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Schools Forum  
Monday the 7th of October 2019 

4.00 pm – 6.00 pm 
Meeting Room G91 Hove Town Hall 

 
MINUTES 

Present:  
 
School Members 
Ashley Harrold (AH) (Vice Chair) Headteacher, Blatchington Mill School 
 
Early Years and Primary Schools 
Damien Jordan (DJ) Headteacher, Fairlight Primary School  
Oli Sharpe (OS) Parent Rep, Middle Street Primary  
Chris Taylor (CT) Headteacher, Patcham Infant School 
Mel Fane (MF)                                              Governor, Cardinal Newman Secondary School 
Tad Matus (TM)     Governor, St Joseph’s Primary School 
Viv Warren (VW)   Early Years Representative 
Julie Plumstead (JP)   Nursery Headteacher Representative 
Rachel Kershaw (RK)   Headteacher, Primary  
 
Secondary Schools 
James Kilmartin (JK) Headteacher, Cardinal Newman Catholic School 
 
Special Schools 
Rachel Burstow (RBu) Headteacher, Hill Park Special School 
 
Academies 
Mark Poston (MP)                                           Headteacher, PACA 
 
Non-School Members 
Roopal Patel (RP)   PVI Early Years Representative 
Sarah Clayton (SC) Headteacher, St Mary’s Catholic Primary, Representative of the Roman 

Catholic Diocese 
Paul Shellard (PS Teacher Unions Representative   
  
 
Local Authority 
Georgina Clarke Green (GC)  Assistant Director, Health SEN & Disabilities  
Jo Lyons (JL)    Assistant Director, Education & Skills 
Louise Hoten (LH) Head of Finance, Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance  
Steve Williams (SW)  Accountant, Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance 
Nigel Manvell (NM) Deputy Chief Finance Officer 
Alix Macfarlane (AMa) Alix Macfarlane, Communications 
Andrea Weller (AW)   Clerk to Forum  
 
Apologies: 
Peter Freeman (PF) (Chair)  Governor, Coombe Rd Primary School 
Richard Barker (RB)   Head of School Organisation, Education & Skills 
Andy Moore (AM)                             Principal Accountant, Health, Adults, Families,  

Children and Learning Finance 
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Mandy Watson (MW)   Chichester Anglican Diocese  
Louise Cook (LC)    Executive Headteacher - The Central Hub 
Derek Swindells (DS)  Governor, Dorothy Stringer School 
Julie Champion                                                Governor, Special Schools 
Carolyn Bristow (CB)   Head of SEN Statutory Services  
Mo Bham (MB) Principal Educational Psychologist 
Kenneth Simpson (KS) HR Business Partner 
 
 

  

No. Item Action 

1. Welcome and apologies.    
 

1.1 
 
 

AH explained to new attendees what the meeting is about and went round the 
table so that everyone could introduce themselves as new members. 
 

 
 

2. Minutes of last meeting (24 June 2019) and matters arising  
 

 
 

2.1 
 
 
2.2 
 
2.3 
 
 
2.4 
 
2.5 
 
 
2.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.7 
 

VW was an attendee at the last meeting so therefore needs to be added to the 
previous minutes. 
 
The minutes from the last meeting apart from the above were agreed for accuracy. 
 
2.2 JL will need to check regarding introductory session was actioned to see if any 
dates are carry forward. 
 
2.4 SLA correspondence is going out later this time. 
 
2.5 Energy and Water are now sending direct communications to schools and DJ 
has received it. 
 
4.9 SW said it is hard to get accurate national data about school balances due to 
the large number of academies. SW advised the Education Policy Institute 
published a paper in January 2019 that stated across all maintained schools the 
average revenue balance as a percentage of income was 6.3 per cent, equivalent to 
a balance of just under £104,000.   
5.1 LH said AM has it in hand to amend the Scheme for Financing Schools in 
relation to the treatment of redundancies. 
 
9.8 will be raised later in the meeting.  

AW 
 
 
 
 
JL 

3. Minutes of the last SBWG meeting (23 September 2019)  
 

 

3.1 
 
3.2 

The minutes were tabled and AH gave a summary.  
 
Updated paper for schools with balances, identified 12 schools and themes around 
those schools.  

 
 
 
 
 

4. Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) 2019/20 
 

 
 

4.1  
 
 

Update following July 2019 revision 
 
Been an increase in the early years block, funding for 3 and 4-year olds has 
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increased due to numbers going up.  The high needs block decreased as a result of 
more children being educated outside of city. This is based on the annual 
adjustment made by the Department for Education for import and export. They 
have paid £6000 initially for element 2 of high needs funding and they have now 
taken that money out of the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) to reflect the increased 
number of pupils with high needs being educated outside of the city.  

 
 
 
 

5. Schools Block 2020/21  

5.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.2 
 
 
 
 
 
5.2.1 
 
 
 
 
5.2.2 
 
 
5.3 
 
5.3.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.3.2 
 
 
 
5.3.3 

SW gave outline of paper as initial proposal and interim paper. The Government 
has not yet published full detail and will need to be revisited at December’s Forum. 
However for 2020/21, there will be an additional £2.6 billion nationally included in 
Schools Block funding. Minimum per pupil allocations excluding premises will be 
£3,750 for primary schools and £5,000 for secondary schools in 2020/21.  
The initial proposals for 2020/21 presented are in line with previous discussions 
with Schools Forum: 
 
Lump Sum 
 
The LA considered three options for setting the level of the lump sum in the 
2020/21 formula. These were described at the meeting and were set out in the 
paper.  
 
After due consideration the LA believes the impact of reducing the lump sum will 
have a disproportionately detrimental impact on one-form entry primary schools. 
The economies of scale that exist within these schools are minimal and for this 
reason the LA is proposing to retain a lump sum of £130,000 in 2020-21. 
 
This proposal was supported by the Forum. 
 
 
Deprivation 
 
SW reminded Forum members of the earlier discussions at both Schools Block 
Working Group and Schools Forum, and the proposal to adopt a gradual approach 
to the use of the 3 indicators on the basis set out in the table below.  
  

Deprivation Indicator 2019/20 2020/21 

   

Free school meals eligibility 75.0% 50.0% 

Ever-6 free school meals eligibility 12.5% 25.0% 

IDACI 12.5% 25.0% 

 
The LA proposed to implement this arrangement for 2020/21. This will bring 
Brighton and Hove closer to the approach used by most other LAs and that used in 
the national funding formula. 
 
DJ felt that idaci affects different parts of the city and it would be good to look at 
the model of this and how it affects poorer families. Government are aware of this 
and they are going to do an impact assessment. None of the individual deprivation 
measurements are particular precise. OS suggested having a rolling average. SW 
advised the Department of Education has provided the data set, there is no local 
flexibility. The LA proposal was supported by the Forum. 
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6 Term-Time Only Back Pay Liability  

6.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.2 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NM went through paper and is largely the same as before. KS is around if needed. 
Went through revised calculations and gave reasons. The ongoing cost is going to 
be added to the pay bill. Unions have given a good case for the back pay claims. LA 
felt a need to come to some settlement. The risk of taking to court will mean high 
costs and potential delays in resolution. LA Have worked with unions and 
negotiated what is best for the council. The overall back pay liability is estimated at 
£3.8 million. The LA has identified funding to support 50% of the back pay costs 
from corporate budgets and this proposal sent to Policy, Resources and Growth 
Committee.  This would mean an equal share of the back pay liability of c. £189,000 
per annum to go to schools and general fund if spread over 10 yrs. Group need to 
discuss more as to how it is done and members are aware of pressures. JL gave 
them commitment at Policy, Resources and Growth committee (PR and G). Primary 
had meeting with previous members. Members are clear they want to listen to 
views. JL said other models of support would be considered and invited suggestions 
from schools. These, for example, may give a higher weighting of corporate funding 
to small schools or those with high numbers of SEND pupils.   
 
AH said that it has gone down a different route at P, R and G committee. Look here 
at this group and then go back to PR and G committee. 
 
NM only aware of one other authority where they have given the whole amount 
but they may be financially better off.  KS would need to clarify. Other local 
authorities are looking at it including our neighbours. Unions and headteachers feel 
that it lies with the local authority and have taken advice from HR advice purchased 
through the buyback. Huge inclusion issue when it comes to who employs the 
support staff who work at schools who have special needs children. Schools have 
had no involvement in the negotiation. Members do understand but they have to 
balance funds for other areas and is set in the context of an £8m to £10m general 
fund budget gap. Trying to get a negotiation. Distribution would need to be 
discussed further. Liability would sit with the end employer. RBu concerned what 
the figures are and the impact. Special schools have higher costs. 
Events in November for staff to sign up so the figures will be announced there, is a 
settlement so not an exact calculation.  Legal will work with finance as quickly as 
they can, legal liability sits with the school and the local authority have taken 
advice with legal. NM not sure we can do legally regarding top slicing and 
government capitalisation. SW has written to the Department of Education to 
clarify and get advice.  
 
JK feels that it is an unwelcome additional charge, could there be a payback period 
longer than 10 years? NM can feed that back, look at other resources and finance 
could look at individual schools who have a high deficit.. Leavers only have 6 
months to come forward, finance will have a definite figure soon. It was advised 
that NAHT are in talks with Unison and GMB. Staff might not claim as they are 
worried about schools deficits. NM will make sure employers are kept informed 
every step of the way.  Will be noted in the minutes and if anyone has any further 
questions to e-mail to JL and she will feedback to members alongside other budget 
debates. Will not be decided until December or January. Schools invited to propose 
options of how corporate funding could be assigned and Finance can model those 
and consider them at the Schools Block Working Group where there could be a 
detailed discussion. JL will double check if diocese happy or not. JK said would like 
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6.5 

to be treated the same as other schools, extended for 3 schools until October 9, JL 
will check back re Diocese and whether individual schools need to respond.  
 
JL to check if there was a letter from Jooles Miller before 7 October. 
 

 
 
 
 
JL 

7. School Meals update 

 
 

7.1 
 
 

Updates on UIFSM, the Free School Meals supplementary grant and the current 
contract 
 
Deferred to next meeting. 
 

