative allocations, PUFs, 
SUFs, policy document, technical notes)  

• Operational guidance published setting out arrangements for 5 
to 16 mainstream schools implementation for 2022 to 2023 

• High needs funding operational guide for 2022 to 2023 published  
• Further information to illustrate 2022 to 2023 growth funding 

allocations has been provided to local authorities  
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October to November 2021  
• Publish 2022 to 2023 high needs place change notification: 

technical note.  
• Check and validate school census  
• We have issued an early modelling version of the APT to help 

decision making  

December 2021  
• Final APT issued to local authorities, containing October 2021 

census-based pupil data and factors  
• Publication of 2022 to 2023 DSG schools block (prior to 

academies recoupment), central school services block, initial 
early years block allocations and updated high needs block 
allocations for 2022 to 2023 

By 31 March 2022 
• Confirmation of 2022 to 2023 general annual grant for 

academies open by 9 January 2022 
• 2022 to 2023 allocation statements issued to post-16 

institutions, academies, and non-maintained special schools 
• Publication of 2022 to 2023 high needs place numbers at 

institution level  

April 2022  
• First DSG payments to local authorities based on 2022 to 2023 

allocations,including academies recoupment (DSG allocations 
updated termly for in-year academy conversions), FE high needs 
place funding deductions, and other adjustments  

Summer 2022  
• Early years block updated for January 2022 early years pupil 

numbers  
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Summer 2023  
• Early years block updated for January 2023 early years pupil 

numbers (pro rata seven twelfths, as this relates only to the 
period September 2021 to March 2022) 
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Agenda Item 5 

Title:    High Needs Block 2021/22 update 

Date:  9th December 2021 

Report to: Schools Forum 

Report for:   Information x  Decision    Consultation       Action   

Authors: David Tully, Adam Yarnold 

 
 
1. Purpose of this report. 
 

1.1 This report provides some service context and explains the overall High Needs Block forecast 
for 2021/22 and beyond.  
 

2. Key Service Issues and Pressures 
 

  
2.1 The SEND Strategy Vision 2021-24 says:  

  
We believe that all children and young people with a special education need and/or disability 
and all those who are vulnerable learners due to their life circumstance, have the right to a 
fulfilling adulthood. A life with equality of access to opportunities that improves life chances 
and empowers them to be the best they can be.   
  

2.2 Number of EHCPs by age group – 2021.  Following the England trend, the number of 
Lambeth residents with an EHCP has increased from 2,566 in 2020 to 2,741 in 2021. This 
represents 3.04% of 0-24 year old residents having an EHCP, 0.46% points above the England 
average  

  
2.3 Increasing numbers of EHCPs - The biggest impact for Lambeth being the 75% increase in 

statutory assessments leading to Education, Health and Care Plans since 2014.   
  

2.4 This increase was driven by the 359 new EHCPs were issued over 2020, 0.40% of all 0-24 
residents. The number of young people with an EHCP rose in every age group.  

  
2.5 Provision for EHCP pupils – 2021  The percentage of EHCP pupils in resource bases or SEN 

units in mainstream schools rose 0.7% points to 8.2% in 2021, ranking in the top quartile of 
local authorities in England.   

  
2.6 The percentage of EHCP pupils in independent or non-maintained schools continues to fall, 

down to 3.7% in 2021, 2.4% points below the England average.  
  

2.7 Factors driving EHCP demand include:  
• Increase in accuracy of diagnosis and earlier identification of SEND.  
• Advances in paediatric care for babies and children with complex conditions.  
• Introduction of the extended age range in the Children and Families Act 2014. 0-25  
• The financial pressures faced by schools may be leading them to apply for EHCPs more 

readily than previously.   
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• Reduction in early intervention services (in local authorities, schools, and CAMHS) due to 
funding pressures.  

• Increase in the number of young people presenting with Autism Spectrum 
Disorders (ASD) and Social Emotional Mental Health (SEMH) needs in particular.  

  
2.8 EHCP assessments and administration.  In 2020, no EHCP assessments in Lambeth resulted 

in a decision not to issue an EHCP.  This compares to 4.9% of assessments across England and 
3.8% across Lambeth’s statistical neighbours  

  
2.9 Only one mediation case resulted in an appeal to the Tribunal, 7.1% of the 14 mediation 

cases. This ranked in the top quartile of local authorities in England.  
  

2.10 The percentage of EHCPs issued within 20 weeks (excluding exceptional cases) for the last 
quartile was 87%, putting Lambeth well above  the England and statistical neighbour 
averages.   

 
3. High Needs budget 2021/22 
 

3.1 Council agreed in March 2021 that the High Needs budget could incur a deficit of £0.782m as 
part of a short-term strategy, with a restoration of the balanced position by the end of 
2022/23.  At the October 2021 Schools Forum meeting, this forecast deficit had increased to 
£2.004m.  Table 1 below indicates that the latest forecast position is pointing to a further 
overspend of £1.960m (ie £3.963m in total against the in-year DSG).  

 
Table 1.  High Needs DSG  budget 2021/22 and latest forecast (P08) 

Component 

Latest 
Budget 

2021/22 
£'000 

Forecast net 
spend (P08) 

2021/22 £’000 

Forecast 
Variance 

£'000 

Previous 
forecast at Oct 
SF (P04) £’000 

Movement 
£’000 

1.  Places only £10,728  £11,204  £476  £346  £130 
2.  SEND Top-Ups £38,102  £40,598  £2,496  £772  £1,724 
3.  AP Top-Ups £1,399  £1,273  (£126) (£126) £ 
4.  Other High Needs provision £1,862  £2,197  £335  £229  £106 
Total Commitment (gross) £52,091  £55,272  £3,181  £1,221  +£1,960 
        
High Needs DSG Funding 
(gross) 

£51,309  £51,309  £  £  £ 

Total funding £51,309 £51,309  £  £  £ 
           
Net position £782  £3,963  £3,181  £1,221  +£1,960 

 
3.2 Appendix 1 sets out the details supporting this forecast.   
 
3.3 Funding.  The High Needs DSG has reduced by £71k since the October position was reported, 

due to a further adverse adjustment to the import-export calculation by the ESFA. 
 

3.4 Places (+£0.476m).  The impact of the loss of £0.362m for import-export related adjustments, 
plus the need to agree in-borough places to accommodate the rising number of EHCPs 
(£0.114m) has pushed this budget into overall overspend.   

 
3.5 SEND Top-ups (+£2.459m).  Costs of top-ups continue to grow beyond expectations. The 

detailed commitments identified for all current pupils with Education, Health and Care Plans 
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(EHCPs) are supplemented by assumptions about 30 new cases per month for the remainder 
of the year.   

 
3.6 Compared to the budgeted assumptions, the £2.5m additional cost of SEND top-ups is 

explained by changes to costs and changes to numbers of EHCPs.  Costs have reduced per 
pupil by £1.1m because most of the additional placements are in mainstream and FE, which 
are generally lower cost than the average.  Numbers of pupils (ie volumes) have increased at 
a cost £3.6m.  Table 2 summarises the analysis. 

 
Component Original budget 

2021/22 
November 2021 

Forecast 2021/22 
Difference 

FTE Pupils 2,508 2,753 245 
Average cost (£) £14,992 £14,560 -£430 
Plus TPG element 
(£’m) 

£0.500m £0.509m +£0.009m 

Total (£’m) £38.102m £40.598m +£2.496m 
    
Difference explained by  
Cost changes (2,508 cases at the reduction in average costs (£430) -£1.080m 
Volume changes (245 extra pupils at £14,560 plus £9k for TPG) +£3.576m 
Total +£2.496m 

 
3.7 This would suggest that managing demand is likely to be the most effective way of controlling 

costs in the High Needs Block. 
 
3.8 Alternative Provision Top-Ups (-£0.126m).  Some of the budgets outside of those for pupils 

in Pupil Referral Units and for staffing costs of the AP team were underspent in 2020/21.  The 
forecast works on the basis that this will recur. 

 
3.9 Other High Needs Provision (+£0.335m).  The main pressure in this budget is that for 

CENMAC (a specialist equipment service), where it was acknowledged in March that the 
underlying commitments for this valuable service had not been properly factored into the 
budget.    

 
3.10 The Michael Tippett School MFG.  On a separate report on this agenda, there are details of 

a proposal to cease the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) being paid to The Michael 
Tippett School.   

 
3.11 The Lambeth standard top-up rates were introduced in 2018/19 following detailed working 

groups and consultation with the maintained special schools.  The Michael Tippett School has 
been funded since then by those rates plus c£0.6m MFG, which is meant to be transitional, 
tapering off over time.   

 
3.12 Alongside this situation, the Michael Tippett School has been accumulating a deficit of £1.1m.  

Educational and financial consultants and LA officers have reinforced the view that the school 
was using too much staffing resource, compared to its peers. 

 
3.13 The LA has applied to the Secretary of State to cease the MFG from 1st April 2021, with the 

agreement of the school’s Governing Board.  If this is agreed by the DfE, the LA will take their 
£1.1m deficit centrally and repay it over the coming few years by using the MFG that the 
school will have foregone. 
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3.14 That means that the central High Needs DSG deficit may increase from £3.9m in Table 1 to 
£5.0m if it is agreed. 

 
4. High Needs Block 2022/23 and beyond 
 

4.1 The medium-term plan for the DSG was to incur a short-term deficit in 2021/22 in the High 
Needs Block, but to use the stepped increase in the High Needs DSG in 2022/23 to return to 
balance.   

 
4.2 The July 2021 DfE schools funding announcement confirmed that the Lambeth High Needs 

DSG for 2022/23 would indeed see a stepped increase.  The indicative DSG for 2022/23 is 
£56.1m, £4.7m more than the current 2021/22 HN DSG of £51.4m. 

 
4.3 Table 3 sets out how the budget was expected to be balanced in 2022/23 originally and how 

that situation has changed, given the further overspend in the high needs budget being 
reported. 

 
Table 3:  comparison between original plan for balancing the HN DSG by 2022/23 and the latest forecast 

position (Nov 2021) 

Component 

Original 
outline 
budget 

plans 
2022/23 £m 

Updated and 
unmitigated 

outline 
budget plans 
2022/23 £m 

Change 
£m Comment 

Spending 2021/22 £52.2m  £55.3m  +£3.1m  As per Table 1 above  
Repay deficit from 2021/22 £0.8m  £5.0m  +£4.2m  As per Table 1 above (plus £1.1m for 

Michael Tippett supplementary 
funding, subject to Secretary of State 
agreement to MFG proposal) 

Provision for cost pressures £1.1m  £1.1m  £ Working assumption of 2% of overall 
HN spend.  

Provision for new cases £2.0m  £2.6m  +£0.6m  Annual net increase of 150 EHCPs at 
£13.5k each originally, now 175 at 
£14.6k. 

Less MFG if Michael Tippett 
proposal is agreed 

£0m -£0.6m -£0.6m Subject to Secretary of State 
agreement. 

Total Commitment (gross) £56.1m  £63.4m  +£7.3m   
       
High Needs DSG Funding 
(gross) 

£56.1m  £56.1m  £  Latest notified amount for 2022/23 by 
ESFA 

Total funding £56.1m £56.1m  £   
         
Net position £0  £7.3m  +£7.3m  The increased overspend means that, 

instead of getting back to balance, we 
increase the current forecast deficit of 
£4.9m to £7.3m, £0.5m of which 
would relate to the TMTS / MFG 
arrangement. 

 
4.4 Table 3 indicates that the current spending is making the 2021/22 deficit bigger and it also 

increases the baseline for spending in 2022/23 before we take account of potential cost and 
demand pressures.  It indicates that balancing the budget in 2022/23 is not now feasible 
without mitigation measures.  On the basis of the stated assumptions the forecast £5.0m 
cumulative deficit at the end of 2021/22 would increase by £2.3m to £7.3m by the end of 
2022/23.   The risk of not taking mitigating actions is that the deficit becomes more difficult 
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to control and Lambeth could find itself in the same circumstances as many LAs with very 
large and growing High Needs deficits. 

 
4.5 It is imperative that appropriate steps are taken to bring the High Needs budget back into 

balance as soon as is practical. 
 

4.6 To this end, the LA convened a stakeholder group to discuss the possible measures that might 
be taken to bring the High Needs DSG back to balance.  The Sub-Group met on 17th November 
2021 and the notes from that meeting are set out in Appendix 2.  The discussion centred 
around 9 themes: 

 
• Demand Management.  Why do we have rising numbers of EHCPs across the age-

ranges?  What can be done to meet statutory responsibilities and the needs of 
young people, while slowing down the demand? Is the LA ceasing EHCPs 
appropriately when circumstances indicate that this is necessary? 

 
• Tight controls.  Are the processes for agreeing EHCPs or agreeing the resources 

associated with them sufficiently robust? 
 

• Cost effective provision.  Are there any initiatives or services or practices where 
money could be better spent to meet the needs of young people?  Are there any 
specialist settings with consistently empty places that ought to be removed? 

 
• Capital Investment.  Are there any initiatives or expansions that might require some 

capital investment before they can happen?  What might they be?  
 