 
 

8 
 

DSG 2020/21  

8.1 
 
 
8.2 
 
 
8.3 
 
 
 
8.4 
 
 
8.5 
 
 
 
 
8.6 
 
 
 
8.7 
 
8.8 
 
8.9 
 
 
 
 
8.10 
 
 
8.11 
 
 
8.12 

LH advised the local authority receive £177m for DSG, spending review not 
included  
 
GCG and SW had meeting this week regarding high needs block. Will need security 
that new  funding is permanent.  
 
LH outlined areas where Forum approval is required for de-delegation and central 
retention of Central Services Schools Block Funding. DJ said schools ideally need 
more clarity on funding settlement for 2020/21before they can agree.  
 
It was agreed Forum would consider each area to see which proposals could be 
agreed and defer any others to the December meeting. 
 
Contingency – JL can provide that in RB’s absence. Finance can provide a 
breakdown summarising use of contingency Decision for de-delegation of 
contingency was deferred to December Forum. 
EMAS – de-delegation agreed. 
 
FSM eligibility admin – LH looking at which students are eligible for FSM, they go 
through eligibility checks including national insurance. This has to go through GDPR 
checks. £25k across the board – all agreed. 
 
Insurance – JK will like more clarification – deferred to December 
 
Union duties - jury service suspension. For school staff – all agreed.  
 
Growth fund this recognises where schools have pre-agreed organisational changes 
and where there is a time lag between new year groups / additional forms of entry 
being introduced and these pupils appearing on the census to be counted for 
funding purposes. – all agreed. 
 
Central services block – Funding for central functions 
Section 6 –– Legionella works - agreed. 
 
Miscellaneous headteacher’s support – introduction and support for new 
headteachers and conferences – agreed. 
 
School Admissions – OS gave feedback – agreed. 
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8.13 
 
 
8.14 
 
 
8.15 
 
 
 
8.16 
 
 
8.17 
 

 
Termination of employment costs – historical costs and have been funding though 
the scheme- reduced figure, LH gave description to JK – all agreed. 
 
Schools Forum – agreed. 
 
Copyright licence – figure set by Department of Education included but group don’t 
have to agree. 
 
Old education services grant areas – statutory duties, Access to Education and 
asset management – detailed report provided last year, DJ and Emma Lake 
contributed  
 
Statutory duties and access management agreed.  
 
Asset management to be deferred. Further information required particularly 
relating to VA schools 

9. AOB 
 

 

9.1 Nothing discussed.  
 

Next Meeting: Monday 9 Dec, 4 – 6pm, room G91 Hove Town Hall. Room available from 3:30 for pre 
meet  
All meetings start at 4pm:  
 
2020 dates tbc:  
 
Wed 15 Jan, Committee Room 3, Brighton Town Hall (Monday 13 Jan clashes with CYPS Committee) 
 
Mon 16 March, Committee Room 3, Brighton Town Hall 
 
Mon 15 June, Committee Room 3,  Brighton Town Hall 
 
Mon 12 October, HTH tbc (room can only be booked 1 year in advance) 
 
Mon 7 December, HTH tbc (room can only be booked 1 year in advance)  
 
 

 
 



 

 

 
Schools Forum  

Monday 7 October 2019 
4.00 pm – 6.00 pm 

G91 Hove Town Hall 
 

Updated draft AGENDA 
Chair:   Peter Freeman 

 

Item Time Duration Subject Lead(s) 

1. 4.00 5 mins Welcome and apologies. 
Items for any other business to be stated 
 

Peter Freeman 

2. 4.05 10 mins Minutes of last meeting (24 June 2019) and 
matters arising (minutes attached) 
Matter Arising-Schools Outturn 

Peter Freeman 
 
Richard Barker 

3. 4.15 5 mins Minutes of the last SBWG meeting (23 
September 2019)  

Ashley Harrold  

4. 4.20 10 mins DSG 2019/20 
Update following July 2019 revision 
 

Louise Hoten 

5. 4.30 25 mins Schools Block 2020/21 Steve Williams 

6. 4.55 20 mins Term-Time Only Back Pay Liability Nigel Manvell/Jo 
Lyons 

7. 5.15 10 mins School Meals update 
Updates on UIFSM, the Free School Meals 
supplementary grant and the current contract 

Susie Haworth / 
Richard Barker 

8. 5.25 10 mins DSG 2020/21 Louise Hoten 

9. 5.35 5 mins AOB 

 Dates for 2020 –  Wednesday 15 January 
BTH, 16 March BTH, 15 June BTH, 12 
October HTH, 7 December HTH 

 School Financial Transparency 
Consultation – closed 30/09/19 

Peter Freeman 
 
 
 
 
 

   Next Meeting: Monday 9 December 2019 
4.00 – 6.00 pm Room  G91 Hove Town Hall 
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Brighton & Hove City Council 
 
Meeting: Schools Forum 
 
Date:   7 October 2019 
 
Report of: Head of Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance 
 
Subject: DSG 2019/20 
 
Wards Affected: All 
 
1 Purpose of the report 
 
1.1 To update the Schools Forum on the DSG for 2019/20. 
 
2 Recommendations 
 
2.1 To note the updated DSG for 2019/20 of £177.823m (before Academy recoupment of 

£13.748m), which has increased by £0.467m from the previously notified £177.356m. This 
relates to a reduction in the High Needs Block (HNB) of £0.111m and an increase in the 
Early Years Block (EYB) of £0.578m. 
 

3  Overall DSG 2018/19 
 
3.1 The table provides a summary of the 2019/20 DSG allocation published by DfE in July 2019 
 
3.2 The funding for 3 & 4 year olds has been increased by £0.541m due to January 2019 pupil 

numbers (an increase in universal funding provision and by an increase in extended hours 
provision), the funding for two year olds has also increased by £0.037m. 

 
3.3 The high needs block has been reduced due to an increase in the number of Brighton and 

Hove children being educated outside of the city. 
 

  
 

Schools 
Block 

Central 
Services 
Schools 

Block 

 
High 

Needs 
Block 

 
Early 

Years 
Block 

 
 

Total 
2019/20 

 £k £k £k £k £k 

Schools Block – Exception One 1,210 0 0 0 1,210 

Schools Block – Growth Fund 494 0 0 0 494 

Central Services Schools Block 0 1,241 41 12 1,294 

 1,704 1,241 41 12 2,998 

Funding available in HNB & EYB 0 0 25,198 15,836 41,034 

Post de-delegation funding to 
schools 

133,791 0 0 0 133,791 

Total Blocks (to be applied) 135,495 1,241 25,239 15,848 177,823 

DfE Blocks (estimated) 134,211 2,627 25,149 15,836 177,823 

Difference 1,284 (1,386) 90 12 0 

A. Exceptions DfE have in the 
CSSB rather than HNB/EYB 

0 (53) 41 12 0 

B. Delegation of Equal Pay, 
BHISS and Broadband 

1,284 (1,333) 49 0 0 
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3.3 The overall summary of the 2019/20 DSG including the adjustments for Academy recoupment is shown in the table below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Academies and free schools for 2019/20 – recoupment academies are BACA, PACA, & City Academy Whitehawk (CAW) and free school 
recoupment are Kings School and Bilingual Free School. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

2018/19   Schools Central 
Schools 

High 
Needs 

Early 
Years 

Total 
DSG 

174.980 Total DSG – as above (£m) 135.495 1.241 25.239 15.848 177.823 

100.00 Initial split of 2019/20 DSG (%) 76.20 0.70 14.19 8.91 100.00 

 Adjustments:      

(3.939) Academy Recoupment – BACA (£m) (3.990) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (3.990) 

(2.834) Academy Recoupment – PACA  (£m) (3.537) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (3.537) 

(1.796) Academy Recoupment – City Academy Whitehawk  (£m) (1.826) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.826) 

(2.511) Free School Recoupment – Kings School  (£m) (2.663) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (2.663) 

(1.508) Free School Recoupment – Bilingual Free School (£m) (1.732) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.732) 

(12.588) Total Academy Recoupment (£m) (13.748) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (13.748) 

       

162.392 Updated split of 2019/20 DSG – October 19 Forum (£m) 121.747 1.241 25.239 15.848 164.075 

100.00 Updated split of 2019/20 DSG (%) 74.20 0.76 15.38 9.66 100.00 
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Brighton & Hove City Council       
 
Meeting: Schools Forum 
 
Date:   7 October 2019 
 
Report of: Head of Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance 
 
Subject:  Schools Block Funding Formula 2020-21 – Initial Proposals 
 
Wards Affected: All 
  
1. Purpose of the report 
 
1.1 To update the Schools Forum on the initial proposed changes to the local formula 

for the allocation of the Schools Block in 2020-21. This is an interim paper that 
updates on changes previously discussed with Forum.  
 

1.2 Following the recent government spending review announcements and the 
commitment to increase funding for schools the local authority has not yet received 
detailed confirmation of how this will impact on Brighton and Hove specifically. This 
information is expected in October and means the LA will bring a further paper to 
the December Forum to set out proposals of how the new funding will be 
accommodated in the local funding formula. 

  
2         Recommendations 

 
2.1 To note initial proposals to the approach to the application of the formula for 2020-

21. This was considered by the Schools Block Working Group at a meeting in 
September 2019. In summary, this will: 
 

 retain a lump sum of £130,000 per school 

 incrementally extend the use of the ever-6 free school meals and the income 
deprivation affecting children index (IDACI) factors as previously agreed by 
Schools Forum and recommended by School Block Working Group 

 
These proposals are detailed in section 4 of this report. 
 

2.2 To note all funding models are illustrative and show the impact had they been 
applied in 2019-20. For 2020-21, all data will be updated to reflect the October 2019 
census, new funding levels and the baselines will be taken from the 2019-20 
financial year. 
 

3.     Background and Information – national position 
 
3.1 The DfE introduced national funding formulae for each of the schools, high needs 

and central school services in 2018-19. These formulae will be used to calculate the 
blocks within the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) that are allocated to local 
authorities and will sit alongside the early years national funding formula which was 
introduced in 2017-2018. 
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3.2 While it remains the Government’s intention that a school’s budget should be set on 

the basis of a single national formula, local authorities will continue to determine 
final funding allocations for schools 2020-21. The national funding formula (NFF) 
will set notional allocations for each school, which will be aggregated and used to 
calculate the total schools block received by each local authority. 