• Seeking out best practice.  Are there practices that colleagues have been effective 
elsewhere that Lambeth could adopt or adapt for local circumstances? 

 
• Early Intervention.  Some benefits (both financially and for the outcomes for 

individual young people) may require some spending now to save in the future.  
What sort of initiatives that are not being done now might be beneficial locally? 

 
• Top-up rates.  Top-up rates have increased in 2020/21 and 2021/22.  Is there a case 

for freezing top-up rates for 2022/23? Or must we increase again? 
 

• Partner funding.  Is there more that partners (mainly social care and health) should 
be doing to share the costs of supporting EHCPs?  Or are the current arrangements 
sufficient? 

 
4.7 The sub-group identified concerns about rising numbers, but hoped that the recent 

experience of COVID had resulted in pent-up demand that may not recur at the same level in 
the near future.  They were keen on early intervention, particularly in inclusion and outreach. 

 
4.8 The sub-group was also persuaded that the LA should transfer £1.1m (0.5%) from the Schools 

Block to the High Needs Block for 2021/22. 
 

4.9 They were also persuaded that mainstream top-up rates should be frozen for 2022/23, but 
not those for specialist settings. 
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5. Next steps 
 

5.1 This report outlines the emerging position for the High Needs Block for 2022/23.  The LA will 
prepare a more detailed version of the draft High Needs budget for 2022/23 for the January 
2022 meeting, based on decisions about transfers between blocks and using the most up-to-
date information about current open commitments. 

 
 

6. Risks 
 

6.1 The High Needs budget is volatile, so it is never entirely risk free.   
 
6.2 Provisions have been built in for expected additional pupil numbers, but it is difficult to know 

whether this will be sufficient. Sometimes a few very expensive extra placements can put 
pressure on the high needs budget.  This may adversely impact the budget. 

 
6.3 Commitments have been identified on the range of activities supported by the High Needs 

Block, but some are more certain than others.  In particular, rates and numbers on Further 
Education and out-of-borough high needs placements are sometimes only firmed up a few 
terms after the provision began. While forecasts try to anticipate that, there are inevitably 
risks that such forecasts will be insufficient. 

 
6.4 The higher the overspend on the High Needs DSG in 2021/22, the more it will consume the 

expected stepped increase in the 2022/23 High Needs DSG.   
 

6.5 In the context of falling rolls, it ought not to be the case that numbers of EHCPs continue to 
rise.  Numbers of EHCPs have been rising across the age ranges.  If that continues, it will be 
very difficult to contain costs within the High Needs DSG.   

 
7. Recommendations 
 

7.1 Schools Forum is invited to: 
a) note the High Needs Budget position for 2021/22 and 2022/23; 
b) note that the High Needs sub-group recommended that £1.1m of Schools Block funding 

in 2022/23 should transfer to the High Needs Block. 



Appendix 1.1

Summary High Needs Budget position 2020/21 and 2021/22

Component

Outturn 

2020/21 

£'000

Latest budget 

2021/22 

£'000

Forecast Net 

Spend 2021/22

£'000

Difference

£'000 Comment

1.  Places only £10,478 £10,728 £11,204 £476 Current position for 2021/22 places, based on expected provision during the year, 

including final decisions by ESFA on academies.  Provision updated for possible addiitonal 

FE places.  Impact of import-export adjustment has been included, including Nov 2021 

supplement of £72k.  These changes have exhausted the spare capacity set aside in the 

budget and this budget is now overcommitted.

2.  SEN Top-Ups £34,853 £38,102 £40,598 £2,496 Reflects updated pupils on roll in Lambeth settings, with new rates, and open cases for 

Further Education and Out of borough schools at current known costs.   New cases from 

now to March 2022 have been forecast at a rate of 25 new ones each month, with 150 

leavers in summer 2021, all at an annual average top-up rate of £13.8k, which is the 

current average.  It further includes provision of 1% possible inflation for cost drift across 

all settings.  The costs and original budget of teachers pay and pension grant successor 

arrangements have been transferred from places to top-ups because the LA is 

responsible for disbursing this.

3.  AP Top-Ups £1,237 £1,399 £1,273 (£126) Some central spend on alternative provision not expected to be fully used.

4.  Other High Needs provision £2,491 £1,862 £2,197 £335 Includes funding for Outreach teams, Inclusion Fund, Disproportionate SEND and 

equipment.  The variance is currently on the commitments for specialist equipment.   

Total Commitment (gross) £49,059 £52,091 £55,272 £3,181 Gross budget allows an over-commitment of £0.782m against in-year High Needs DSG as 

part of the medium-term plan.

Brought forward

Funding transferred from Schools Block £ £ £ 

High Needs DSG Funding (gross) £47,226 £51,309 £51,381 £72 Budgets updated to reflect July 2021 ESFA notification.

Total funding £47,226 £51,309 £51,381 £72 

Net position £1,833 £782 £3,891 £3,109 The plan is to accept the risks and costs associated with the High Needs budget in 

2021/22 and aim to balance the DSG overall by March 2023, on the basis of an expected 

third and final year of the £7.1bn national increase in school funding that has produced 

stepped increases in High Needs for Lambeth in the first two years.



1.  Core Place Funding 2021/22 Appendix 1.2

2021/22

Outturn 

2020/21

Latest budget 

2021/22

Backdated 

(£'000)

No of place 

April 2021

No of places 

Sept 2021

Rate 

(£)

Forecast net 

spend 2021/22 

(£'000) Difference

Special Schools (Pre-16) £6,257 £6,339 648 653 £10,000 £6,509 £170

Resource Bases (Pre-16 filled) £1,213 £1,201 197 210 £6,000 £1,228 £27

Resource Bases (Pre-16 unfilled) £208 £360 43 57 £10,000 £512 £152

Resource Bases (Post-16) £0 £0 0 0 £6,000 £0 £0

FE Places £1,020 £1,180 170 176 £6,000 £1,044 -£136

FE Places outside recoupment £160 £178 £92 63 72 £6,000 £506 £329

Pupil Referral Units £1,429 £1,018 135 105 £10,000 £1,175 £157

Hospital Funding £192 £195 10 10 £19,584 £196 £1

Provision for new £10k cases £0 £258 0 6 £10,000 £35 -£223

Provision for new £6k cases £0 £6,000 £0 £0

Total allocations £10,478 £10,728 £92 1266 1289 £11,204 £476

Retained for LA allocation £7,236 7,748 £8,152

Recouped by ESFA £3,242 3,052 £3,052

Total source of funding £10,478 £10,800 £11,204 OK

TPG and TPECG funding of £785 per place (as per 2020/21 for the automatic support) has been added for special schools and AP within top-ups because the place funding continues to be £10k or £6k. 



2.  Top-ups SEND 2021/22 Appendix 1.3

Component

Outturn 

2020/21

Agreed budget 

2021/22 £'000

Current 

number of 

pupils (fte)

Average cost 

(£)

Direct activity 

forecast £'000

Reallocation of 

new cases and 

indexation 

£'000

Forecast net 

spend 2021/22 

£'000

(£'000)

Difference

£'000 Comment

Special Schools 9251 £10,595 523.6 £19,976 £10,459 £141 £10,600 £5 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Special Schools (TPG £785 per place) 0 £500 648.0 £785 £509 £509 £9 Linked to current places

Resource Bases 1751 £2,013 201.3 £10,721 £2,158 £29 £2,187 £174 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Mainstream Schools 8151 £8,938 973.1 £10,173 £9,900 £134 £10,033 £1,096 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Out of Borough Special 3289 £3,605 161.2 £20,524 £3,309 £45 £3,353 -£252 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Out of Borough Mainstream 1908 £1,892 232.7 £9,974 £2,321 £31 £2,352 £461 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Further Education SEND 3707 £4,129 389.6 £10,629 £4,140 £56 £4,196 £67 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Pupil Referral Units (SEMH) 578 £450 20.9 £21,173 £442 £6 £448 -£2 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Independent and non-maintained schools 4529 £4,500 128.6 £39,194 £5,041 £68 £5,109 £609 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Home Tuition 1213 £1,318 48.4 £26,946 £1,305 £18 £1,323 £4 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Personal Budgets 199 £102 12.2 £17,124 £209 £3 £212 £109 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Other AP (SEND) 19 £20 1.0 £14,780 £15 £0 £15 -£5 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Therapy 258 £40 24.1 £10,623 £256 £3 £260 £220 Based Oct 2021 activity sheet

Provision for new cases 36.8 £14,550 £535 -£535 £0 £0 At this stage in the year, we believe that around 90% of the 

leavers have  been removed and the future cases will 

present at a rate of 30 new cases per month through to year 

end at a full year cost of £14,550 each.

Provision for indexation? £0 £0 £0 £0 All costs are at 2021/22 rates, but this will be reviewed for 

future months.

Total allocations £34,853 £38,102 £40,598 £0 £40,598 £2,496

3.  Top-up Alternative Provision 2021/22

Component

Outturn 

2020/21

Agreed budget 

2021/22 £'000

Current 

number of 

pupils (fte)

Average cost 

(£)

Forecast net 

spend 2021/22 

£'000

(£'000)

Difference

£'000

Comment

Pupil Referral Units 748 £600 52.3 £10,592 £553 £553 -£47 Based on 15 Primary AP top-ups at £10,175 and 45 

Secondary AP top-ups at £10,712, acknowledging lower 

numbers in the summer term.

Pupil Referral Units (TPG £785 per place) 0 £92 117.5 £785 £92 £92 £0 Linked to current places and it includes 20 for SEMH

Other Alternative Education 489 £707 £627 £627 -£80 Based on Nov 2021 forecast

Total allocations £1,237 £1,399 £1,273 £0 £1,273 -£126

ALL TOP-Ups £36,090 £39,501 £41,871 £0 £41,871 £2,370



4.  Other High Needs functions and activities 2021/22 Appendix 1.4

2021/22

Outturn 

2020/21

Agreed 

budget 

2021/22

Forecast net 

spend 2021/22

(£'000) Difference Comment

Disproportionate SEN (mainstream) 592 £100 £100 £0 Allocations agreed and made for 2021/22

HN Fund for mainstream pupils below EHCP threshold 320 £510 £510 £0 Plan is not to exceed annual allocation

Hearing / Visual Impairment Outreach 795 £813 £768 -£45 Based on Sept 2021 forecast

Autistic Spectrum Disorders Outreach 214 £206 £206 £0 Based on Sept 2021 forecast

Early Years SEN Team 93 £96 £96 £0 Based on Sept 2021 forecast

SEN Specialist Equipment 56 £81 £131 £50 Based on Sept 2021 forecast

CENMAC Service 421 £56 £386 £330 Based on Sept 2021 forecast

Total allocations £2,491 £1,862 £2,197 £335
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Schools Forum High Needs Block Sub-Group 
10am – 12 noon, 17th November 2021 

DRAFT Minutes 
 
Attended by 

• Alison Moller (AM) (Julians) (Co-chair) 
• Jo Sullivan Lyons (JSL) – AD Education (Co-chair) 
• Tom Prestwich  (TP) – Jubilee 

• Joanna Tarrant (JT)– Elm Court / Livity / Michael Tippett 
• Angela Henry (AH), Deputy Head / SENCO, Platanos 

• Michelle Desira (MD), School Business Manager, Bishop Thomas Grant 
• Louise Robertston (LR), Allen Edwards 

• David Tully (DET) (Education Finance Advisor) 
• Dominique Johnston-Franklin (DJF) (Group Manager – Education Finance) 

• Adam Yarnold (AY), SEND Lead 

• Karen Nugent (KN), SEND  
 

Apologies submitted by 

• Andrew Terrey (Wyvil) 

• Rachel Harrison AD finance – meeting clash 

• Judette Tapper, Exec Head Platanos – meeting clash 

• David Boyle, Exec Head Dunraven – meeting clash 
 

1. Introductions 
 
1.1 Apologies accepted.  Colleagues introduced themselves. 
 
2. Position on the High Needs Block 
 
2.1 DET talked through the High Needs situation in Lambeth, based on the papers circulated in 

advance.  This set out a potential overspend of £4.9m in 2021/22, rising to £7.9m in 2022/23, 
if no mitigating actions are taken.  The main issue has been the rise in numbers of EHCPs 
between years, but also cost drift between bands and pressures from support services. 

 
3.  Discussion on options 
 
3.1 JSL introduced the 9 options for consideration. 
 
3.2 The comments have been grouped by each of the 9 options, rather than being in chronological 

order. 
 

1. Demand Management.  TP suggested that the recent increase in demand was due to 
unusual times: 2 years of disrupted education, leading to an inevitable catch-up. JSL 
noted and talked about how what is special is relative to that of other pupils and a “new 
normal” may be emerging, which schools will need to adapt to. 