 
3.3 Local authority level allocations for 2020-2021 for the schools, central school 

services and high needs blocks have not yet been published. It is anticipated that 
more detail of these allocations will follow in October, with final allocations due to be 
published in December. These will reflect pupil numbers and other data recorded in 
the October 2019 census. 

 
3.4 Nationally, the schools and high needs budgets will rise by £2.6 billion in 2020/21, 

and, separate to this, the government will provide almost £1.5 billion of funding to 
compensate schools for the increased cost of employer pensions contributions. 

 
3.5 The Schools NFF for 2020-21 will continue to have the same factors as at present, 

and the government’s aim is to implement a formula to address historic 
underfunding and move to a system where funding is based on need. The key 
aspects of the background NFF for 2020-21 are: 

 

 the minimum per pupil funding levels will be set at £3,750 for primary schools 
and £5,000 for secondary schools 

 the funding floor will be set at 1.84% per pupil 

 an increase of 4% to the NFF’s core factors 

 there will be no gains cap in the NFF, unlike the previous two years, so that 
all schools attract their full core allocations under the formula 

 
3.6 As stated, in 2020-21 local authorities will continue to have discretion over their 

schools funding formulae and, in consultation with schools, will ultimately determine 
allocations in their area. However, as a first step towards hardening the formula, 
from 2020-21 the government will make the use of the national minimum per pupil 
funding levels, at the values in the school NFF, compulsory for local authorities to 
use in their own funding formulae. 

 
3.7 In addition, two important restrictions will continue in 2020/21: 
 

 Local authorities will continue to set a Minimum Funding Guarantee in local 
formulae, which in 2020-21 must be between +0.5% and +1.84%. This is a 
change and will allow LAs to mirror the real terms protection in the NFF, 
which is the Government’s expectation 

 Local authorities can only transfer up to 0.5% of their Schools Block to other 
blocks of the DSG, with Schools Forum approval. To transfer more than this, 
or any amount without Schools Forum approval, they will have to make a 
request to the Department for Education. 
 

3.8 As in 2019-20, it is expected that NFF schools block allocations will be expressed 
as separate per pupil primary and secondary rates for each local authority. They will 
also include funding at local authority level for premises and mobility (based on 
historic spend) and growth (on a formulaic basis). 
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3.9 The proposed NFF is comprised of 12 factors and these are listed in the table below 

with the percentage distribution shown against each factor (2019/20 levels): 
 

NFF Factor Final 
Weighting 

Basic per pupil funding 73.1% 

Deprivation 9.0% 

Low prior attainment 7.4% 

English as an additional language 1.2% 

Mobility 0.1% 

Lump sum 6.8% 

Sparsity 0.1% 

Premises (rates, PFI, split sites, exceptional circumstances) 1.9% 

Growth 0.5% 

Total 100.0% 

 
3.10 Further detail about the new funding announcements and how they impact locally 

will be presented at the December 2019 Schools Forum. 
 
 

4.     Initial Considerations and Proposals for 2020-21 Schools Block – local 
arrangements 

 
4.1 The introduction of the NFF represents a significant change. To provide stability for 

LAs and schools through the transition, the DfE has decided that LAs will continue 
to set a local schools formula to determine individual school budgets for 2020-21. 

 
4.2 In 2019-20 LAs across the country have continued moving local formulae towards 

the schools NFF. For 2019-20, this also applied to Brighton and Hove and, most 
notably, changes were made to the lump sum and deprivation. 

 
4.3 In July 2019, the DfE published analysis of all LA formulae for 2019-20 and the LA 

has considered this, as well as the comparability of the current local formula with 
the NFF. In this regard the LA is now proposing to take the following approach to 
areas of the formula for the 2020-21 financial year: 

 

 lump sum – retain the existing lump sum of £130,000 per school 

 deprivation – change the distribution of funding though this factor to a more 
even spread between free school meals, ever-6 free school meals and 
IDACI 

 
The proposals for these areas are detailed below. 

 
4.4 Lump sum 
 

In 2019-20 Brighton and Hove moved from a lump sum of £150,000 to £130,000 for 
each school. The lump sum in the NFF is currently applied at £110,000. For 2020-
21 a decision is required whether to retain the lump sum at £130,000 or reduce this 
to either £110,000 or £120,000. This can be considered in conjunction with a wider 
analysis of other 2019-20 funding models as summarised in the table below: 
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Comparator Proportion of overall 
funding allocated 

through deprivation 
2019-20 

Proportion of overall 
funding allocated 

through low 
attainment 2019-20 

Cash value of 
funding allocated 
through lump sum 

2019-20 

Brighton and 
Hove 

9.41% 6.17% £130k 

All LAs average 8.85% 6.66% £119k 

Statistical 
neighbours 
average 

8.73% 7.32% £115k 

Proposed NFF 9.00% 7.40% £110k 

   
The analysis suggests that Brighton and Hove is already allocating a high 
proportion of funding through the deprivation factor, whereas we are lower against 
all 3 other comparators in terms of the percentage of funding allocated through the 
low attainment factor. 
 
On this basis the LA feels that there are three models for consideration in 2020-21: 
 

 option 1 - retain the existing lump sum of £130,000 

 option 2 - reduce the lump sum from £130,000 to £120,000 with balance of 
funding being allocated through low attainment 
option 3 - reduce the lump sum from £130,000 to £110,000 with balance of 
funding being allocated through low attainment 

 
 The information shown in appendix 1 provides models of the impact of reducing the 

lump sum as set out in options 2 and 3 above. These are compared to the status 
quo (option 1). The appendix shows the impact of the changes had they been 
applied in the current financial year. 

 
4.5 After due consideration the LA believes the impact of reducing the lump sum will 

have a disproportionately detrimental impact on one-form entry primary schools. 
The economies of scale that exist within these schools are minimal and for this 
reason the LA is proposing to retain a lump sum of £130,000 in 2020-21. 

 
4.6 Deprivation 
 
 For 2019-20 the Schools Forum asked the LA to consider a change to the 

deprivation factor and the proposal to move from solely free school meals to a 
model that uses a more even combination of free school meals, ever-6 free school 
meals and the income deprivation affecting children index (IDACI). 

 
 After discussion at Schools Block Working Group and Schools Forum, and 

consultation with all schools, it was agreed to adopt a gradual approach to the use 
of the 3 indicators on the basis set out in the table below.  

  

Deprivation Indicator 2019/20 2020/21 

   

Free school meals eligibility 75.0% 50.0% 

Ever-6 free school meals eligibility 12.5% 25.0% 

IDACI 12.5% 25.0% 
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 The LA will implement this arrangement for 2020-21 as previously agreed. 
  

The LA feels that as well as moving closer to the approach in the NFF, the basket of 
indicators provides a more balanced measure of deprivation.  
 

4.7 The LA believes that the initial proposals set out in this paper to determine the 
2020-21 funding formula represent a gradual and measured step in the transition 
towards the NFF.  
 

4.8 It should be noted that the following areas fall outside of the Schools Block budget 
allocation: 

 

 Pupil premium 

 Teachers’ pay grant 

 Teachers’ pension grant 
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Only MFG Actual
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only

Carden Nursery and Primary School £1,492,499 £1,494,213 £1,715 £1,495,722 £3,223 -£2,646 £0 -£3,497 £0 -£4,555 £0

Moulsecoomb Primary School £1,334,955 £1,334,404 -£550 £1,333,854 -£1,101 £88,580 £88,580 £87,106 £87,106 £85,631 £85,631

Coombe Road Primary School £892,695 £890,333 -£2,362 £887,912 -£4,783 -£4,194 £0 -£4,522 £0 -£4,908 £0

Downs Junior School £1,838,287 £1,841,862 £3,574 £1,844,994 £6,707 -£6,787 £0 -£8,642 £0 -£10,940 £0

Downs Infant School £1,294,743 £1,290,317 -£4,427 £1,285,890 -£8,853 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

Hertford Infant and Nursery School £623,612 £618,169 -£5,443 £612,326 -£11,286 -£562 £0 £0 £0 £162 £162

Middle Street Primary School £884,890 £884,884 -£5 £884,879 -£10 £16,346 £16,346 £20,675 £20,675 £25,003 £25,003

Patcham Junior School £1,355,645 £1,355,545 -£100 £1,355,399 -£245 -£1,302 £0 -£1,511 £0 -£1,766 £0

Patcham Infant School £948,419 £947,782 -£637 £947,145 -£1,274 £7,006 £7,006 £11,870 £11,870 £16,734 £16,734

St Luke's Primary School £2,213,654 £2,213,915 £261 £2,213,835 £181 -£9,826 £0 -£11,374 £0 -£13,263 £0

Stanford Junior School £1,259,375 £1,258,252 -£1,123 £1,257,031 -£2,343 -£4,934 £0 -£5,427 £0 -£6,018 £0

Stanford Infant School £978,753 £978,679 -£74 £978,605 -£148 £21,764 £21,764 £28,292 £28,292 £34,820 £34,820

Westdene Primary School £2,230,355 £2,233,105 £2,750 £2,235,457 £5,101 -£6,539 £0 -£8,222 £0 -£10,303 £0

Carlton Hill Primary School £985,390 £985,240 -£150 £985,090 -£300 £15,376 £15,376 £17,621 £17,621 £19,865 £19,865

Balfour Primary School £2,679,307 £2,681,601 £2,294 £2,683,539 £4,232 -£5,587 £0 -£7,085 £0 -£8,938 £0

Hertford Junior School £880,926 £877,272 -£3,654 £873,722 -£7,204 -£3,693 £0 -£3,386 £0 -£2,975 £0

Coldean Primary School £1,523,401 £1,524,488 £1,087 £1,525,442 £2,041 -£1,235 £0 -£1,774 £0 -£2,445 £0

Goldstone Primary School £2,468,711 £2,475,429 £6,718 £2,481,548 £12,837 -£5,966 £0 -£8,399 £0 -£11,430 £0

Hangleton Primary School £2,219,243 £2,222,574 £3,330 £2,225,386 £6,143 -£9,520 £0 -£11,731 £0 -£14,459 £0

Hove Junior School £3,104,442 £3,113,616 £9,174 £3,121,763 £17,321 -£14,582 £0 -£18,864 £0 -£24,174 £0

St Peter's Community Primary School £885,970 £881,431 -£4,540 £876,960 -£9,010 -£5,875 £0 -£5,755 £0 -£5,566 £0

Benfield Primary School £1,145,699 £1,145,589 -£110 £1,145,479 -£220 £1,762 £1,762 £2,379 £2,379 £2,996 £2,996

Brackenbury Primary School £807,216 £806,157 -£1,059 £805,098 -£2,118 £3,261 £3,261 £5,863 £5,863 £8,465 £8,465

West Blatchington Primary School £1,097,683 £1,096,990 -£693 £1,096,298 -£1,385 £26,060 £26,060 £27,241 £27,241 £28,422 £28,422

West Hove Infant School £2,288,755 £2,291,282 £2,527 £2,293,530 £4,774 -£2,914 £0 -£4,052 £0 -£5,470 £0

Mile Oak Primary School £2,090,357 £2,092,945 £2,588 £2,094,974 £4,616 -£12,724 £0 -£15,174 £0 -£18,182 £0

Peter Gladwin Primary School £785,680 £780,333 -£5,347 £778,456 -£7,223 £0 £0 £0 £0 £3,470 £3,470

Brunswick Primary School £3,199,581 £3,209,011 £9,430 £3,217,480 £17,900 -£12,121 £0 -£16,089 £0 -£21,017 £0

Elm Grove Primary School £1,582,972 £1,584,525 £1,553 £1,585,786 £2,815 -£5,946 £0 -£7,210 £0 -£8,766 £0

Queen's Park Primary School £1,759,568 £1,761,817 £2,249 £1,763,722 £4,154 -£5,894 £0 -£7,352 £0 -£9,155 £0

Saltdean Primary School £2,043,115 £2,046,557 £3,442 £2,049,999 £6,884 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

Woodingdean Primary School £1,559,344 £1,559,437 £92 £1,559,164 -£180 -£10,687 £0 -£12,344 £0 -£14,365 £0

Bevendean Primary School £1,502,800 £1,502,711 -£89 £1,502,336 -£464 -£8,368 £0 -£9,667 £0 -£11,251 £0

Rudyard Kipling Primary School £1,487,414 £1,487,845 £430 £1,488,036 £622 -£5,875 £0 -£6,931 £0 -£8,225 £0

Fairlight Primary School £1,680,231 £1,683,779 £3,548 £1,687,075 £6,844 -£706 £0 -£1,686 £0 -£2,917 £0

St Margaret's CofE Primary School £735,984 £733,218 -£2,767 £731,920 -£4,064 £0 £0 £2,764 £2,764 £6,997 £6,997

St Bartholomew's CofE Primary School £758,722 £753,054 -£5,668 £747,968 -£10,754 £0 £0 £0 £0 £582 £582

St Martin's CofE Primary School £939,729 £936,618 -£3,111 £933,637 -£6,092 -£2,090 £0 -£1,646 £0 -£1,072 £0

St John the Baptist Primary School £879,370 £876,690 -£2,680 £874,008 -£5,362 -£4,879 £0 -£5,007 £0 -£5,137 £0

St Mary Magdalen Primary School £843,711 £843,066 -£645 £842,421 -£1,290 £624 £624 £3,273 £3,273 £5,923 £5,923

St Joseph's Catholic Primary School £677,032 £676,096 -£935 £675,161 -£1,870 £11,666 £11,666 £16,565 £16,565 £21,464 £21,464

St Paul's CofE Primary School £820,193 £816,513 -£3,680 £812,984 -£7,209 -£2,202 £0 -£1,680 £0 -£1,008 £0

Our Lady of Lourdes RC School £778,688 £775,936 -£2,751 £775,396 -£3,291 £0 £0 £2,187 £2,187 £6,585 £6,585

St Mark's CofE Primary School £862,029 £857,916 -£4,113 £853,741 -£8,288 -£6,971 £0 -£7,378 £0 -£7,847 £0

St Bernadette's Primary School £811,077 £808,414 -£2,663 £808,128 -£2,949 £0 £0 £2,658 £2,658 £7,693 £7,693

Aldrington CofE Primary School £1,454,877 £1,453,783 -£1,094 £1,452,636 -£2,241 -£5,226 £0 -£5,559 £0 -£5,946 £0

St Andrew's CofE Primary School £2,102,133 £2,105,666 £3,534 £2,108,936 £6,803 -£2,604 £0 -£3,677 £0 -£5,013 £0

St Nicolas' CofE Primary School £1,468,502 £1,468,881 £379 £1,469,139 £637 -£3,427 £0 -£3,971 £0 -£4,636 £0

Cottesmore St Mary's Primary School £1,545,048 £1,545,687 £639 £1,546,199 £1,151 -£2,887 £0 -£3,443 £0 -£4,124 £0

St Mary's Catholic Primary School £890,789 £886,812 -£3,976 £882,836 -£7,953 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

Varndean School £6,932,024 £6,932,080 £56 £6,932,133 £109 -£216 £0 -£231 £0 -£247 £0

Dorothy Stringer School £8,407,673 £8,406,787 -£886 £8,405,307 -£2,367 -£20,224 £0 -£22,995 £0 -£26,360 £0

Longhill High School £5,062,665 £5,063,141 £477 £5,063,497 £833 -£2,747 £0 -£3,276 £0 -£3,926 £0

Blatchington Mill School £7,484,149 £7,485,235 £1,086 £7,486,321 £2,172 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

Hove Park School £7,444,893 £7,446,515 £1,622 £7,447,456 £2,564 -£17,020 £0 -£20,041 £0 -£23,742 £0

Patcham High School £5,348,801 £5,346,469 -£2,332 £5,344,146 -£4,655 -£4,220 £0 -£4,289 £0 -£4,349 £0

Cardinal Newman Catholic School £8,669,636 £8,670,408 £772 £8,670,956 £1,320 -£5,461 £0 -£6,450 £0 -£7,662 £0

Bilingual Primary School £1,731,760 £1,732,468 £708 £1,733,119 £1,359 -£2,984 £0 -£3,271 £0 -£3,614 £0

City Academy Whitehawk £1,826,134 £1,829,150 £3,016 £1,831,943 £5,809 -£1,364 £0 -£2,249 £0 -£3,358 £0

Portslade Aldridge Academy £3,536,777 £3,534,772 -£2,005 £3,532,919 -£3,858 -£3,540 £0 -£3,046 £0 -£2,400 £0

King's School £2,662,782 £2,663,335 £554 £2,663,889 £1,107 £1,577 £1,577 £7,838 £7,838 £14,099 £14,099

Brighton Aldridge Academy £3,990,135 £3,990,201 £66 £3,990,267 £132 £42,526 £42,526 £42,572 £42,572 £42,618 £42,618

Primary Total £74,251,465 £74,252,058 £593 £74,254,109 £2,643 £9,326 £192,444 £9,918 £228,493 £11,970 £274,813

Secondary Total £59,539,534 £59,538,942 -£592 £59,536,891 -£2,643 -£9,326 £44,103 -£9,918 £50,410 -£11,969 £56,718

Overall Total £133,791,000 £133,791,000 £1 £133,791,000 £0 £0 £236,547 £0 £278,903 £0 £331,530

APT Primary / Secondary Ratio 1.296 1.296 1.296

Scaling Factor 16.56% 18.57% 21.01%

Percentage Basic entitlement 74.89% 74.89% 74.89%

Percentage Deprivation 9.41% 9.41% 9.41%

Percentage Low attainment 6.17% 6.63% 7.09%

Percentage Pupil led funding 91.46% 91.92% 92.38%

Number of Schools on MFG 12 15 18

MFG - Primary £192,444 £228,493 £274,813

MFG - Secondary £44,103 £50,410 £56,718

MFG - Total £236,547 £278,903 £331,530

Number of gaining schools 30 29

Number of losing schools 32 33

Largest losing school St Bartholomews -£5,668 Hertford Infants -£11,286

Largest gaining school Brunswick £9,430 Brunswick £17,900
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Meeting: Schools Forum 
 
Subject: Term Time Only Back-pay Liability 
 
Date: 7th October 2019 
 
Report of: Executive Director Finance &Resources 
 Executive Director Families, Children & Learning 
 
Contact Officers: Nigel Manvell 

Ken Simpson 
  
Wards affected: All 
 

1 Introduction and Purpose 

1.1 In June 2019, a report to the Schools Forum highlighted the issues related to changes 
in case law and new Local Government Association (LGA) guidance regarding the 
calculation of annual leave and pay for term time only (TTO) staff. The report explained 
the revised calculation methodology and set out the financial implications of the required 
changes. The report further indicated a potential way forward for the council to assist 
schools to manage the historic liability which would be considered by the council’s 
Policy, Resources & Growth Committee. 

2 Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Schools Forum: 

2.1 Notes the council’s offer of financial support to manage the back-pay liability as 
approved by the Policy, Resources & Growth Committee on 18 July 2019. 

3 Background 

3.1 Term-time only (TTO) employees are employees that are principally employed to work 
only during periods in which schools are open i.e. ‘term time’. In most organisations the 
standard approach for TTO employees is to calculate their pay on an annual basis 
including pay in respect of annual leave entitlement and then pay over twelve equal 
monthly instalments. The amount paid each month is therefore without regard to the 
actual amount of work done during the month in question. Employees on TTO contracts 
are normally contractually obliged to take any annual leave that they accrue outside of 
term-time. Both of these issues can cause complications relating to the pay and 
conditions of service. 

3.2 In 2017 the Local Government Association (LGA) set up a working group to agree a 
recommended position and create a number of guidance documents for Local 
Authorities and Schools on managing TTO contracts. The working group includes 
representatives from the LGA, Unison and GMB as well as HR professionals from 
across the country who are acting as advisors to the LGA. 

3.3 This guidance document has been approved by the LGA, Unison and GMB nationally 
and was published by the LGA on 26 February 2019. This guidance will be added as an 
appendix to the Green Book, which sets out the national terms and conditions for local 



government services staff.  This new guidance also reflected a case law decision in 
2018. 