 
2. Tight controls.  AY talked about the need for schools to consider how they can best 

meet the needs of pupils in their own schools, rather than pushing pupils into specialist 
settings that may not be necessary to meet needs.  JT reiterated this point with respect 
to cases presented to special schools, where some SEMH cases could have been averted 
with earlier mental health intervention. 
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3. Cost effective provision.  AY outlined the recent work on the ESFA high needs place 

change process which resulted in a couple of schools having reduced places.  The 
position currently, however, is that growing numbers are leading to increased places. 
AH got confirmation that the LA was interested in expanding high needs provision and 
interested schools had been invited to respond by 4th Jan 2022 to the scoping exercise.  
DET explained the proposal around Michael Tippett School, which would be presented 
to Schools Forum  

 
4. Capital Investment.  JSL talked through the capital investment strategy that is currently 

in the application process to build capacity for in borough resource base provision.   This 
will be reviewed as part of the Government announcement of capital investment and 
how this impacts the LA ability to enhance current provisions. 

 
5. Seeking out best practice.  JSL proposed (re-)introducing outreach from special schools 

/ resources bases to share good practice and help mainstream schools provide good 
quality education for some pupils who might otherwise need to go to specialist settings. 

 
6. Early Intervention.  TP said that without this schools end up having to go for EHCPs 

more quickly.  Important for schools to meet the needs of high needs pupils within their 
resources – JSL.  AM talked about behaviour support services being needed.  Reference 
to services provided by Betsy Nelson in the Inclusion team at KS3 (AH) and at primary 
(TP) .JSL outlined her plans for repurposing the Inclusion Fund.  Also reference to pre-
school therapies and speech and language therapy (JT).  JSL agreed to share progress 
on the development of the Early Help Strategy with the group (ACTION JSL). 

 
7. Top-up rates.  There was a caution to the discussion on freezing high needs top-up rates 

for 2022/23.  Schools were concerned about inflationary pressures affecting high needs, 
too, eg national insurance increases.  It was acknowledged that, whereas mainstream 
schools were looking at Minimum Funding Guarantee increases of between 1.6% and 
2.0%, which would protect the majority of their funding, that was not the case for 
specialist institutions.  Special Schools (and by extension, PRUs) only have the top-ups 
as the mechanism for receiving any inflationary increase. 

 
DET outlined that the planning assumption was a 2% rise in costs across all types of 
provision, which amounted to £1.1m in total. The bigger issue was slowing down the 
growth in EHCP numbers and avoiding cost drift with schools seeking higher bandings 
for their pupils. 

 
AY and KN reiterated the need for schools to regard the banding structure, rates and 
descriptors as the agreed local way of funding high needs in Lambeth.  There were still 
schools focussing on inputs (£x for y hours of employee z) or agreeing a band one 
month, then requesting a different band the next, rather than shaping their overall 
provision within the allocated resources.  AY acknowledged that his team needed to 
complete the exercise of sharing and endorsing the SEND band descriptors, so that all 
schools could sign up to this approach. 
 
The sub-group agreed its recommendation to Schools Forum.  It was that it would not 
be appropriate to freeze rates for specialist institutions (ie special schools and PRUs), 
but that, for one year only, a freeze on other high needs top-up rates was acceptable 
in the circumstances.  (ACTION DET) 
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8. Partner funding.  AY described the introduction of the Complex Needs Panel and how 

education colleagues were trying to ensure that costs beyond the usual educational 
costs for individual pupils (particularly at Livity and Michael Tippett) would be provided 
by Health (even where the pupils were not Continuing Care cases) and by Social Care.  
This area would be pursued. 

 
9. Transfer of funding from Schools Block. It was acknowledged (AM) that schools are 

facing falling rolls, reducing budgets, so transferring funding to High Needs is another 
burden.  The High Needs budget pressure, however, was seen as a massive problem 
(TP).  Other school colleagues understood the issue and agreed that the sub-group’s 
recommendation to Schools Forum was to support the transfer of 0.5% (£1.1m) from 
Schools Block to High Needs Block for 2022/23 (ACTION DET). 

 
4. Next Steps 
 
4.1 The LA would shape up the High Needs budget for 2022/23, incorporating the issues and 

recommendations discussed in this meeting, and take it to Schools Forum on 9th December 
2021.   

 
 
The meeting ended at 12 noon 
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Agenda Item 6 

Title:    Early Years Block 2021/22 

Date:  9th December 2021 

Report to: Schools Forum 

Report for:   Information x   Decision     Consultation       Action   

Author:  Kathryn Shaw 

 

1 Purpose of this report 

1.1 To provide an update on the Early Years DSG budget for 2021/22 and to identify any issues for 
budget setting in 2022/23. 

 

2 Background 

2.1 The Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF) has been operating for four years.  Lambeth 
is amongst the authorities to receive the highest funding per hour for 2, 3 and 4 year old 
provision; highest national rate for 2 year olds and 7th highest rate for 3 and 4 year olds.  The 
two-year-old rate has been increasing in recent years, from £6.07 in 2016/17 to £6.66 for 
2022/23.  The three and four year old rate has been reducing during that period, from £8.14 
in 2016/17 to £7.32 in 2022/23. 

2.2 The EYNFF has required a universal funding rate to be applied to all types of settings 
(maintained nursery schools, nursery classes in mainstream schools and academies, private, 
voluntary and independent (PVI) providers and child-minders).  There are limits on the 
amounts that can be distributed through the formula for deprivation, quality and specific 
support for maintained nursery schools.  A provision for SEND Inclusion to meet emerging 
needs is permitted.  The Local Authority may retain funding to manage the service and 
promote good practice, but this is limited to a maximum of 5% of the amount of 3&4 year old 
funding total. 

2.3 In recent years, the early years offer has included offering 30-hour provision to working 
families.  Take up for this has risen nationally and in Lambeth. 

 
2.4 The DfE are concerned that COVID is causing some uncertainty for parents and to allow for  

large termly fluctuations to be taken into account, there is an optional variation where LAs 
can choose to submit additional headcount returns EACH TERM (i.e. Summer Term in April 
and Autumn Term in October). The DfE will then adjust the allocation to 5/12 based on 
Summer; 4/12 on Autumn and 3/12 on Spring 22 (the January 2022 Census). This will then 
ignore the January 2021 census completely 
 

3 Final 2020-21 Adjustment  
 
3.1 The final position of  Early Years Block of the DSG 2020/21 has been confirmed by the  

Department for Education (DfE. For 2020/21 the DfE are using a split of 9/12 allocated on the 
January 2020 census and 3/12 on the January 2021 census. The projections highlighted in 
Table 1 show that the projections were slightly lower than anticipated by £27k based on 
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adjustments for payments being made for PVI providers and the EY team are continuing to 
review the clawback adjustments for in year movement of headcounts. 

 
                                  Table 1:  Final Early Years block funding 2020-21 

  

Gross  

Expected 
Jan 2021 

Adjustment  
£'000 

LA Final 
Allocation  

£'000 
Anticipated Early Years 
Block  £28,054 -£575 £27,479 

      
Final Allocation November 2021  £27,506 
      
      £27 

 
 

4 Early Years 2021-22 
 
4.1 The Dfe have confirmed that the changes to the formula allocation which took place in 2020-

21 will not continue in 2021-22 and it will revert to the usual 7/12th on the January 2021and 
5/12th on the January 2022 census.  As discussed in previous forums there is an optional 
termly headcount that can be submitted to ensure that no LA is disadvantaged from large 
termly fluctuations in pupil numbers which is still adjusting due to the impact of COVID. 
 

4.2 Lambeth Early years team have reviewed all pupil number projections and it has been  
identified that there is no disadvantage to submitting termly headcounts in terms of funding 
allocations.  The threshold of difference to funding is 1% difference in pupil numbers which is 
minimal to not submitting termly headcounts. 
 

4.3 The Early years block allocation for 2021-22 is anticipated to be £25.779m, taking account of 
participation levels in all 3 headcounts Summer 2021 (5/12ths), Autumn 2021 (4/12ths) and 
Spring 2022 3/12ths.  This means that there is expected to be a reduction of more than £2m 
on the headline income due to lower participation levels.  This is set out in Table 3. 
 

4.4 There has been a slight decreased based on the anticipated Autumn headcount vs Actuals 
Autumn headcount numbers and the projection for Jan 21 headcount is now based on 87% of 
the summer headcount , to reflect the normal anticipated increases prior to COVID. 
 
 

4.5 The risk to these assumptions is the projections of falling rolls in Lambeth and how this will 
impact the Early years headcount particularly in the 3&4 year old numbers across the 
borough.  There is an anticipation that 2 year old numbers will stay relatively stable and that 
is built into the projections. 
 

4.6 Appendix 1 sets the detailed position of the DSG as set out in Table 3. 
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Table 3:  Provisional Early Years DSG allocations 2021/22 
 

Income component 

PTE 
pupils 

(570 
hours) 

Rate 
per 

hour 
(£) 

Total EY 
DSG 

2021/2
2 £'000 

Indicative 
Jan 2021 

Census 
Numbers 

  
% 

move
ment   

Projections 
based on Jan 
2021 Census 

Projections 
based on 

Autumn 21 
census 

projections 

2 Year old funding 786 £6.66 £2,985 660  15% £2,505 £2,811 
3&4 YO funding 
(Universal) 4,286 £7.32 £17,884 4,052  6% £16,907 £15,773 

3&4 YO funding 
(Extended) 1,541 £7.32 £6,428 1,352  12% £5,641 £6,401 

EY Pupil Premium   £195  
  £195 £195 

Disability Access 
Fund   

£66 
 

 
 

£66 £66 

Maintained Nursery 
School Supplement 
(MNSS)   

£533 
 

 

 
£533 £533 

Total   £28,092       £25,847 £25,779 

 

5 Early Years DSG 2022/23 
 

5.1 As highlighted in the DSG overview paper the Early years block has seen an increase to the 
rate for 2 years olds from £6.66 per hour in 2021-22 to £6.87 per hour in 2022-23 an increase 
of 3.2%.  There has been no increase in the rate for 3 & 4 year olds from £7.32 which was 
anticipated as Lambeth continues to benefit from transitional funding protection as the 
current EYNFF would see an 11% reduction in rate to £6.62. 

5.2 Officers are now working with the Early years provides to review the current allocations of 
funding but it is likely that there will not be any increase to 3 &4 Year olds rates.  Officers are 
looking at building in a contingency provision for 2 years olds to allow for in term starters to 
provision.  Currently there is no provision to fund pupils who start a 2 year old provision after 
headcount.  The final outcome of the proposes 22/23 rates will be presented at Jan forum. 

5.3 Officers anticipate that ESFA will continue with the implementation of the Early Years National 
Funding Formula.  Like the mainstream schools NFF, the EYNFF aims to redistribute funding, 
bringing those LAs with very low funding levels up and keeping those at the highest levels of 
funding broadly the same until the NFF catches up.  This could see a continuation of continued 
rates for providers of 2&3 year old provisions. 

5.4 Officers anticipate that funding for Early Years will revert to a more normal year in 2022/23, 
with a return of the 5/12th January 2022, 7/12th January 2023 split for the EY DSG.   But 
dependant on the outcome of the 2021-22 headcount submissions the Dfe have indicated 
they will review termly headcounts dependent  on COVID impact in future months. 



London Borough of Lambeth - Education Finance 
 
 
 

4 
 
 

5.5 There continues to be  uncertainty in the Maintained Nursery School sector, and it is still 
awaiting review to be announced from government  and that will provide a more reliable, 
discrete funding stream for the five Maintained Nursery Schools in Lambeth. 

5.6 The allocations in the early years funding formula have no provision for contingency in  
2021/22; over the next month the funding formula will be reviewed with the EY subgroup to 
review the sustainability within the EY block and possible allocation for a small contingency in 
2022-23. 

5.7 Schools Forum is invited to comment on their own perspectives of the position facing early 
years settings. 

 

6 Recommendations 
 
5.1 The Schools Forum is requested to note and comment on the issues raised in this report. 
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Appendix 1 

Early Years Funding forecast 2021/22 - based on stated assumptions. 
   

Component 
Emerging outturn 

position £'000 Comment 
Prior year costs £10 Net cost of backdated payments, after taking account of accruals raised at year end. 
2 Year Olds Schools Summer 2021 £361 228 pupils /15 hours per week £6.66 ph  Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in 

PVI v schools. 
2 Year Olds PVI Summer 2021 £837 529 pupils /15 hours per week £6.66 ph  Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in 

PVI v schools. 

2 Year Olds Schools  Autumn 2021 £302 329  pte/ 15 hours per week £6.66 ph  Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in PVI 
v schools. 

2 Year Olds PVI Autumn 2021 £672 530  pte 15 hours per week £6.66 ph  Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in PVI 
v schools. 

2 Year olds Projection for Spring 
2022 

£649 684 pte / 15 hours per week £6.66 ph  based on 11% decrease on anticipated move on pupils to Age 3 and previous avg. projections Prior and 
post COVID 

3 and 4 Year olds PVI Summer 2021 £9,162  3257 pte / 15 hours £6.27ph Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in PVI v 
schools. 

3 and 4 Year olds Schools Summer 
2021 

£3,449 2895 Pte/ 15 hours £6.27ph Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in PVI v schools. 

3 and 4 Year olds PVI Autumn 2021 £2,536 2129 Pte/ 15 hours £6.27ph Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in PVI v schools. 
3 and 4 Year olds Schools Autumn 
2021 

£2,518 2114 Pte/ 15 hours £6.27ph Final figures will vary because of slight difference in the basis of counting weeks and counting hours in PVI v schools. 

3 and 4 Year olds (Autumn 2021 / 
Spring 2022) 

£1,079 4696 pte 16 hours a week 6.27ph based on assumed number for Spring being 12% higher in Universal and 7% higher in extended provisions 
from the Autumn headcount  

Deprivation allocations £1,018 Apr -October spend to date  
Quality allocations £425 Apr -October spend to date  
Mainstream Nursery factors £938 Based on Budget  
New Starters Code £18 Apr -October spend to date  
Central Spend £1,189 Based on Budget  
Emerging SEND £365 Based on Budget  
DAF £66 Based on full spend of total allocation 
Pupil Premium £195 Based on full spend of total allocation 
Total Expenditure £25,779   
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Title:    Disapplication of MFG – The Michael Tippett School 2022/23 

Date:  9th December 2021 

Report to: Schools Forum 

Report for:   Information   Decision     Consultation     x  Action   

Authors: David Tully 

 
 
1. Purpose of this report. 
 

1.1 This report is consulting Schools Forum on its views about a request to the Secretary of State 
for Education to disapply the Minimum Funding Guarantee at the Michael Tippett School for 
2022/23. 

 
1.2 The Governing Board of the school supports the proposal, but the Secretary of State needs 

to know School Forum’s views before he will decide on this matter. 
 

2. Background 
 

2.1 The Michael Tippett School is an 80-place maintained special school, providing support for 
secondary age pupils with complex learning needs. 

 
2.2 The school has been accumulating a large deficit in recent years.  Table 1 indicates the year-

end deficits since 2014/15. The cumulative deficit at the end of 2020/21 was £1.061m and 
the LA has, as with all schools in deficit, been seeking a recovery plan from the Governing 
Board. The three-year budget plan submitted by the school in June 2021 still expected to 
have a deficit of £0.766m by the end of 2023/24, with no plan for fully recovering that amount 
within a reasonable period.   

 
Table 1:  The Michael Tippett School in-year and cumulative balances since 2014/15. 

Financial year 

In-year 
Deficit (-) 
/Surplus 
(+) £’000 

Cumulative 
Deficit (-) 

£’000 
2014/15 -135 -£283 
2015/16 +168 -£116 
2016/17 -466 -£582 
2017/18 -139 -£721 
2018/19 -130 -£850 
2019/20 -287 -£1,137 
2020/21 +76 -£1,061 
2021/22 (est) 0 -£1,061 

 
 
2.3 An unusual feature of the Michael Tippett financial situation is that their deficit has 

accumulated, even although their funding levels have been high.  Yet, external reviews of the 
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operations of TMTS in recent years have concluded that there are too many staff for such a 
specialist setting. 

 
2.4 Since 2018/19, Lambeth has operated a banded funding system for maintained special 

schools.  Each pupil is funded according to one of initially 4 bands, but now 5 bands.  Pupils 
at The Michael Tippett School have been funded at the Lambeth standard top-up rates plus 
transitional protection of £0.6m every year since 2018/19.   The school has been operating 
beyond its means, even with transitional funding of £0.6m each year, which will eventually 
taper to nil. 

 
2.5 The LA and the school have been holding fortnightly action groups throughout 2021/22, less 

frequently previously, but still regularly.  The LA did not accept the school’s 3-year plan in 
June 2021 and asked the school to reconsider.  The school had been advised by the LA that it 
should plan to operate within the standard Lambeth top-up funding and to use the 
transitional funding to pay down the deficit over a reasonable period.  

 
2.6 The lack of progress and the prospect of further drift, evidenced by the history of 

unaddressed deficits at the school, led the LA to conceive and propose a radical solution.  The 
proposal is set out in the letter from the Director of Education to the Interim Executive 
Headteacher and Chair of Governors on 8th October 2021.  The school’s response, supporting 
the proposal, is set out in their letter to the Director of Education on 17th November 2021. 

 
3. Proposal 
 

3.1 The LA intends to seek a disapplication of the Minimum Funding Guarantee at The Michael 
Tippett School from 2022/23.  This would mean that from April 2022, The Michael Tippett 
School would be funded on the basis of the Lambeth Standard Top-Up rates. 

 
3.2 Such a disapplication is only likely to be agreed by the Secretary of State if there is evidence 

that the school supports the proposal.  The school has confirmed that it does. 
 

3.3 In exchange for supporting the disapplication request, the LA will provide supplementary top-
up funding to the school, equivalent to their 2020/21 deficit of £1.061m.  This would allow 
the school to start 2022/23 afresh with no deficit. 

 
3.4 The LA’s high needs deficit would increase by £1.061m in 2021/22, but from 2022/23 the 

High Needs budget would not be paying £0.6m every year for Minimum Funding Guarantee.  
So, it would only take a couple of years for that element of the High Needs deficit to be 
resolved. 

 
4. Why is this solution in the school’s interests? 
 

4.1 The Governing Board of The Michael Tippett School considered this matter in detail over two 
meetings and concluded that it was in their interests to support this proposal.  The letter 
from the school (17th November 2021) in Appendix 2 sets out their reasons. 

 
4.2 The school must address its deficit one way or another.  Whether it pays off its deficit over a 

few years or allows its deficit to be repaid in exchange for foregoing its MFG, measures still 
need to be taken to reduce spending or generate more income.   
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4.3 If the school were to operate for a few years at the Lambeth standard top-up rates, using the 
MFG to pay for one-off restructuring costs and to repay the deficit, the LA would be looking 
to remove the MFG at the end of that period, on the grounds that the school had been 
operating effectively without it.   

 
4.4 The Governing Board recognizes that in the long-term it would be financially better off if it 

held on to the MFG.  It acknowledges, however, that the LA would continue to press for its 
removal and on the balance of risks this quicker solution gives the school a better chance of 
fundamentally addressing the difficulties it faces. 

 
4.5 Removing the deficit, sure in the knowledge that the school had paid this off itself by 

foregoing the MFG, is an attractive proposition. 
 

5. Why is this solution in the LA’s interests? 
 

5.1 The Director of Education set out in her letter to the school of 8th October 2021 in Appendix 
1 the proposal, the context and the benefits of agreeing to it. 

 
5.2 The LA needs to be confident that the Michael Tippett Governing Board has a recovery plan 

to address its deficit. It needs to be done in conjunction with further measures to address the 
level of spending in the school, but that was the case whether they agreed to this particular 
proposal or not. 

 
5.3 It means there is one less school with a large deficit in Lambeth. 

 
5.4 It means that all maintained special schools will be funded on the same set of bandings; a 

level playing field. 
 

6. Risks and considerations 
 

6.1 By providing supplementary top-ups to The Michael Tippett School in 2021/22, the LA 
increases its high needs deficit by £1.061m.  The funding for this would be from the MFG that 
the LA would not pay from 2022/23 onwards.  The MFG tapers off over time, but it would still 
only take a couple of years of not paying it to be in a better position financially. 

 
6.2 In accounting terms, there is no material impact on the DSG’s financial position.  Either the 

£1.061m is a school DSG deficit on the Council’s balance sheet or the £1.061m is a central 
DSG deficit on the Council’s balance sheet.  

 
6.3 The school has indicated that one of its reservations is the pace of change.  Moreover, they 

have just had an OFSTED visit.  It may be that, if the disapplication request is agreed, the LA 
and the school reassess the capacity to resolve their financial position at the pace required 
before the end of this financial year.  

 
6.4 The LA and the school will need to work closely in getting the school’s budget back to balance 

and to support the changes to staffing and operations that this entails.  There is a risk that 
the deficit may begin to grow again, but that would be the risk anyway without this proposal.  
The aim is to avoid that situation recurring. 

 
7. Recommendations 
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7.1 Schools Forum is invited to: 
a) Support the proposed disapplication of the MFG at The Michael Tippett School for 

2022/23; and 
b) Indicate if there are any other Schools Forum comments that should be reflected in the 

LA’s submission to the Secretary of State. 



 

London Borough of Lambeth  
Children’s Services Directorate 
First Floor, Lambeth Civic Centre Telephone: 0207 926 9541 
Brixton Hill   
London SW2 1RW www.lambeth.gov.uk 

 

 

 

THE MICHAEL TIPPETT SCHOOL 
 
CONSULTATION ON DISAPPLYING MINIMUM FUNDING GUARANTEE FROM 2022-23 FINANCIAL 
YEAR 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
Following an informal discussion with you both, this letter is a formal consultation with the Governing 
Board to cease the operation of the Minimum Funding Guarantee for The Michael Tippett School after 
the end of this financial year (2021/22).  This letter explains what actions the LA will take if the Secretary 
of State were to agree to such a proposal and how they can assist the school in addressing its budget 
issues much sooner than otherwise would be the case. 
 
Michael Tippett School has been operating with a large cumulative deficit for many years, which was 
£1.061m at the end of March 2021.  Budget plans submitted to the LA in June 2021 indicated that the 
deficit would be no different in 2021/22 but would reduce to £0.766m by the end of 2023/24.  Those 
proposals were not accepted by the LA and I wrote to the school in July 2021 asking for a revised proposal 
that explained how the school intended to get back to a cumulative balanced position within a reasonable 
period (ie normally within 3 years). 
 
The deadline passed and I followed this up with a warning letter to the school to address specific issues, 
including the budget recovery plans, with a final deadline of 24th October 2021. 
 
The LA has indicated to the Governing Board that our preferred approach is for the school to operate 
within the standard Lambeth top-up rates and to use the Minimum Funding Guarantee (currently £0.614m 
per year) to pay off the deficit or pay for the costs of restructuring staffing.  The recent staffing restructure 
at the school contributed to an improved position, but it did not sufficiently address the need to operate 
within the standard Lambeth top-up rates. 
 
Implicit in this approach is that, if the school were to operate for a few years at the Lambeth standard top-
up rates, the long-term need for the Minimum Funding Guarantee would not exist.    
 

 

Our Ref: Consultation on disapplying MFG from 
2022-23 at TMTS 05102021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To the Interim Executive Headteacher and Chair 
of Governors 
 
8th October 2021 
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External reviews of the operations of TMTS have concluded that there are too many staff for such a 
specialist setting.  The interim Executive Headteacher also appears to have reached this conclusion. 
 
The Minimum Funding Guarantee has been providing TMTS with a supplement to the standard Lambeth 
top-up rates that the other Lambeth maintained special schools have been operating within.  The table 
below indicates the difference in rates. 
 

Table 1:  Lambeth Standard Top-Up Rates for Special Schools and TMTS MFG Rates 2021/22 

Lambeth 
local special 
school band 

Lambeth 
standard 
top-up 

rate per 
pupil 

Minimum 
Funding 

Guarantee 
for TMTS 

only 

Michael 
Tippett 

effective 
rate 

Current fte 
top-ups 

for 
2021/22 fy 

Standard 
top-ups 
£’000 

MFG 
£’000 

Place 
funding 

(£10k plus 
£785 for 
teachers 

pay grant) 

Total 
top-ups 
2021/22 
£’000 

Band S1 £11,501 £0 £11,501 0.0 £0 £0  £0 

Band S2 £13,414 £4,610 £18,024 1.0 £13 £5  £18 

Band S3 £16,812 £5,968 £22,780 17.0 £286 £101  £387 

Band S4 £21,961 £8,103 £30,064 49.9 £1,096 £404  £1,500 

Band S4+ £27,164 £9,900 £37,064 10.5 £285 £104  £389 

80 Places        £863 £863 

Totals    78.4 £1,680 £614 £863 £3,157 

 
Nearly 20% of the funding for the school is accounted for by the MFG.  The budget plans submitted in 
July would have used around half of the MFG to repay the deficit.  The revised recovery plan would aim 
to reduce on-going spending or increase income to cover the other half. 
 
It is the view of the LA that the Minimum Funding Guarantee is not a good use of resources, it undermines 
the banding system that applies to all special schools and it is unnecessary for the effective operation of 
The Michael Tippett School.  
 
In technical terms, we are asking you to endorse a request by the LA to the Secretary of State for 
Education to disapply the Minimum Funding Guarantee for TMTS for 2022/23 financial year. 
 
The LA cannot remove the MFG without having consulted the schools affected (ie TMTS) and Schools 
Forum, taking account of the impact that such a change would have on the school, other schools, the 
wider educational service and vulnerable groups.  The final decision as to whether the change is permitted 
is made by the Secretary of State for Education.  
 
We would welcome your views on whether you support the removal of the Minimum Funding 
Guarantee at TMTS from 2022/23 financial year.  What practical steps would you have to take to 
operate within the Lambeth standard top-up rates? What impacts would you expect from this 
change, particularly on students, their families and your staff?  Please could you respond by 22nd  
October 2021. 
 
It is expected that the Secretary of State is unlikely to support the proposal if the school is not in favour, 
so if you want the proposal to succeed, you will need to express that without ambiguity. 
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I have discussed the wider arrangements that the LA would put in place, were the Secretary of State to 
agree to the proposal, with the Chair of Governors and Executive Headteacher.  On condition that the 
MFG ceases after 2021/22 financial year, the LA would provide supplementary top-up funding to the 
school by 31st March 2022 equivalent to the £1.061m deficit expected for this financial year.  This would 
mean that the TMTS would be able to end 2021/22 without a cumulative deficit.  The LA would take the 
deficit centrally and would use the MFG that would otherwise have been paid to offset against the cost of 
the cumulative deficit. 
 