3.4 The GMB initiated a conversation with BHCC in March stating that they were well 
advanced in terms of legal advice and preparations for legal claims related to this issue 
but would be prepared to enter into negotiations regarding a settlement of liability for 
back-pay. 

3.5 As reported to the Schools Forum on 24th June 2019, with effect from 1st September 
2019 the council will implement a new methodology for calculating the leave entitlement 
for TTO staff which is consistent with the LGA advice and will comply with our legal 
obligations.  This methodology will result in an increase in the paid weeks per year of all 
TTO staff of between 0.67 and 1.0 additional week’s pay per year. This methodology 
has been agreed with Trade Unions and is not in dispute. 

3.6 There are approximately 2,430 staff affected by this issue with approximately 2,290 of 
these staff being in schools. The full year ongoing cost of this change to schools 
including on-costs is estimated to be approximately £0.660m. 

4 Settlement of Back-pay Liability 

4.1 As leave for TTO staff has been calculated incorrectly according to the case law there is 
a material prospect of legal claims for the underpayment of holiday. The potential legal 
costs of defending claims in a tribunal would also be significant. 

4.2 As previously reported, the GMB union made it clear that they were in the advanced 
stages of initiating legal claims in relation to this and therefore it was almost certain 
these would have been submitted if the council had not entered negotiations and 
reached agreement on a settlement. 

4.3 The settlement offered following negotiation with the Trade Unions reflects settlements 
elsewhere, notably Greenwich LBC, and will provide up to a maximum 5 years and 3 
months back pay in settlement of any potential claim plus compensation in respect of 
pension losses. 

5 Responsibility for Arrears (Back-pay) 

5.1 The Scheme for Financing Schools, which is compliant with the statutory Finance 
Regulations 2019-2020, states at paragraph 6.1 that: 

6.1 The budget share of a school may be charged by the LA without the consent of the 
governing body only in circumstances permitted by the scheme (as below). The LA will 
inform the school as to the intention to charge, and notify schools when it has been 
done. 

In this respect, paragraph 6.1.1 further provides that: 

6.1.1. Charging of salaries at actual cost 

The LA will charge the actual salary costs of school-based staff to school budget 
shares. 

Arrears of pay, howsoever they may arise, are a salary cost and are chargeable to 
school budget shares. It is therefore the local authority’s intention to charge the schools 
budget for both the ongoing costs and arrears of pay relating to changes to the 
calculation of pay for term time only school staff. 



6 Costs of Settlement and Financial Assistance to Schools 

6.1 The current estimated cost to schools of settlement of the back-pay liability is 
approximately £3.772m based on the terms of the negotiations. The estimated ongoing 
annual cost to schools is £0.660m. 

6.2 The ongoing cost and historic liability (arrears of pay) are regarded as normal pay costs 
and are chargeable to the schools block. However, arrears of pay over such a lengthy 
period are unusual and will create a very substantial one-off financial impact. In 
recognition of the significant budgetary impact this back-pay liability would have on 
schools, the council has considered the possibility of providing financial assistance to 
schools in terms of either enabling schools to spread the cost over a period of years or 
by directly meeting some of the back-pay liability from its General Fund budget. 

6.3 The council does not have any available reserves to apply to this liability and, unlike the 
previous 2009 equal pay liability, does not have access to a capitalisation direction from 
government to enable it to use capital resources or borrowing. However, at any one 
time, a number of the council’s earmarked reserves, although fully committed to known 
future costs, are not required in the immediate future. The council could therefore 
consider using some of its reserves as an interest free borrowing facility to allow costs 
to be spread over a period of up to 10 years.  

6.4 However, this would still mean significant additional annual costs when added to the 
ongoing cost of the revised term time only calculation. The council could therefore 
consider using the General Fund budget to provide one-off financial support but this is 
in the context of the very challenging financial position the council has been facing since 
current government funding policy was introduced in 2009/10. 

6.5 At its meeting on 18th July 2019, the council’s Policy, Resources & Growth Committee 
gave full consideration to all options open to it - in the context of challenging financial 
constraints on the council’s General Fund - to provide assistance to Schools to meet 
these substantial additional pay costs. The committee approved the following package 
of financial assistance to schools: 

a) To share the burden of one-off back-pay costs and meet 50% of the cost from the 
council’s General Fund budget to support schools and the council’s commitment to 
education. 

 
b) To allow schools to spread the remaining 50% share of the back-pay liability over a 

10 year period by making available earmarked Waste PFI reserves; 

A summary of both ongoing costs and back-pay costs and how they will fall across the 
Schools Block and the council’s General Fund budget is given in the table below: 

Term Time Only Cost Element Schools Block 

(Annual) 

General Fund 

(Annual) 

  £'000 £'000 

Schools back-pay annual cost (shared 

over 10 years) 188.6 188.6 

Ongoing annual cost of change to leave 

entitlements 660.0 0.0 

Total Annual Cost 848.6 188.6 



7 Implementation of Agreement 

7.1 Following conclusion of negotiations with Trade Unions, who will need to consult their 
members, it is intended to implement the settlement in the Autumn. This will require 
individual employees to enter into a legal agreement facilitated by ACAS called a COT 3 
to waive any claims in exchange for the agreed settlement payment. Given the 
significant numbers of staff involved this will require considerable logistical planning and 
support from individual schools in facilitating staff attending sessions to receive advice 
and accept any settlement offer. 

8 Spending Review 2019 

8.1 Since the June Schools Forum meeting, the government has announced an interim 
spending review. An increase in the departmental expenditure limit for Education & 
Skills will provide an extra £2.6bn in 2020/21 and very substantial increases in the 
following two years for schools and special educational needs. This is on top of 
provision for additional Teachers Pensions costs of £1.5bn. The exact impact on the 
schools budget is not known at this time but will clearly be very substantial and should 
further aid schools in managing the impact of the term time only financial impact.  
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Brighton & Hove City Council 
 
Meeting: Schools Forum 
 
Date:   7 October 2019 
 
Report of: Head of Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance 
 
Subject: DSG 2020/21 
 
Wards Affected: All 
  
1 Purpose of the report 
 
1.1 To update the Schools Forum on the DSG, including the Central School Services 

Block (CSSB) and Growth Fund for 2020/21. 
 
2 Recommendations 
 
2.1 To note the estimated DSG of £177.823m for 2020/21. This is currently assumed at 

the same level as 2019/20. Following the recent government spending review 
announcements, and the commitment to increase funding for schools and high 
needs, the local authority has not yet received detailed confirmation of how this will 
impact on Brighton and Hove specifically. This information is expected in October 
and means the LA will bring a further paper to the December Forum to update on 
the details of the new allocations. 
  

2.2 To agree the de-delegation of the items within Exception 1 for the Primary phase of 
£0.849m as per paragraph 4.1. 
 

2.3 To agree the de-delegation of the items within Exception 1 for the Secondary phase 
of £0.361m as per paragraph 4.1. 
 

2.4 To agree the Growth Fund of £0.384m as per paragraph 5. 
 

2.5 To agree the items within the Central Services Schools Block (CSSB) of £1.296m 
as per paragraph 6. 
 

3 Background 
  
3.1 On 3 September 2019, the Spending Review announced the government’s 

commitment to increase the schools budget by £7.1 billion (£4.6 billion above 
inflation) by 2022/23, compared to 2019/20 funding levels. To fulfil this commitment, 
the Spending Round exceptionally sets budgets for schools until 2022/23. 

 
3.2 The schools budget will rise by £2.6 billion in 2020/21, £4.8 billion in 2021/22 and 

£7.1 billion in 2022/23, compared to 2019/20 funding levels. Separate to this, each 
year the government will provide almost £1.5 billion of funding to compensate 
schools for the increased cost of employer pensions contributions. 

 
3.3 The government will use part of this funding to continue to implement the schools 

National Funding Formula (NFF). The government will ensure that per pupil funding 
for all schools can rise in line with inflation (1.8%) in 2020/21. For schools already 
on their National Funding Formula allocation, the per pupil values in the formula will 
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increase by at least 4% in nominal terms in 2020/21. The minimum per pupil 
amount for 2020/21 will increase to £3,750 for primary schools and £5,000 for 
secondary schools, with the primary schools minimum then rising to £4,000 in 
2021/22 in line with the government’s commitment. 

 
3.4 The settlement also provides over £700 million more in 2020/21 compared to 

2019/20 funding levels to support children and young people with special 
educational needs in the High Needs Block (HNB). 

 
3.5 While it remains the government’s intention that a school’s budget should be set on 

the basis of a single National Funding Formula (NFF) in 2020/21, and its intention is 
to move to a “hard” NFF for schools when legislation allows, local authorities will 
continue to determine final funding allocations for schools through a local formula. 
In 2020/21, the NFF will set notional allocations for each school, which will be 
aggregated and used to calculate the total schools block received by each local 
authority. 

 
3.6 In summary, there are a number of key issues to note for the funding system for 

2020/21:  
 

(i) Within the schools block, the Government will provide for at least a 4.0% per pupil 
increase for each school in 2020/21 through the NFF. 

 
(ii) The NFF will provide local authorities with per pupil funding of at least £3,750 for all 

Primary Schools (rising to £4,000 for 2021/22) and £5,000 for all secondary 
schools. The precise operation of this will be confirmed following a DfE consultation, 
which ends on 22 October 19. 

 
(iii) Within the high needs block (HNB), the Government will provide for at least an 8.0% 

increase (per head of population aged 2-18) through the funding floor. 
 

(iv) The minimum funding guarantee (MFG) for schools will continue, but local 
authorities will have the flexibility to set a local MFG between +0.5% and +1.84% 
per pupil, allowing authorities to mirror the real terms protection in the NFF. 

 
(v) The schools block will be ring-fenced, but local authorities will be able to transfer up 

to 0.5% of their schools block funding out with the agreement of their Schools 
Forum. 
 

(vi) Funding for Pupil Premium, Teachers Pay Grant and Teachers’ Pension grant, will 
continue in 2020/21 and are in addition to the DSG funding in this report. The 
Teachers’ Pension grant has been confirmed at £1.5 billion until 2022/23. 

 
However the impact of these increases has not been communicated at an authority level 
therefore this report does not include the additional funding to be allocated in 2020/21.  