Such an arrangement would mean that TMTS was free from the deficit, but clear that it had repaid its own 
deficit by foregoing the MFG.  It would provide the LA with assurance that the Governing Body had 
addressed its deficit and had a workable operational plan for the future.  While the LA would initially have 
a larger High Needs DSG deficit than otherwise, the revenue benefit of not having to pay for MFG would 
pay for that within a few years. It would also provide a level playing field for Lambeth maintained special 
schools, with each school being funded by the standard top-up rates, reflecting the amount of funding 
needed to support the cohort of pupils in each school. 
 
This is an opportunity for a fresh start for TMTS and I would urge the Governing Body to support it and 
respond to the consultation accordingly by 22nd October 2021.  My colleagues, Lynda Poole, Interim 
Assistant Director of Education and David Tully, Interim Education Finance Advisor will be available to 
attend your next Governing Board meeting to discuss this proposal. 
 
With all best wishes. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

Abrilli Phillip 
Director of Education 
Direct Line: 020 7926 9541 
Email: APhillip1@lambeth.gov.uk  
 

mailto:APhillip1@lambeth.gov.uk
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Agenda Item 8 

Title:    Schools Block 2022-23 

Date:  9th December 2021 

Report to: Schools Forum 

Report for:   Information  x  Decision    x Consultation       Action   

Author:  David Tully 

1 Background 
 

1.1 In July 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 A Schools Block Sub-Group worked through the issues and made 
recommendations to Schools Forum in October, which have since been the 
subject of consultation with all schools. 

1.3 This report sets out the outcomes from that consultation and the subsequent 
advice from the Sub-Group about how to proceed with the arrangements for the 
Schools Block in 2022/23. 

1.4 Based on decisions taken by Schools Forum at this meeting, the LA will bring 
the proposed final basis for determining mainstream funding formula allocations 
to the January 2022 meeting, using the confirmed funding settlement 
information from the ESFA, which is expected in December 2021. 

1.5 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.  There is no change to the forecast position 
reported in October 2021.  The variance on the Growth Fund arises because 
the expansion at Paxton had not been appropriately reflected in the Authority 
Proforma Tool for 2021/22. 

 
Table 1:  Schools Block forecast 2021/22 at Period 7 

Component 

b/f 
balances 

£’000 

DSG 
Funding 
2021/22 

Net LA forecast 
spend 2021/22 

(P02) £'000 

Variance 
P07 

£'000 

Variance 
October 
SF £’000 

Difference 
£’000 

Mainstream funding 
formula 

0 (221,550) 221,550 0 0 0 

Falling Rolls Fund 0 (585) 585 0 0 0 

Growth Fund (195) (180) 289 (86) (86) 0 

Schools Block (195) (222,315) 222,424 (86) (86) 0 

 

3 Consultation with schools on formula arrangements for 2022/23 
3.1 The consultation paper in Appendix A was published on Friday 5th November 

2021, with a deadline of Friday 19th November 2021.  It sets out the background 
calculations for the available funding for 2022/23.  It identifies the three 
consultation issues and it provides explanations for these proposals and 
illustrations for every mainstream school. 

3.2 The consultation was despatched by email to each school and was published 
on the Lambeth Schools Partnership web-site.  A webinar explaining the 
proposals was attended by 17 school participants on Thursday 11th January 
2021.   

3.3 In the end, there were only 6 formal responses to the consultation paper, which 
are set out in Appendix B.  The comparable consultation exercise for 2021/22 
had 7 responses.   

 
4 Consultation Question 1:  moving to NFF values 
4.1 Schools Forum agreed to consult schools on a proposal to move straight to the 

National Funding Formula values from 2022/23.  As all schools in Lambeth are 
currently funded more than the NFF would provide, this means that each school 
would be dependent on the Minimum Funding Guarantee until their formula 
allocation (using the NFF) exceeded their protected funding. 

4.2 Of the 6 formal respondents to this consultation question, 1 agreed strongly, 4 
agreed and 1 neither agreed nor disagreed. 

4.3 This approach was recommended by the Sub-Group, who met on 26th 
November 2021 to reconfirm their support of this.  It was supported by Schools 
Forum at its meeting in October 2021.  Consultation with all schools has not 
revealed any particular concerns about the proposals, indeed the majority of 
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respondents supported it.  On this basis, Schools Forum is invited to formally 
support this approach for 2022/23. 

 
5 Consultation Question 2:  Suspending the Falling Rolls Fund.    
5.1 Schools Forum agreed to consult schools on the proposal to suspend the Falling Rolls 

Fund until there was place planning evidence of an upturn in pupil numbers in 
Lambeth.  All other things being equal, this would mean that the previous funding of 
£0.585m in the Falling Rolls Fund would be available for redistribution through the 
funding formula. 

5.2 Of the 6 formal responses to this consultation, 4 agreed strongly and 2 agreed. 
5.3 This approach was recommended by the Sub-Group, who met on 26th November 2021 

to reconfirm their support of this.  It was supported by Schools Forum at its meeting in 
October 2021.  Consultation with all schools has not revealed any particular concerns 
about the proposals, indeed all respondents supported it.  On this basis, Schools 
Forum is invited to formally support this approach for 2022/23. 

 

6 Consultation Question 3:  Transfer up to £1.1m (0.5%) from Schools Block 
to High Needs Block  

6.1 At the October 2021 Schools Forum meeting, no decision was made about 
transferring funding.  At the time, the High Needs Block was forecast to 
overspend by £2m and the LA was exploring options for addressing that.  The 
inclusion of the proposal to transfer resource from Schools Block to High Needs 
Block was done to leave the option open, pending further analysis of the High 
Needs Budget.  It was also pending a consideration by a Schools Forum High 
Needs Sub-Group of the wider range of options that the LA might pursue to get 
the budget back to balance. 

6.2 Elsewhere on the agenda, the position on the High Needs Block is set out.  
Rather than overspend by £2m in 2021/22, the LA is forecasting a deficit of 
£3.8m, which would rise to £1.1m if a technical proposal around Michael Tippett 
were to be pursued (ie up to £4.9m deficit). 

6.3 Of the 6 formal responses 1 agreed, 2 neither agreed nor disagreed, 2 
disagreed and 1 disagreed strongly. 

6.4 Among the concerns raised in the 6 responses (and their support or otherwise 
of the proposal) were: 

 

• Limiting the transfer to £0.5m, such that it was the equivalent of transferring the 
Falling Rolls Fund to High Needs, thus, having a broadly neutral impact on most 
schools. (Neither agree nor disagree) 

• The £1.1m would be better used in schools’ internal SEND departments (Disagree) 
• Concerns that their single form of entry school budget was under constraint and 

they wanted to maximise their formula allocation (Disagree strongly) 
• Querying whether academy schools would be affected equally, the answer to which 

is yes.  Whereas de-delegated resources are from the formula allocated budgets 
and only apply to maintained schools, any transfer to another block affects how 
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much of the Schools Block is distributed through the formula to all maintained and 
academy schools. (Neither agree nor disagree) 

• If such a transfer were done without an accompanying strategy, it might create 
more pressure on EHCP numbers, rather than relieving them.  The response then 
set out some of the wider considerations of the approach to managing the high 
needs block (Disagree). 

 
6.5 The Schools Forum High Needs Sub-Group met on Wednesday 17th November 2021 

to consider a range of options for getting the High Needs budget back to balance.  
Their input is set out in the report elsewhere on this agenda. 

6.6 They did conclude that they supported a transfer of £1.1m (0.5%) for 2022/23. 
6.7 The Schools Forum Schools Block Sub-Group met on Friday 26th November 2021 and 

concluded it, too, supported the transfer of £1.1m to the high needs block, but they 
would want to see a positive impact of the range of measures being taken to get the 
high needs budget back to balance. 

6.8 Officers are of the view that a transfer of £1.1m is appropriate in the circumstances, 
for the reasons set out in the consultation paper itself: 

• Part of a package. A transfer would be one of a series of measures taken to get 
the High Needs Block back to balance; it would not be the sole measure. 

• Act while we can. The LA has seen that many other LAs have experienced High 
Needs deficits and it is important to avoid reaching a point where the deficit is so 
large that it becomes irrecoverable. Far better to attempt to address this issue while 
there are still options available instead of reaching a point where the problem is 
bigger and options are fewer and less palatable. 

• More EHCPs flow from decisions in mainstream schools. Growing numbers 
and costs of EHCPs will either result in more funding going to mainstream schools 
(via high needs top-ups) or cost pressures will shift from mainstream schools to 
specialist provision (as pupils are funded through the High Needs block). Either 
way, there are consequences to growing EHCP numbers and a transfer 
underscores that point. 

6.9 The average cost per primary pupil would be £30 and the average cost per secondary 
pupil would be £43.   

6.10 Schools Forum is invited to conclude that, in the round, transferring 0.5% of Schools 
Block to High Needs Block is appropriate in the circumstances.  Thus, Schools Forum 
is invited to support the proposed transfer. 

 

7 Minimum Funding Guarantee 

7.1 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. 

7.2 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.   

7.3 If Schools Forum were to reject the proposed 0.5% transfer of Schools Block funding 
to the High Needs Block, the Minimum Funding Guarantee would likely exceed the 2% 
maximum.  The illustrations in the consultation paper indicated that no transfer would 
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result in an MFG of 2.15%.  (c£0.3m above the maximum).  If the provision of £0.250m 
set aside in the consultations were not to be needed, this would point to an MFG of 
2.27%.   

7.4 Rather than seek Secretary of State approval to exceed the maximum MFG, it would 
be preferable if the proposed transfer to the High Needs Block was agreed.  That would 
remove the issue of a possible MFG exceeding the maximum. 

8 Growth Fund.    
8.1 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.   

8.2 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.   

8.3 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. 

8.4 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 

School Component 

Extra forms of 
entry (2021/22 
academic year) 

Sept 2021 
(2021/22 
financial 

year) £’000 

Extra forms 
of entry 
(2022/23 

academic 
year) 

Sept 2022 
(2022/23 
financial 

year) £’000 

Paxton  Classroom 
start-up 

1 primary (Y5)  
1 primary (Y6) 

£40 1 primary 
(Y6)  

£20 

St Leonards Classroom 
start-up 

1 primary (Y5) £20 1 primary 
(Y6) 

£20 

Woodmansterne Classroom 
start-up 

2 primary (Y6),  
2 sec (Y9) 

3 sec (Y11) 

£140 2 secondary 
(Y10) 

 

£40 

Paxton  Correction for 
omission of 1 
fe in 2021/22 

APT 

 £89  £0 

Total   £289  £80 

 

9 Decisions for the Secretary of State 
9.1 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.  The LA has 
not proposed a transfer in excess of 0.5%, so this situation does not arise.  Permission 
could be sought from the Secretary of State if Schools Forum did not support a 
proposed transfer below that threshold and the LA still wished to pursue it. 

9.2 The Secretary of State’s permission would need to be sought if the Minimum Funding 
Guarantee needed to be set higher than the maximum 2% for 2022/23. 

9.3 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 
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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.   

9.4 The DfE has a standard basis for calculating this and officers would expect to pursue 
this for Woodmansterne and Dunraven again for 2022/23.  Appendix C sets out the 
likely impact for the two schools, based on provisional October 2021 pupil numbers. 
The larger impact is in Woodmansterne (+£98k), where expansions are not yet 
complete in secondary, so the relative primary / secondary numbers are adversely 
affected by sticking to the average MFG rate.  For Dunraven, their primary / secondary 
relative numbers are currently stable, so their adjustment (£2k) is minor.  Even where 
there are small adjustments, however, it is important to observe the principle for the 
long-term that variations in the relativities between primary and secondary pupil 
numbers for all-through schools should inadvertently penalise or overly protect them.   

9.5 Such a submission, however, would require the consent of both the Schools Forum 
and the two schools affected.   

9.6 Schools Forum is invited to give its support to this technical adjustment. 
 

10 Next Steps 
10.1 Officers will construct final draft allocations for the January 2022 Schools Forum 

meeting, on the basis of the decisions agreed here.  The schools funding 
settlement is expected mid-December.  This will confirm October 2021 pupil 
numbers and pupil characteristics data to be used.  Officers will confirm final 
premises factors to be used for 2022/23. 

10.2 The Authority Proforma Tool (of mainstream local formula allocations) will be 
despatched to the ESFA after Schools Forum in January 2022.  That will, 
however, be subject to  formal political approval for school budgets from 
Cabinet and Council in February 2022.   

 
11 Recommendations 
 
Schools Forum is invited to  

a) Agree to the adoption of the 2022/23 National Funding Formula values for 
the local funding formula; 

b) Agree 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; 

c) Agree to transfer 0.5% (£1.1m) from Schools Block to High Needs Block 
for 2022/23; 

d) Support the LA’s application to adjust the MFG rates for Dunraven and 
Woodmansterne in recognition of their different relative primary and 
secondary pupil numbers, as set out in Appendix C.   



Mainstream Schools Funding 
Formula 2022/23

Consultation with schools
Deadline for response 19th November 2021
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Accompanying details

• An accompanying spreadsheet (and pdf version) has been prepared 
which covers the following:
– Factor values for 2022/23, indicative NNDR and MFG funding
– School-by-school summaries
– Pupil numbers 2021.

• Schools may also wish to access information provided to Schools 
Forum in October 2021, particularly:
– SF Schools Block Paper Oct 2021
– SF Schools Block appendices Oct 2021
– SF High Needs Block Paper Oct 2021

https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-10/SF-Item-07-Schools-Block-2022-23.pdf
https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-10/SF-Item-07a-Schools-Block-Appx-1A-1C.pdf
https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-10/SF-Item-08-High-Needs-Block.pdf


1 PURPOSE OF THIS 
CONSULTATION

What are we asking and why?



1.1 Purpose of this consultation

• It is a requirement that the local authority consult with all affected schools 
each year on the basis of the funding formula to be used, if changes are 
proposed.

• For 2020/21 and 2021/22, the mainstream funding formula was changed to 
reflect better the composition of the national funding formula.

• Schools Forum accepted the advice from its sub-group about the issues that 
should be the subject of consultation for 2022/23:  moving to National Funding 
Formula values; leaving open the option of shifting resources to the High 
Needs Block; and suspending the use of the Falling Rolls Fund.

• The outcomes from this consultation will be considered by the sub-group 
again before they make a recommendation to Schools Forum at its meeting 
on 9th December 2021, with final decisions taking place in January 2022.



1.2 Consultation proposals

1. Mainstream formula values.  To move the local mainstream 
funding formula to match the pupil-led and core National Funding 
Formula values for 2022/23, using the Minimum Funding Formula to 
distribute the available funding and to smooth the transition to the 
NFF for individual schools.

2. Transfer to High Needs.  To seek schools’ views on a possible 

transfer of £0.5m or £1.1m funding from the Schools Block to the 
High Needs Block for 2022/23.

3. Falling Rolls Fund.  To seek schools’ views on a proposal to 

suspend the use of the Falling Rolls Fund from 2022/23 onwards, 
until there is school place planning evidence that rolls are rising 
again.



2.  PROPOSALS EXPLAINED

We are proposing to:
(2.1) adopt the NFF values for 2022/23;  
(2.2) suspend the use of the Falling Rolls Fund; 
(2.3) transfer funding to High Needs Block.



2.1 ADOPTING THE NFF VALUES 
IN 2022-23

First consultation point



2.1.1 Adopting the National Funding 
Formula values from 2022/23

• The strategy from 2020/21 and 2021/22 was that Lambeth should move 
closer to the structure of the National Funding Formula.

• The finance sub-group believes that this continues to be the right strategy:
– It recognises that government policy is to move to the NFF;
– It facilitates the transition for each school to the NFF;
– It reduces the risk of a “cliff-edge” shift to the NFF.

• All schools in Lambeth stand to lose funding if the NFF values were to be 
introduced without any protection.  But there is protection;  the Minimum 
Funding Guarantee.

• Rather than make incremental changes that have different impacts on 
different schools, the sub-group believes that Lambeth should introduce the 
NFF formula values and rely on the MFG to smooth the transition in future 
years.



2.1.2  How did the current formula compare 
against the NFF in 2021/22?

Comparison NFF v Lambeth formula 2021/22 Key points

• The pure NFF distributes less funding 
than Lambeth are currently receiving.  
Instead of an MFG equivalent to a 
0.7% supplement to the formula 
allocations in 2021/22, the NFF would 
have required a 9.2% supplement to 
distribute the same level of resource.

• Proportionately, Lambeth distributes 
more through AWPUs and through 
the lump sum with less through pupil-
led.

• It will take many years of minimal 
funding increases for the NFF to get 
to the point where most Lambeth 
schools are funded on the NFF, 
rather than on the MFG.

Pure NFF 
2021/22 

£'000

Pure 
NFF 

2021/22
%

Lambeth 
formula 
2021/22 

£'000

Lambeth 
formula 
2021/22

%
AWPUs £142,066 70.0% £168,924 76.8%
Pupil Led £45,494 22.4% £33,284 15.1%
School led £15,318 7.6% £17,731 8.1%
Total before 
MFG

£202,878 100.0% £219,939 100.0%

MFG £18,672 +9.2% £1,611 +0.7%
Total after 
MFG

£221,550 £221,550

Primary £114,566 56.2% £123,569 55.6%
Secondary £89,131 43.8% £98,787 44.4%
Total £203,697 100.0% £222,357 100.0%

Count of schools requiring MFG support

Sector (total)

MFG support 
needed with 

NFF

MFG support 
needed in 
2021/22

Primary (60) 60 11
Secondary  (17) 17 7
All-through (2) 2 2
TOTALS (79) 79 20



2.1.3 Why is the LA proposing to 
adopt the NFF values from 2022/23?

• For some LAs, the introduction of the NFF brings more funding where individual schools are in 
different positions relative to the NFF.   Some may gain and some may lose, so it is right that the LA 
changes the local formula incrementally to manage the transition.

• For Lambeth, all schools would lose if the NFF was introduced without transition.  The incremental 
changes that have been made in recent years have benefitted some schools (ie taken them even 
further away from the NFF) at the expense of others (who have got closer to the NFF).  In a situation 
where all schools are trying to migrate towards the NFF, incremental changes produce anomalous 
outcomes.

• Many other London LAs (eg Lewisham) have concluded that the most straightforward way of getting 
to the NFF is to adopt the NFF values and allow the MFG to manage the transition.

• This is why this is the Lambeth proposal for 2022/23 and, subject to consultation, it is supported by 
Schools Forum.



2.2 SUSPENDING THE FALLING 
ROLLS FUND FROM APRIL 2022

Second consultation point



2.2.1 Background to Falling Rolls Fund

• 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.



2.2.2 DfE criteria and current Lambeth practice

DfE Criteria Current Lambeth practice

1.  Schools must be judged good or outstanding at their last 
OFSTED

Yes, schools must be good or outstanding at their last OFSTED

2.  Surplus capacity exceeds a minimum number of pupils or a 
percentage of PAN

Yes, eligibility is for those with spare capacity in R / Y7 of 20% or more.

3.  Local planning data shows a requirement for a minimum 
percentage of the surplus places within the next three years

Eligibility is limited to 3 years, but there is no judgement about whether 
such places will be required within 3 years.

4.  Formula funding available to the school will not support 
provision of an appropriate curriculum with the existing cohort

No judgement is made about this in the eligibility criteria.  It is implicit that 
this is true for all otherwise eligible schools.  

5.  The school will need to make redundancies in order to contain 
spending within its formula budget

No judgement is made about this in the eligibility criteria.  It is implicit that 
this is true for all otherwise eligible schools.

6.  Schools Forum can set other local criteria for eligibility. FRF is not available to schools that are either receiving Growth Funding or 
were asked to reduce their PAN but chose not to.

It is principally on the third criteria that Lambeth’s practice is not fully aligned 

with DfE requirements.



2.2.3 Schools receiving Falling Rolls Funding in 2021/22

DfE No School School Ofsted PAN Sept 
2020 NOR Oct-20 80% 

Threshold

Number of 
pupils to be 

funded by LA
Total Funding

2331 Jessop Primary School Outstanding 60 43 48 5 £7,548
2578 Sunnyhill Primary School Good 60 45 48 3 £4,529
2783 Crown Lane Primary School Good 60 34 48 14 £21,135
2785 Fenstanton Primary School Good 60 37 48 11 £16,606
2808 Allen Edwards Primary School Good 60 42 48 6 £9,058
2898 Hill Mead Primary School Good 60 29 48 19 £28,684
2901 Henry Fawcett Primary School Good 60 45 48 3 £4,529
2905 Loughborough Primary School Good 60 37 48 11 £16,606
3596 St Stephen's CE Primary School Good 30 18 24 6 £9,058
3621 Holy Trinity CE Primary School Good 60 25 48 23 £34,723
3641 St Helen's RC Primary School Good 60 24 48 24 £36,232
5201 St Anne's RC Primary School Good 60 33 48 15 £22,645
5203 St Bede's RC Infant School Good 60 36 48 12 £18,116
6906 Evelyn Grace Academy Good 180 63 144 81 £172,442
6905 Lambeth Academy Good 180 106 144 38 £80,899
5404 St Martin-in-the-Fields Good 120 48 96 48 £102,188

Totals 1,230 383 £585,000



2.2.4 Reasons for the proposal to suspend the Falling 
Rolls Fund

• 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 sub-group was clear that the local scheme was supporting schools where falling 
rolls were not necessarily temporary in nature.

• For falling rolls that are not expected to quickly revert to previous levels, the lag of two 
terms for maintained schools and three terms for academies (ie October 2021 rolls do 
not affect funding before April 2022), gives schools time to manage the consequences 
of falling rolls. 

• 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. 

• A Falling Rolls Fund may be needed in the future, but not until pupil place planning data 
identifies growth in the borough again.



2.3 TRANSFERRING UP TO £1.1M (0.5%) 
FROM SCHOOLS BLOCK TO HIGH NEEDS 
BLOCK

Third consultation point



2.3.1 Background

• 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.  

• The papers to Schools Forum in October 2021 set out the position on the 
High Needs Block that was known at the time.  Officers are aware that the 
position has subsequently worsened and the details of that will be shared with 
a High Needs Sub-Group and with Schools Forum during this term.



2.3.2 Considerations

• The original budget plans had been to permit a short-term deficit of £0.8m to 
fund high needs support for the additional costs for the Lambeth Pension 
Fund and for the increased numbers of EHCPs. The expected stepped 
increase in the High Needs Block would permit a return to balance during 
2022/23.

• The Schools Forum in June and October 2021 had received reports about the 
High Needs Block having an underlying deficit of £2.1m, including the planned 
£0.8m, with the possibility that the position might worsen during 2021/2.

• While the stepped increase in the High Needs Block of +£4.7m has 
materialised, this is not going to be sufficient to repay the 2021/22 deficit, 
offset the underlying level of spending and accommodate cost and demand 
pressures in the High Needs Block.

• A High Needs Sub-Group is looking at the plans for getting the High Needs 
Block back to balance and one of the options being considered is to transfer 
resource from the Schools Block to the High Needs Block.



2.3.3 Other options being considered to address 
High Needs pressures

• Demand Management.  Why do we have rising 
numbers of EHCPs across the age-ranges?  What 
can be done to meet statutory responsibilities 
and the needs of young people, while slowing 
down the demand? Is the LA ceasing EHCPs 
appropriately when circumstances indicate that 
this is necessary?

• Tight controls. Are the processes for agreeing 
EHCPs or agreeing the resources associated with 
them sufficiently robust?

• Cost effective provision.  Are there any initiatives 
or services or practices where money could be 
better spent to meet the needs of young people?  
Are there any specialist settings with consistently 
empty places that ought to be removed?

• Capital Investment.  Are there any initiatives or 
expansions that might require some capital 
investment before they can happen?  What might 
they be? 

• Seeking out best practice.  Are there practices 
that colleagues have been effective elsewhere 
that Lambeth could adopt or adapt for local 
circumstances?

• Early Intervention.  Some benefits (both 
financially and for the outcomes for individual 
young people) may require some spending now 
to save in the future.  What sort of initiatives that 
are not being done now might be beneficial 
locally?

• Top-up rates.  Top-up rates have increased in 
2020/21 and 2021/22.  Is there a case for freezing 
top-up rates for 2022/23? Or must we increase 
again?

• Partner funding.  Is there more that partners 
(mainly social care and health) should be doing to 
share the costs of supporting EHCPs?  Or are the 
current arrangements sufficient?



2.3.4 Reasons for proposing a transfer to High Needs Block

• Part of a package.  A transfer would be one of a series of measures taken to 
get the High Needs Block back to balance; it would not be the sole measure.

• Act while we can.  The LA has seen that many other LAs have experienced 
High Needs deficits and it is important to avoid reaching a point where the 
deficit is so large that it becomes irrecoverable.  Far better to attempt to 
address this issue while there are still options available instead of reaching a 
point where the problem is bigger and options are fewer and less palatable. 

• More EHCPs flow from decisions in mainstream schools.  Growing 
numbers and costs of EHCPs will either result in more funding going to 
mainstream schools (via high needs top-ups) or cost pressures will shift from 
mainstream schools to specialist provision (as pupils are funded through the 
High Needs block).  Either way, there are consequences to growing EHCP 
numbers and a transfer underscores that point.



3 IMPACT ON FUNDING LEVELS AND 
DISTRIBUTION 2022-23

Illustrations of what these proposals might mean



3.1  Outline of approach

1. Calculate what the impact of using the NFF values would have been 
in 2021/22, compared to the actual approach. 

2. Estimate available funding for distribution in 2022/23.
3. Obtain October 2021 pupil numbers and update premises factors.
4. Apply the NFF values to the October 2021 pupil numbers (and 

October 2020 characteristics) and estimate the level of the MFG 
needed to distribute the funding available.



3.2 Available funding 2022/23

• On the basis of the October 2021 headline pupil numbers, 
the funding expected for 2022/23 is as set out below.