Agenda Item 8 

Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance        October 2019 
 

Page 3 of 10 

4 Exception 1 – Where maintained schools agree that a service should be 
provided centrally – part of the Schools Block 

 
4.1 For 2020/21 the draft figures per phase are shown in the table below. It will be 

necessary for Forum members to agree to de-delegation on a phase by phase 
basis (this section only applies to mainstream Primary and Secondary schools and 
does not apply to Academies and Free Schools); 

 

Service 
 

para How this is de-
delegated from 

Schools budgets 

Primary 
£k 

Secondary 
£k 

Total 
£k 

Mainstream Schools Contingency 4.2 amount per pupil 157 143 300 

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service 
(EMAS) 

4.3 amount per EMAS 
pupil 

349 0 349 

Free School Meals (FSM) eligibility 
administration 

4.4 amount per FSM 
pupil 

16 9 25 

Insurance 4.5 amount per pupil 283 169 452 

Staff Costs (Union Duties / Jury 
service / Suspension) 

4.6 amount per pupil 44 40 84 

TOTAL   849 361 1,210 

 
4.2 The first area to be considered is the Contingency fund that enables the Council to 

support schools whenever unforeseen issues arise. In 2018/19, £299,539 was 
spent (Primary £104,956 and Secondary £194,583). There are a large number of 
potential cases where schools may receive an allocation from contingency. These 
include: 

 Exceptional unforeseen costs which it would be unreasonable to expect 
governing bodies to meet 

 Schools in financial difficulties  

 Additional costs relating to new, reorganised or closing schools 

 Correction of formula errors / errors in data 
 
In total, it is proposed that £0.300m will once again be held as a contingency in 
2020/21, to ensure those schools that need support can receive it. 

 
4.3 The second area to be considered is funding for support for Ethnic Minority 

Achievement Service (EMAS). EMAS is a school improvement service that assists 
and challenges schools and Early Years settings to ensure that learners from EAL, 
BME and mixed heritage groups have access to the education opportunity they 
require to achieve. The team leader acts as an ambassador and advocate raising 
awareness of BME pupils and families and the related agendas and issues 
surrounding achievement.  

 
All local authority primary schools can access a 'core' service from 
EMAS.  This is funded by the de-delegated sum contributed by every primary 
school.  Every primary maintained school in the city has access to the EMAS 'core' 
service and the choice of purchasing further packages to support EAL/BME pupils 
'diminishing the difference' in achievement. EMAS reports on BME and EAL data 
yearly and will lead schools in 'diminishing the difference' for these pupils.  
 
The core service includes:  

 Strategic visits to address development needs, including data analysis and 
target setting 
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 Equalities and Diversity Learning walk 

 Advice around EAL/SEN (special educational needs) 

 Access to home liaison for significant meetings, annual reviews etc. in main 
community Languages (Albanian, Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, Dari, Farsi, 
Hungarian, Pashtu, Romanian, Persian, Portuguese, Oromiffa, Spanish, and 
Polish) 

 Specialist Early Years teacher transition visits for pupils identified by EMAS 
Early Years teachers and TAs  

 Specialist TA support for groups of pupils in reception to boost acquisition of 
English and opportunity to meet GLD at EYFS. This provision is targeted 
according to EMAS assessment of need in reception classes across all  Brighton 
and Hove state maintained schools  

 Up to date advice from research around BME progress and achievement 

 Triple P in Bengali, Polish, Chinese, Oromiffa and Pashtu 
 

The de-delegated sum also subsidises the Bilingual Assistant provision for schools 
and provides funding for leadership and professional development of the EMAS 
team. Bilingual assistants are available for: Albanian, Amharric, Arabic, Bengali, 
Cantonese, Dari, Farsi, Hungarian, Lithuanian, Mandarin, Oromia, Pashtu, Polish, 
Portuguese, Romanian, Russian, Slovakian, Thai, Turkish and Urdu. 

 
EMAS is funded by a mix of de-delegated schools block DSG (£0.349m proposed 
for 2020/21) and schools buy back. 
 

4.4 The third area to be considered is funding for Free School Meals (FSM) eligibility 
checking service.        

 
The benefits of retaining the service centrally are as follows: 

 Ensures that schools receive the correct levels of funding based on FSM 
eligibility (pupil premium) 

 Ensures that data held by schools is accurate and matches that held at authority 
level which is essential for census returns. 

 Assists in maintaining accurate data on the Impulse database which is used by 
many teams within the authority, enables access to FSM eligibility when used to 
consider other benefits e.g. free travel 

 Provides consistent methods of application for all parents/carers across the city 
available online through the councils webpage or by a single paper form  

 More efficient verification process as the LA is able to utilise an online checking 
system which links to the DWP and HMRC data. This is only available to LAs 
and not individual users (e.g. schools) 

 Improved customer experience as paper proof of benefits are not required and 
phone/online applications can be made and we are able to investigate “false” 
results directly with HMRC and the DWP(via the ECS) and inform applicants as 
to why they may not be eligible or confirm eligibility via these resources 

 Available 52 weeks per year 

 The current method (utilising online checking) enables a parent/carer to make 
one application which if they continue to be in receipt of a qualifying benefit will 
remain for the whole of their school life 

 The introduction of UIFSM from September 2014 requires the ability to be able 
to identify and distinguish between UIFSM eligibility and FSM eligibility and 
promote application the funding ensures that this can be communicated clearly 
to applicants. 
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Systems and procedures in place centrally have helped minimise the impact of the 
introduction of UIFSM and reduction in applications, thus maximising access to 
pupil premium funding for schools across the city. 

 
The risks if schools retain budgets are as follows: 

 The customer experience would be greatly reduced – paper proof of benefits 
would be required and application numbers may reduce as schools are not 
available throughout the year  

 The benefits system is changing with the roll out of Universal Credit (UC) and 
confirmation of FSM eligibility for some claimant is complex.  UC statements can 
only be viewed online by claimants this together with a new category of 
“Pending keep checking” returned by an online check, requires us to keep 
checking for up to 6 weeks whilst the UC is put in place or until it shows as a 
true/false result. 

 Incorrect awards of FSM – individual interpretation of criteria 

 Less accurate data at LA level 

 Schools would need to provide verification of FSM status to support parental 
requests for transport assistance – significantly increasing the waiting time for 
parents/carers 

 Increased administration at school level and lack of expert knowledge may 
impact on promotion of application especially as applications tend to be made at 
an already busy time of the academic year. 

 
4.5 The fourth area to be considered is funding for Insurance. At present insurance 

cover for buildings, contents, liability and other miscellaneous insurances are 
arranged centrally by the Insurance Team. As well as ensuring that cover is 
adequate and appropriate for the school’s needs the Insurance Team provides day 
to day advice to schools and plays a large part in the administration and negotiation 
of claims. 

 
The most obvious benefit of maintaining the current arrangement is one of cost 
effectiveness and value for money. By tendering all of the schools together, with the 
remainder of the council’s insurance requirements, lower premiums and less 
onerous terms can be achieved. Schools are traditionally viewed by insurers as 
high risk but by offering the remainder of the council’s property and liability risks at 
the same time this has the effect of tempering this risk as the insurance market will 
consider the risk presented to them as a whole. 
 
Schools may face significant increases in premiums for property and liability 
insurance to reduce the current £100,000 excess on both property and liability 
claims to avoid having to find a large amount from their budget if a serious claim 
arises. 
 
The schools also benefit from assistance and advice from the insurance team, who 
can liaise with insurers and the council’s insurance broker, where necessary, and 
ensure that any advice provided to schools reaches all appropriate staff and is 
consistent. 
 
The risks in changing the current arrangements include higher premiums and more 
restrictive terms. Inappropriate covers may be arranged or gaps in cover may exist. 
Schools would probably need to secure the services of a broker to identify and 
arrange policies to meet their needs and claims would need to be negotiated direct 
with insurance companies or loss adjustors. 
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For Catholic schools, insurance for the building only, is not included as this is paid 
directly to each school following the diocese request to opt out of this element at a 
national level. 

 
4.6 The fifth area to be considered is funding for Staff Costs - supply cover (Union 

Duties/Jury service/Suspension), to ensure funding is available to give back to 
those schools who have teachers on Jury service, who have teacher union 
representatives at their school who do work for all school teachers and for those 
schools (Primary & Secondary) who may have a teacher that is suspended. 
 

4.7 Whilst each of these could be delegated to schools on a pro rata basis, such 
individual funding is likely to be insufficient for schools to purchase an equivalent 
service. It may be in the future that groupings of schools will wish to explore their 
collective bargaining power in these areas but continuing with existing 
arrangements will ensure that provision is maintained and risks covered for all 
schools until any suitable alternatives can be determined. 

 
5  Growth Fund £0.384m – part of Schools Block 
 
5.1 As part of the new funding arrangements, the expectation of the Government is that 

the vast majority of the Schools Block will be delegated to cchools through the local 
formula. However, the Schools Forum can make a decision to create a fund for 
significant pupil growth in order to support the Local Authority’s duty for place 
planning (basic need), including pre-opening and diseconomy of scale costs, and 
agree the criteria for maintained schools and academies to access this fund. The 
Local Authority can appeal to the Secretary of State if the Schools Forum rejects its 
proposal. As in 2019/20, the LA is proposing to use the Growth Fund to recognise 
cases where schools are taking on additional forms of entry or extending the age 
range of pupils. The Schools Forum approved the central retention of the growth 
fund in 2019/20 (£0.494m) and the LA is seeking similar agreement for the coming 
financial year and in so doing recognise the additional accommodation being 
provided by secondary schools as the rise in pupil numbers makes its way into the 
secondary phase of education. The total budget provision required in the Growth 
Fund in 2020/21 is estimated to be £0.384m (as detailed in appendix 1). The growth 
fund will be ring-fenced so that it is only used for purposes of supporting growth in 
pupil numbers and will be for the benefit of both maintained schools and academies. 
This funding will be allocated directly to the individual schools affected. 

 
6  Central School Services Block (CSSB) 

6.1 For Exception 2 and Exception 3 items, the DfE will allow expenditure on these lines 
up to the total budgeted for in 2013/14, but no new commitments or additional 
expenditure will be permitted unless DfE approval is granted. 