Estimated available funding Units
Value per 

unit
Total 
£'000

Primary Units of Funding 20,005 £6,014.14 £120,313

Secondary Units of Funding 11,864 £8,154.15 £96,741
Premises factors 2022/23 £4,308
Growth Funding £1,318
Forecast SCHOOLS BLOCK DSG 2022/23 £222,680

less possible transfer to High Needs Block (£500)
Less another possible transfer to High Needs Block (to get to 
maximum of 0.5%)

(£613)

Less estimated Growth Fund requirements 2022/23 (£80)
less Provision (for instance, from ESFA data validation, 
differences in rates costs).

(£250)

Amount for distribution in illustrations £221,237



3.3 National changes

• Unlike in 2021/22, when there were major grants incorporated within 
the mainstream funding formula, there are no changes to the 
composition of the funding allocations.  

• There are only technical changes:
– Prior attainment data.  There is a need to use 2019 data for prior attainment 

because of the lack of such data for 2020.  
– Free School Meals Ever 6 data.  The DfE has changed from using the January 

census (and the six years census data prior to that) to the October census (and the 
six years census data prior to that).  This means that the 2022/23 formula will use 
October 2021 data, rather than January 2021 data.

– Mobility data.  Account will be taken of pupils joining schools between Jan 2021 
and May 2021 because of the lockdown arrangements that were in force at the 
time.



3.4  Data sets

• All options use October 2021 pupil numbers.  These are still subject to validation by ESFA and 
there were eight schools that were unable to provide data, so 2020 figures have been used instead. 
At the time this paper was being compiled the LA did not have 2021 data for 2 schools, so adjusted 
2020 data was used.

• The October 2021 pupil numbers are supplemented with estimates of new planned places in new or 
growing schools from September 2022 (at 7/12ths).  This includes Harris Clapham and the 
expansions at St Leonard’s, Paxton and Woodmansterne.

• All options use October 2020 pupil characteristics.  This is unavoidable; October 2021 pupil 
characteristics will not be available until December 2021.  The proposal to use the NFF values for 
2022/23 means that all schools are expected to be funded by the Minimum Funding Guarantee, so 
changes to pupil characteristics may well be of academic interest this year.

• Premises funding has been based on the same split site entitlements as in October 2020 with a 3% 
uplift.  Around 2/3rds of maintained schools have provided their rates bills, so prior year adjustments 
have been possible for them, not for others or academies.   In the Chancellor of the Exchequer’s 

Autumn Budget Statement, he indicated that the business rates (NNDR) rate in the £ would be 
unchanged for 2022/23, so rates is based on the 2021/22 rates bill (or the estimated bill) plus 0% 
PFI factor has been increased by 3.1% provisionally, based on the prevailing retail price index that 
underpins the PFI contract.



3.5  Illustrations

• School by school illustrations of the impact of moving to the NFF values are set out in separate 
schedules. The NFF values have been applied to the October 2021 pupil numbers and these have 
been supplemented with the indicated changes to premises factors.

• It is clear again, as it was in 2021/22, that every single school and academy would need Minimum 
Funding Guarantee support for 2022/23.  The amount of MFG depends on the funding that is 
distributed.

• Slide 3.2 indicated that there was an estimated £222.680m available in 2022/23.  After taking off 
£0.250m for further changes to pupil numbers or rates) and £80k for the Growth Fund for 2022/23, 
this leaves £222.350m.

– If there is no transfer to High Needs Block, £222.350m would require an MFG of 2.15% to distribute the available 
funding.  This would exceed the maximum 2% MFG by £0.311m and the LA would need to seek approval from the 
Secretary of State to exceed that maximum.

– If £0.5m were transferred to High Needs Block, £221.850m would require an MFG of 1.91% to distribute the available 
funding.  This is just within the maximum 2% MFG.

– If the LA were to transfer £1.113m (0.5%) to High Needs, £221.237m would require an MFG of 1.60% to distribute the 
available funding



3.6 In what ways do the different funding 
options affect the distribution?

Proposed used of NFF values for 2022/23, with 
variable MFG to distribute available funding.

Key points

No transfer 
to High 
Needs 

2022-23
£'000

£0.5m 
transfer to 
High Needs 

2022-23
£’000

£1.1m 
transfer to 
High Needs 

2022-23
£’000

AWPUs £144,416 £144,416 £144,416
Pupil Led £45,818 £45,818 £45,818
School led £15,765 £15,765 £15,765
MFG £16,350 £15,850 £15,236
Total £222,350 £221,850 £221,237

MFG %age 2.15% 1.91% 1.60%

• Because all schools’ formula budgets would 
fall below the MFG entitlement of MFG 
+0.5%, the impact of any difference in 
funding level is straightforward to calculate.

• Each school’s MFG would be 2.15% (subject 
to Secretary of State approval) if there is no 
transfer, down to 1.6-% if £1.113m is 
transferred, a range of 0.55%.

• Each school’s protected per pupil MFG 
amount is different, but the average 
difference between one end of the range and 
the other is indicated.

• For a 2 fe primary school the difference 
between transferring £1.113m to the High 
Needs Block and not is c£13k.

• For a 5 fe secondary school, it is c£33k.
• Bear in mind that, had the suspension of the 

Falling Rolls not been a feature of these 
proposals, half of the £1.113m range would 
not have been available (ie the majority of 
schools will have benefitted from the 
suspension of the Falling Rolls Fund.

Sector
Span of per pupil 

differences
Primary £29.88
Secondary £43.39
All-through £35.67

Differences in MFG 0.55%



4 HOW TO RESPOND
How do you tell us your views?



4.1 Consultation Questions

1. Do you agree that the LA should adopt the National Funding Formula 
values for 2022/23?  What comments do you have on this proposal?

2. Do you agree that the LA should suspend the Falling Rolls Fund until 
such time as school place planning data suggests growing pupil 
numbers?  What comments do you have on this proposal?

3. Do you agree that the LA may transfer up to 0.5% of the Schools 
Block to the High Needs Block in 2022/23?  What comments do you 
have on this proposal?

4. Do you have any other comments about the funding arrangements 
outlined in this paper?



4.2  Other issues for schools to 
address

• Schools are invited to check that they have provided 
copies of 2021/22 rates bills if these have not been 
provided already.  (The ESFA provides details for 
academies).



4.3 How to respond

• A consultation response form is available on-line here.
• Please submit your responses by that form on-line by 

Friday 19th November 2021.
• A webinar event is to be held at 12 noon on Thursday 

11th November 2021 for up to an hour. It will explain the 
contents of this consultation paper and there will be 
opportunities to ask questions. You can access the 
meeting via Microsoft Team here on the day.

• Email schoolsmonitoring@lambeth.gov.uk if you have any 
queries.

https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=gCfyxF9IB0WvSmCpcdb3_hTK4dVI2HxLk7Mfd3SPVsVUOTQ2VzZFSlQ3MFlMTEhCU0dBSDNLOUZQSC4u
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_MDgxZGJjYTMtNjU4Mi00ZmYyLTkxYmMtMDU4ZGJiM2Q3NjU0%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22c4f22780-485f-4507-af4a-60a971d6f7fe%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22d5e1ca14-d848-4b7c-93b3-1f77748f56c5%22%7d
mailto:schoolsmonitoring@lambeth.gov.uk


5 NEXT STEPS
What happens next?



5.1  Next steps

• Consultation webinar meeting 12 noon Thursday 11th November 2021 (for 
heads, governors, school business managers)

• Submit your response by Friday 19th November 2021
• Finance Sub-Group will consider the responses on Friday 26th November 

2021.
• Schools Forum consider sub-group’s feedback on 9th December 2021.
• ESFA provide validated October 2021 pupil numbers and pupil characteristics 

data for the real 2022/23 formula in December 2021.
• Schools Forum on 13th January 2022 considers what to recommend to 

Cabinet.
• Cabinet and Council determine final budgets in February 2022.
• LA advises maintained schools of budget shares at end Feb 2022 and ESFA 

use the same information to provide academies with their 2022/23 academic 
year budgets.



Formal responses to mainstream 
funding consultation 2022/23

Friday 5th November 2021 to Friday 19th November 2021
Webinar event 12 noon Thursday 11th November 2021
6 formal responses were received – all primary (4 heads, 2 business 
managers / directors)



Comments on question 1

What inflation has been factored into future years?

It will benefit our school if there is no transfer of high needs funding and secondly if the falling roll fund is suspended.

The use of the Minimum Funding Formula to distribute the available funding and to smooth the transition to individual 
schools has clearly been considered in order to support schools to have a 'softer landing' as we move to the NFF. The 
move to NFF is inevitable and therefore to approach this in the smoothest and most equitable possible way is preferable. 



Comments on question 2

All schools have falling rolls - it would help if Lambeth Admissions understood and supported of achieving around 30 
pupils per class.  
Due to the broader context of the falling rolls across Lambeth, it is important that any use of such funding sits within the 
broader strategy and therefore agree that this needs to be allocated where it is clear that the falling roll is temporary in 
nature. 



Comments on question 3 (part 1)
Yes to transferring £500K, but not more, so in effect moving the Falling Rolls fund to the HNB.
We do not agree. We feel the 1.1m would better support high needs block internal SEND departments with more cost effective solutions and 
alleviate the pressure on schools who have at times had to provide support without funding it. If the funds better supported schools by 
reducing times on assessment and better funded outreach programmes this in turn 
Due to our single form entry our budgetary constraints are very high. Therefore if there is no transfer to the high needs block we will be able 
to get the maximum of the potential budget for 2022-23.
I am unable to answer this as do not think that I have enough information.  Will academy status schools be expected to contribute and/or 
benefit?



Comments on question 3 (part 2)
• By transferring funding from the schools block, how are we safeguarding against a situation whereby even more EHCPs will be applied for? 

Lambeth currently has above average numbers of EHCPs compared both nationally and locally. 
• It is not clear that this funding will be used strategically to better support schools to meet the needs of their pupils at SEN support and move 

away from an over-reliance on the EHCP process. Where I recognise and appreciate that some increases in EHCP applications is due to 
an increase in the population of pupils with more complex needs in our mainstream schools, some applications are also being made due to 
a perception (partly due to the current landscape) that the only way to secure provision is through the EHCP assessment process.

• By transferring this funding to the high needs block without a clear accompanying strategy as to how this money would directly support the 
provision of pupils at SEN support in school, this reinforces this message and could potentially lead in a further increase in applications, 
thereby placing additional pressures on the system rather than relieving it. 

• This also sits within broader considerations  regarding, for example:
• availability of in-borough specialist placements to avoid costs of out-of-borough placements, access to specialist services without 

need for EHCP etc
• availability of access to high quality early intervention to support pupils at risk of exclusion due to SEMH needs (or other SEN

needs)
• how funding is made available to pupils 'in crisis' to avoid EHCPs being applied for to be able to finance provision that is needed to 

manage the 'crisis' rather than support meeting the needs of the learner
• the EHCP assessment and review process with a clearer focus on long-term outcomes, preparation for adulthood and therefore 

clarity when an EHCP might no longer be needed rather than the EHCP being a 'passport to provision' 
- how are social care and health being held to account for the provision that they should be responsible for (including financially) so 
as to reduce the burden on education?

• how are we working with parents to develop a better understanding of the personal budget so as to support a more strategic 
implementation of the funding accessible (including aspects of the personal budget accessible through health and social care)? 

• I understand the need to transfer to the high-needs block to avoid further problems in the future but feel that if this transfer of funding takes 
place it needs to be clear how this is being specifically used within the SEND strategy to support a long-term strategic approach to address 
demand management for top-up funding. 

• How is this being ring-fenced to impact on all schools? Without this, I am concerned that this transfer will disincentivise schools from taking 
whole-school approaches to improve outcomes for all pupils and ensuring that there is a strong foundation of universal approaches that are 
'vital for some but beneficial for all' and put pressure on SENCOs to focus on applications for more EHCPs rather than the strategic 
leadership of SEND that will have more impact on improving outcomes for all. A bolt on approach is always going to be more expensive 
than a built in approach.



Provisional calculations of MFG adjustment for Lambeth all-through schools Appendix C

Section 1 - Inputs

School Name Primary KS3 KS4 Primary KS3 KS4
Woodmansterne 772 424 145.5 783 444 213

Dunraven 413 675 426 415 680 429

2021/22 AWPU Rates 4,384.05       6,452.06       6,638.76       

Section 2 - calculating the reprofiled 2021-22 pupils

School Name Primary KS3 KS4 Primary KS3 KS4
Woodmansterne 54.3750% 30.8333% 14.7917% 729.441 413.629 198.430

Dunraven 27.2310% 44.6194% 28.1496% 412 676 426

Section 3 - calculating the difference in funding

Adjustment Baseline
School Name Primary KS3 KS4 Total Per Pupil Primary KS3 KS4 Total Per Pupil Per Pupil Adjustment
Woodmansterne 3,197,906 2,668,761 1,317,331 7,183,998 5,355.20 3,384,489 2,735,674 965,940 7,086,103 5,282.22 72.97 97,895.24

Dunraven 1,807,444 4,358,613 2,829,341 8,995,398 5,941.48 1,810,614 4,355,142 2,828,113 8,993,868 5,940.47 1.01 1,529.92

Section 3 uses the current AWPU rates and applies them to the reprofiled 2021-22 NOR and the actual 2021-22 NOR.  It converts this to an amount per pupil and the difference between the two becomes the 

adjustment per pupil.  Multiplying this adjustment provides the baseline adjustment to be used.

Section 2 calculates the profile of pupils for 2022-23 and applies that 

profile back to the 2021-22 numbers on roll.

Please enter 2021-22 NOR Please enter 2022-23 NOR

2022-23 proportions Reprofiled 2021-22 NOR

2021-22 AWPU applied to reprofiled 2021-22 NOR 2021-22 AWPU applied to actual 2021-22 NOR
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Agenda Item 9 

Title:   De-delegation decisions for 2022/23 – Trades Union Facilities and Education 
Functions for Maintained Schools. 

Date:  9th  December 2021 

Report to: Schools Forum 

Report for:   Information    Decision    X Consultation      Action   

Author:  Claire Cobbold / Abrilli Phillip 

 
1 Background to Item  
 
1.1 For 2022/23, there are two items where maintained schools are invited to confirm their 

continued intention to pool funding for particular services and functions:   
 

• Trade Union Facilities Arrangement (TUFA) (de-delegation within the mainstream 
funding formula for maintained primary / secondary only) 

• Education Support (treated as de-delegation in the mainstream funding formula for 
maintained primary / secondary schools, but also applying to special schools). 

 
2 Trade Union Facilities Agreement 
 
2.1 This funding is used to compensate those maintained schools that have trade union 

representatives in their staff in order to release these staff members for an agreed period of 
time in order to attend to trade union duties that they carry out on behalf of all maintained 
schools. 

 
2.2 The Trades Union Facilities Arrangement (TUFA) for schools was first bought to schools Forum 

in Dec 2015 where it was agreed.  From April 2016 schools paid towards this agreement at a 
rate of £4.50 per pupil and this rose to £5 per pupil in April 2020. 

 
2.3 The purpose of the TUFA agreement is to provide a framework agreement between Lambeth 

Council, its community of schools which includes foundation, academies and voluntary 
controlled, and the recognised trade unions.  Its aim is to facilitate, improve and provide a 
constructive framework for consultation and industrial relations with the Council and within 
individual schools.   
 

2.4 The Key Benefits the key benefits arising from contributing to the agreement are: 
  

o meaningful consultation in an efficient way 
o partnership working leading to good workplace relations 
o joint working to address health & safety, development of policies and supporting HR 
o early intervention preventing small problems from escalating to time-consuming and 

costly disputes 
o better management of change and workplace relations 
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2.5 The Trades Unions represented as part of the Agreement are GMB, Unison, NEU, NAHT and 
NASUWT.  Appendix 1 refers to context and summary of support offered to schools from the 
Lambeth Trade Union Panel. 
 

2.6 At present the TUFA contributions from schools are collected by schools’ finance via the APT 
return and cash summary twice a year and schools are advised at the start of each financial 
year the costs for their school.  It is expected that all schools will sign up to this agreement.  
Academies and PRU’s are invoiced individually. 
 

2.7 Nurseries and Special Schools will be billed for their use of the agreement for 2022/23 and 
then notified of the amounts and charged via the cash summary moving forward as their 
funding comes from different budgets.  
 

2.8 It is proposed that the TUFA rate increase to £5.18 per pupil for 2022/23 to cover the costs of 
providing the service.  This is an increase of 2% from 2021/22 This is expected to recover 
£0.124m from maintained schools. 

 
3 Education Support Services 2022/23 
 
3.1 This funding is  used to pay for certain specific functions that the local authority continues to 

undertake on behalf of maintained schools. The list of these functions is set out in annex 2 of 
the Schools Revenue funding 2022-23 Operational Guide (Appendix 2 to this paper). The 
amount of funding that schools contribute to these functions does not cover the full cost of 
these activities and there is contributions additionally provided by the LA.  
 

3.2 Prior to 2017/18 these functions were paid for by a grant from the DfE known as the Education 
Services Grant and since this grant ceased, the various elements that were covered by the 
grant are now subject to different funding arrangements with those functions that relate to 
maintained schools falling under this arrangement.  
 

3.3 In October 2021 the government additionally  announced its final consultation on Reforming 
how local authorities’ school improvement functions are funded.  The key proposals are to 
remove the Schools Monitoring and Brokering Grant by 2022-23, with a reduction of 50%in 
2021-22.  This Grant currently supports Lambeth’s core education improvement functions in 
combination with funding via Central Schools Service Block, and General fund.   
 

3.4 The loss of this Grant  of approx. £130k in 2022-23 will impact the core education services 
budgets within the LA.  Although it is recommended that LA’s can use the  de delegation linked 
to schools monitoring and Brokering grant removal,  Lambeth are currently reviewing services 
offer and will not be seeking an increase to cover the loss of the 50% in 2022-23.  Once this 
review is complete the is the possibility the LA  de-delegation for this in future years. 
 

3.5 In 2021-22 the amount that was agreed to be contributed by maintained schools was £20.80 
per pupil, which amounted to £0.478m for the maintained primary and secondary schools. It 
is recommended that the rate per pupil for 2022-23 rise by 41p a 2% increase to £21.21per 
pupil).  With falling rolls, the LA budget will recover £0.472m. 

 
3.6 It is recommended again that a multiplier of 2 be used for special school places, meaning that 

the amount that would be deducted from the place funding for this purpose would be £42.42 
per commissioned place. There are currently 650 places commissioned in the 5 maintained 
special schools meaning that in total £28k would be deducted. 
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3.7 Table 1 summarises the composition of the contribution per pupil / place, as per the 

categories set out in Appendix 2. 
 

Table 1:  Analysis of what the maintained school contribution pays for 
 

Component 

Total 
mainstream
, 
maintained 
pupils 

£ per 
mainstrea
m pupil 

Total 
special 
maintaine
d pupils 

£ per 
special 
place 

Total funding 
for LA 
Education 
Functions 
£’000 

Statutory & Regulatory 
Duties 22,273 

£10.60 
650 

£21.20 £250 

Compliance Monitoring £10.60 £21.20 £250 
Total   £21.20   £42.40 £500 

 
 
 
4 Recommendations 
 
4.1 Maintained primary school representatives are invited to agree to continue the de-

delegation for the Trades Union Facilities Agreements in 2022/23 at a rate of £5.18 per pupil. 
 
4.2 Maintained secondary school representative are invited to agree to continue the de-

delegation for the Trades Union Facilities Agreements in 2022/23 at a rate of £5.18 per pupil. 
 

4.3 Maintained primary, secondary, all-through and special school representatives are invited 
to agree to continue to de-delegate for Education Functions for 5-16 year old in 2022/23, at a 
rate of £21.20 per pupil for pupils in primary and secondary schools and £42.40 per 
commissioned place in maintained special schools. 
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Appendix 1 
Letters from Unions 
 
 
 
Dear School Forum Member                       23rd November 2021 
 

Trade Unions Facilities Agreement Schools 
 
I was a head teacher in Lambeth for 34 years and continue to be a trade union officer for the 
NAHT now in my thirtieth year.  I am writing to you to ask that the School Forum contribute to 
the facilities pot that is run by Lambeth HR. 
 
The last academic year has been a very challenging one for everyone in education and 
especially those in front line roles.  The Trade Unions have worked tirelessly throughout this 
period to support members alongside schools and the Education Department, ensuring the 
education of young people always took top priority. 
 
Trade Unions play an important role in the modern workplace and there are significant benefits 
to both employers and employees when organisations and unions work together effectively. 
To this end, Lambeth Council operates a Trade Unions Facilities Agreement. The aim of the 
agreement is to facilitate, improve and provide a constructive framework for a consultation and 
industrial relations within the Council and within individual schools.  
 
The agreement provides a ready-made structure for meaningful consultation and negotiation 
thus saving organisations money, and giving reassurance that all views are valued in decision 
making. It offers the facilitation of partnership working with trade unions, improved workplace 
relations and the reputation of an employer as ‘a good place to work’. 
 
The Unions involved in this agreement meet regularly throughout the year as a panel to 
discuss policies to be adopted by schools and other related matters. The panel also regularly 
meets senior officers of the Council to discuss items of common interest. These may take the 
form of earlier. intervention in relation to complaints, grievances and disciplinaries preventing 
escalation into more serious problems; thereby saving organisations and taxpayers’ money 
by reducing the impact on staff time and possible legal costs. The meetings provide better 
communication to manage change during restructuring and redundancy processes; thereby 
improving understanding of decisions and minimising negative impacts.  
 
For staff in schools, paying in to the facilities pot allows members of staff to have access to 
advice and representation by a local officer, if the matter is more complex than a school 
representative can deal with. If schools do not pay in, the remaining schools cannot take on 
the burden of paying for the time and therefore schools will either have to wait until a regional 
representative is available or meet after working hours. Unions would also potentially be 
asking schools to release local school reps for more in-depth training. It has been recognised 
that this system of paying into a local pot is the most efficient way to ensure that staff have 
access to representation and schools can access local officers to try to maintain good 
industrial relations. 
 
In summary, the key benefits arising from contributing to the agreement are:  
 

• meaningful consultation in an efficient way 
• partnership working leading to good workplace relations 
• joint working to address health & safety, development of policies and supporting HR 
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• early intervention preventing small problems from escalating to time-consuming and 
costly disputes 

• better management of change and workplace relations 
 
The Facilities Agreement has worked very well over many years ensuring schools have 
healthy, positive relationships with their staff and Lambeth Council.  Such partnership working 
is thought to encourage a perception of the employer as a ‘good employer’ that employees 
want to work for and help present a positive image to the outside world.  It also ensures that 
all union members in schools have access to representation. A pooled process ensures the 
costs are shared evenly across all schools and keeps costs much lower and more efficient 
than other systems.  I understand that all schools in Lambeth currently contribute to the School 
Forum. 
 
We look forward to the School Forum agreeing to continue the Facilities Agreement to 
maintain Lambeth’s reputation as a place of high quality for employers and employees. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Brian Hazell 
NAHT secretary Lambeth 
On behalf of the Lambeth Panel 
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Appendix 2  
Responsibilities held for maintained schools only 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-16-schools-funding-local-authority-guidance-for-

2022-to-2023/schools-operational-guide-2022-to-2023#annex-2--central-services-that-may-
be-funded-with-agreement-of-schools-forums 

 
 
Statutory and regulatory duties 

• Functions of LA related to best value and provision of advice to governing bodies in procuring 
goods and services (Sch 2, 58) 

• Budgeting and accounting functions relating to maintained schools (Sch 2, 74) 
• Authorisation and monitoring of expenditure in respect of schools which do not have 

delegated budgets, and related financial administration (Sch 2, 59) 
 
Monitoring of compliance with requirements in relation to the scheme for financing schools and 
the provision of community facilities by governing bodies (Sch 2, 60) 

• Internal audit and other tasks related to the local authority’s chief finance officer’s 
responsibilities under Section 151 of LGA 1972 for maintained schools (Sch 2, 61) 

• Functions made under Section 44 of the 2002 Act (Consistent Financial Reporting) (Sch 2, 
62) 

• Investigations of employees or potential employees, with or without remuneration to work at 
or for schools under the direct management of the headteacher or governing body (Sch 2, 
63) 

• Functions related to local government pensions and administration of teachers’ pensions in 
relation to staff working at maintained schools under the direct management of the 
headteacher or governing body (Sch 2, 64) 

• Retrospective membership of pension schemes where it would not be appropriate to expect 
a school to meet the cost (Sch 2, 77) 

• HR duties, including: advice to schools on the management of staff, pay alterations, 
conditions of service and composition or organisation of staff (Sch 2, 65); determination of 
conditions of service for non-teaching staff (Sch 2, 66); appointment or dismissal of 
employee functions (Sch 2, 66) 

• Consultation costs relating to staffing (Sch 2, 68) 
• Compliance with duties under Health and Safety at Work Act (Sch 2, 69) 
• Provision of information to or at the request of the Crown relating to schools (Sch 2, 70) 
• School companies (Sch 2, 71) 
• Functions under the Equality Act 2010 (Sch 2, 72) 
• Establish and maintaining computer systems, including data storage (Sch 2, 73) 
• Appointment of governors and payment of governor expenses (Sch 2, 74) 

 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-16-schools-funding-local-authority-guidance-for-2022-to-2023/schools-operational-guide-2022-to-2023#annex-2--central-services-that-may-be-funded-with-agreement-of-schools-forums
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-16-schools-funding-local-authority-guidance-for-2022-to-2023/schools-operational-guide-2022-to-2023#annex-2--central-services-that-may-be-funded-with-agreement-of-schools-forums
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-16-schools-funding-local-authority-guidance-for-2022-to-2023/schools-operational-guide-2022-to-2023#annex-2--central-services-that-may-be-funded-with-agreement-of-schools-forums
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-16-schools-funding-local-authority-guidance-for-2022-to-2023/schools-operational-guide-2022-to-2023#annex-2--central-services-that-may-be-funded-with-agreement-of-schools-forums
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