 
6.2 This block will contain the items previously considered under Exception 2, 

Exception 3, Copyright Licenses and Other Duties. The DfE will be using a national 
formula to calculate the CSSB, based on 90% pupil numbers and 10% deprivation, 
and then increased by the Greater Labour Market (GLM) Area Cost Adjustment 
(ACA), which is 1.00611 for Brighton & Hove.  

 
6.3 The amount of funding previously in Exception 3 (Admissions, Termination of 

employment costs and Schools Forum) will be protected at £648k. However, some 
of the other allocations will reduce by 2.5% per year for 2020/21 until the national 
formula for the CSSB is in place. 
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6.4 Further details on the specifics of the operation of the CSSB for 2020/21 will be 
published in December 2019 with the final DSG information. 

 
 

 

6.5  Copyright Licenses – previously Exception 4 – as determined by the DfE 
  
6.6 The DfE has agreed with the Copyright Licensing Agency (CLA), the Schools 

Printed Music License (SPML), the Newspaper Licensing  Agency media access 
(NLA) licence, the Educational Recording Agency (ERA), the Public Video 
Screening Licence (PVSL) and Motion Picture Licensing Company (MPLC) 
licences, the Performing Right Society for Music (PRS), the Phonographic 
Performance Ltd. (PPL), the Mechanical Copyright Protection Society (MCPS) and 
the Christian Copyright Licensing International (CCLI), to purchase a single national 
licence managed by the DfE for all state-funded schools and academies in England. 
An additional exception has been defined by the DfE relating to these licences. This 
is estimated to be £0.150m for Brighton and Hove. . 

 
6.7  Other Duties 
 
6.8 The funding for Other Duties was transferred into the DSG in 2017/18 in relation to 

the funding previously allocated to the Local Authority for retained duties for all 
pupils. In 2018/19 the schools forum agreed for the Local Authority to retain the 
funding. 

 
This provides support to all schools in the following areas: 
 
Statutory and regulatory duties  

 Planning for the education service as a whole. 

 Authorisation and monitoring of expenditure not met from schools’ budget 
shares. 

 Internal audit and other tasks related to the authorities chief finance officer’s 
responsibilities under Section 151 of the LGA 1972 except duties specifically 
related to maintained schools. 

 Consultation costs relating to non-staffing issues. 

 Plans involving collaboration with other LA services or public or voluntary bodies 

Total 
2019/20 

£k 

Service Central 
Services 
Schools 
Block £k 

High 
Needs 

Block £k 

Early 
Years 

Block £k 

Total 
2020/21 

£k   

33 Ex 2 – Combined Services – Legionella works 26 6 1 33 

20 Ex 2 – Miscellaneous Expenditure – 
Headteacher Support 

17 2 1 20 

321 Ex 3 – School Admissions 315 5 1 321 

252 Ex 3 – Termination of employment costs 223 22 7 252 

40 Ex 3 – Schools Forum 32 6 2 40 

148 Ex 4 – Copyright licenses as notified by DfE 150 0 0 150 

219 Other Duties – Statutory and regulatory duties 219 0 0 219 

112 Other Duties – Access for Education 112 0 0 112 

149 Other Duties – Asset Management 149 0 0 149 
      

1,294 Total Central School Services Block 1,243 41 12 1,296 
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 Provision of information to or at the request of the Crown other than relating 
specifically to maintained schools. 

 
Access for Education 

 Functions in relation to the exclusion of pupils from schools, excluding any 
provision of education to excluded pupils. 

 School attendance including Children Missing Education. 

 Responsibilities regarding the employment of children. 
 
Asset Management 

 Management of the LA’s capital programme including preparation and review of 
an asset management plan, and negotiation and management of private finance 
transactions 

 General landlord duties for all buildings owned by the local authority, including 
those leased to academies 

 
6.9  The DfE has stated that there is an expectation that Schools Forum will recognise 

the ongoing costs of local authority central functions and this is why these items 
have been included within the CSSB. 
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7.  Overall DSG 2020/21 
 
7.1 This table provides a summary of the provisional 2020/21 DSG allocation and 

details how the LA is proposing to apply this between the funding blocks. 
 

  
 

Schools 
Block 

Central 
Services 
Schools 

Block 

 
High 

Needs 
Block 

 
Early 

Years 
Block 

 
 

Total 
2020/21 

 £k £k £k £k £k 

Exception One 1,210 0 0 0 1,210 

Growth Fund 384 0 0 0 384 

Central Services Schools Block 0 1,243 41 12 1,296 

 1,594 1,243 41 12 2,890 

Funding available in HNB & 
EYB 

0 0 25,198 15,836 41,034 

Post de-delegation funding to 
schools 

133,899 0 0 0 133,899 

Total Blocks (to be applied) 135,493 1,243 25,239 15,848 177,823 

DfE Blocks (estimated) 134,209 2,629 25,149 15,836 177,823 

Difference 1,284 (1,386) 90 12 0 

A. Exceptions DfE have in the 
CSSB rather than the HNB 
or EYB 

0 (53) 41 12 0 

B. Delegation of Equal Pay 
£1.000m, BHISS £0.199m 
and Broadband £0.134m 

1,284 (1,333) 49 0 0 

 
The schools block will be updated to reflect the October 2019 census information later this 
year. 
 
At this stage, DfE has not published initial estimates for the 2020/21 schools, high needs 
and early years blocks. Further information is expected at the end of the autumn term for 
2020/21 final DSG. 
 
The changes that have been made to the presentation of the blocks (shown above) when 
compared to the DfE allocations are: 
 

A) Redistribution of exceptions across appropriate blocks 
B) Delegation of Equal Pay, BHISS and Broadband funding in 2019/20 
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7.2 The overall summary of the 2020/21 DSG including the estimated adjustment for Academy recoupment is shown in the table below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Academies and free schools for 2020/21 – recoupment academies are BACA, PACA, Kings School, Bilingual Free School & City 
Academy Whitehawk (CAW). 

 

  
Schools 

Central 
Schools 

High 
Needs 

Early 
Years 

Total 
DSG 

Total DSG – as above (£m) 135.493 1.243 25.239 15.848 177.823 

Proposed split of 2020/21 DSG (%) 76.20 0.70 14.19 8.91 100.00 

Adjustments:      

Academy Recoupment – BACA (£m) (3.990) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (3.990) 

Academy Recoupment – PACA  (£m) (3.537) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (3.537) 

Academy Recoupment – City Academy Whitehawk  (£m) (1.826) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.826) 

Free School Recoupment – Kings School  (£m) (2.663) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (2.663) 

Free School Recoupment – Bilingual Free School (£m) (1.732) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.732) 

Total estimated Academy Recoupment (£m) (13.748) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (13.748) 

      

Updated split of 2020/21 DSG – October 19 Forum (£m) 121.745 1.243 25.239 15.848 164.075 

Updated split of 2020/21 DSG (%) 74.20 0.76 15.38 9.66 100.00 
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Brighton & Hove City Council 
 
Meeting: Schools Forum 
 
Date:   7 October 2019 
 
Report of: Head of Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance 
 
Subject: DSG 2020/21 
 
Wards Affected: All 
  
1 Purpose of the report 
 
1.1 To update the Schools Forum on the DSG, including the Central School Services 

Block (CSSB) and Growth Fund for 2020/21. 
 
2 Recommendations 
 
2.1 To note the estimated DSG of £177.823m for 2020/21. This is currently assumed at 

the same level as 2019/20. Following the recent government spending review 
announcements, and the commitment to increase funding for schools and high 
needs, the local authority has not yet received detailed confirmation of how this will 
impact on Brighton and Hove specifically. This information is expected in October 
and means the LA will bring a further paper to the December Forum to update on 
the details of the new allocations. 
  

2.2 To agree the de-delegation of the items within Exception 1 for the Primary phase of 
£0.849m as per paragraph 4.1. 
 

2.3 To agree the de-delegation of the items within Exception 1 for the Secondary phase 
of £0.361m as per paragraph 4.1. 
 

2.4 To agree the Growth Fund of £0.384m as per paragraph 5. 
 

2.5 To agree the items within the Central Services Schools Block (CSSB) of £1.296m 
as per paragraph 6. 
 

3 Background 
  
3.1 On 3 September 2019, the Spending Review announced the government’s 

commitment to increase the schools budget by £7.1 billion (£4.6 billion above 
inflation) by 2022/23, compared to 2019/20 funding levels. To fulfil this commitment, 
the Spending Round exceptionally sets budgets for schools until 2022/23. 

 
3.2 The schools budget will rise by £2.6 billion in 2020/21, £4.8 billion in 2021/22 and 

£7.1 billion in 2022/23, compared to 2019/20 funding levels. Separate to this, each 
year the government will provide almost £1.5 billion of funding to compensate 
schools for the increased cost of employer pensions contributions. 

 
3.3 The government will use part of this funding to continue to implement the schools 

National Funding Formula (NFF). The government will ensure that per pupil funding 
for all schools can rise in line with inflation (1.8%) in 2020/21. For schools already 
on their National Funding Formula allocation, the per pupil values in the formula will 
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increase by at least 4% in nominal terms in 2020/21. The minimum per pupil 
amount for 2020/21 will increase to £3,750 for primary schools and £5,000 for 
secondary schools, with the primary schools minimum then rising to £4,000 in 
2021/22 in line with the government’s commitment. 

 
3.4 The settlement also provides over £700 million more in 2020/21 compared to 

2019/20 funding levels to support children and young people with special 
educational needs in the High Needs Block (HNB). 

 
3.5 While it remains the government’s intention that a school’s budget should be set on 

the basis of a single National Funding Formula (NFF) in 2020/21, and its intention is 
to move to a “hard” NFF for schools when legislation allows, local authorities will 
continue to determine final funding allocations for schools through a local formula. 
In 2020/21, the NFF will set notional allocations for each school, which will be 
aggregated and used to calculate the total schools block received by each local 
authority. 

 
3.6 In summary, there are a number of key issues to note for the funding system for 

2020/21:  
 

(i) Within the schools block, the Government will provide for at least a 4.0% per pupil 
increase for each school in 2020/21 through the NFF. 

 
(ii) The NFF will provide local authorities with per pupil funding of at least £3,750 for all 

Primary Schools (rising to £4,000 for 2021/22) and £5,000 for all secondary 
schools. The precise operation of this will be confirmed following a DfE consultation, 
which ends on 22 October 19. 

 
(iii) Within the high needs block (HNB), the Government will provide for at least an 8.0% 

increase (per head of population aged 2-18) through the funding floor. 
 

(iv) The minimum funding guarantee (MFG) for schools will continue, but local 
authorities will have the flexibility to set a local MFG between +0.5% and +1.84% 
per pupil, allowing authorities to mirror the real terms protection in the NFF. 

 
(v) The schools block will be ring-fenced, but local authorities will be able to transfer up 

to 0.5% of their schools block funding out with the agreement of their Schools 
Forum. 
 

(vi) Funding for Pupil Premium, Teachers Pay Grant and Teachers’ Pension grant, will 
continue in 2020/21 and are in addition to the DSG funding in this report. The 
Teachers’ Pension grant has been confirmed at £1.5 billion until 2022/23. 

 
However the impact of these increases has not been communicated at an authority level 
therefore this report does not include the additional funding to be allocated in 2020/21.  
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4 Exception 1 – Where maintained schools agree that a service should be 
provided centrally – part of the Schools Block 

 
4.1 For 2020/21 the draft figures per phase are shown in the table below. It will be 

necessary for Forum members to agree to de-delegation on a phase by phase 
basis (this section only applies to mainstream Primary and Secondary schools and 
does not apply to Academies and Free Schools); 

 

Service 
 

para How this is de-
delegated from 

Schools budgets 

Primary 
£k 

Secondary 
£k 

Total 
£k 

Mainstream Schools Contingency 4.2 amount per pupil 157 143 300 

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service 
(EMAS) 

4.3 amount per EMAS 
pupil 

349 0 349 

Free School Meals (FSM) eligibility 
administration 

4.4 amount per FSM 
pupil 

16 9 25 

Insurance 4.5 amount per pupil 283 169 452 

Staff Costs (Union Duties / Jury 
service / Suspension) 

4.6 amount per pupil 44 40 84 

TOTAL   849 361 1,210 

 
4.2 The first area to be considered is the Contingency fund that enables the Council to 

support schools whenever unforeseen issues arise. In 2018/19, £299,539 was 
spent (Primary £104,956 and Secondary £194,583). There are a large number of 
potential cases where schools may receive an allocation from contingency. These 
include: 

 Exceptional unforeseen costs which it would be unreasonable to expect 
governing bodies to meet 

 Schools in financial difficulties  

 Additional costs relating to new, reorganised or closing schools 

 Correction of formula errors / errors in data 
 
In total, it is proposed that £0.300m will once again be held as a contingency in 
2020/21, to ensure those schools that need support can receive it. 

 
4.3 The second area to be considered is funding for support for Ethnic Minority 

Achievement Service (EMAS). EMAS is a school improvement service that assists 
and challenges schools and Early Years settings to ensure that learners from EAL, 
BME and mixed heritage groups have access to the education opportunity they 
require to achieve. The team leader acts as an ambassador and advocate raising 
awareness of BME pupils and families and the related agendas and issues 
surrounding achievement.  

 
All local authority primary schools can access a 'core' service from 
EMAS.  This is funded by the de-delegated sum contributed by every primary 
school.  Every primary maintained school in the city has access to the EMAS 'core' 
service and the choice of purchasing further packages to support EAL/BME pupils 
'diminishing the difference' in achievement. EMAS reports on BME and EAL data 
yearly and will lead schools in 'diminishing the difference' for these pupils.  
 
The core service includes:  

 Strategic visits to address development needs, including data analysis and 
target setting 
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 Equalities and Diversity Learning walk 

 Advice around EAL/SEN (special educational needs) 

 Access to home liaison for significant meetings, annual reviews etc. in main 
community Languages (Albanian, Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, Dari, Farsi, 
Hungarian, Pashtu, Romanian, Persian, Portuguese, Oromiffa, Spanish, and 
Polish) 

 Specialist Early Years teacher transition visits for pupils identified by EMAS 
Early Years teachers and TAs  

 Specialist TA support for groups of pupils in reception to boost acquisition of 
English and opportunity to meet GLD at EYFS. This provision is targeted 
according to EMAS assessment of need in reception classes across all  Brighton 
and Hove state maintained schools  

 Up to date advice from research around BME progress and achievement 

 Triple P in Bengali, Polish, Chinese, Oromiffa and Pashtu 
 

The de-delegated sum also subsidises the Bilingual Assistant provision for schools 
and provides funding for leadership and professional development of the EMAS 
team. Bilingual assistants are available for: Albanian, Amharric, Arabic, Bengali, 
Cantonese, Dari, Farsi, Hungarian, Lithuanian, Mandarin, Oromia, Pashtu, Polish, 
Portuguese, Romanian, Russian, Slovakian, Thai, Turkish and Urdu. 

 
EMAS is funded by a mix of de-delegated schools block DSG (£0.349m proposed 
for 2020/21) and schools buy back. 
 

4.4 The third area to be considered is funding for Free School Meals (FSM) eligibility 
checking service.        

 
The benefits of retaining the service centrally are as follows: 

 Ensures that schools receive the correct levels of funding based on FSM 
eligibility (pupil premium) 

 Ensures that data held by schools is accurate and matches that held at authority 
level which is essential for census returns. 

 Assists in maintaining accurate data on the Impulse database which is used by 
many teams within the authority, enables access to FSM eligibility when used to 
consider other benefits e.g. free travel 

 Provides consistent methods of application for all parents/carers across the city 
available online through the councils webpage or by a single paper form  

 More efficient verification process as the LA is able to utilise an online checking 
system which links to the DWP and HMRC data. This is only available to LAs 
and not individual users (e.g. schools) 

 Improved customer experience as paper proof of benefits are not required and 
phone/online applications can be made and we are able to investigate “false” 
results directly with HMRC and the DWP(via the ECS) and inform applicants as 
to why they may not be eligible or confirm eligibility via these resources 

 Available 52 weeks per year 

 The current method (utilising online checking) enables a parent/carer to make 
one application which if they continue to be in receipt of a qualifying benefit will 
remain for the whole of their school life 

 The introduction of UIFSM from September 2014 requires the ability to be able 
to identify and distinguish between UIFSM eligibility and FSM eligibility and 
promote application the funding ensures that this can be communicated clearly 
to applicants. 
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Systems and procedures in place centrally have helped minimise the impact of the 
introduction of UIFSM and reduction in applications, thus maximising access to 
pupil premium funding for schools across the city. 

 
The risks if schools retain budgets are as follows: 

 The customer experience would be greatly reduced – paper proof of benefits 
would be required and application numbers may reduce as schools are not 
available throughout the year  

 The benefits system is changing with the roll out of Universal Credit (UC) and 
confirmation of FSM eligibility for some claimant is complex.  UC statements can 
only be viewed online by claimants this together with a new category of 
“Pending keep checking” returned by an online check, requires us to keep 
checking for up to 6 weeks whilst the UC is put in place or until it shows as a 
true/false result. 

 Incorrect awards of FSM – individual interpretation of criteria 

 Less accurate data at LA level 

 Schools would need to provide verification of FSM status to support parental 
requests for transport assistance – significantly increasing the waiting time for 
parents/carers 

 Increased administration at school level and lack of expert knowledge may 
impact on promotion of application especially as applications tend to be made at 
an already busy time of the academic year. 

 
4.5 The fourth area to be considered is funding for Insurance. At present insurance 

cover for buildings, contents, liability and other miscellaneous insurances are 
arranged centrally by the Insurance Team. As well as ensuring that cover is 
adequate and appropriate for the school’s needs the Insurance Team provides day 
to day advice to schools and plays a large part in the administration and negotiation 
of claims. 

 
The most obvious benefit of maintaining the current arrangement is one of cost 
effectiveness and value for money. By tendering all of the schools together, with the 
remainder of the council’s insurance requirements, lower premiums and less 
onerous terms can be achieved. Schools are traditionally viewed by insurers as 
high risk but by offering the remainder of the council’s property and liability risks at 
the same time this has the effect of tempering this risk as the insurance market will 
consider the risk presented to them as a whole. 
 
Schools may face significant increases in premiums for property and liability 
insurance to reduce the current £100,000 excess on both property and liability 
claims to avoid having to find a large amount from their budget if a serious claim 
arises. 
 
The schools also benefit from assistance and advice from the insurance team, who 
can liaise with insurers and the council’s insurance broker, where necessary, and 
ensure that any advice provided to schools reaches all appropriate staff and is 
consistent. 
 
The risks in changing the current arrangements include higher premiums and more 
restrictive terms. Inappropriate covers may be arranged or gaps in cover may exist. 
Schools would probably need to secure the services of a broker to identify and 
arrange policies to meet their needs and claims would need to be negotiated direct 
with insurance companies or loss adjustors. 
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For Catholic schools, insurance for the building only, is not included as this is paid 
directly to each school following the diocese request to opt out of this element at a 
national level. 

 
4.6 The fifth area to be considered is funding for Staff Costs - supply cover (Union 

Duties/Jury service/Suspension), to ensure funding is available to give back to 
those schools who have teachers on Jury service, who have teacher union 
representatives at their school who do work for all school teachers and for those 
schools (Primary & Secondary) who may have a teacher that is suspended. 
 

4.7 Whilst each of these could be delegated to schools on a pro rata basis, such 
individual funding is likely to be insufficient for schools to purchase an equivalent 
service. It may be in the future that groupings of schools will wish to explore their 
collective bargaining power in these areas but continuing with existing 
arrangements will ensure that provision is maintained and risks covered for all 
schools until any suitable alternatives can be determined. 

 
5  Growth Fund £0.384m – part of Schools Block 
 
5.1 As part of the new funding arrangements, the expectation of the Government is that 

the vast majority of the Schools Block will be delegated to cchools through the local 
formula. However, the Schools Forum can make a decision to create a fund for 
significant pupil growth in order to support the Local Authority’s duty for place 
planning (basic need), including pre-opening and diseconomy of scale costs, and 
agree the criteria for maintained schools and academies to access this fund. The 
Local Authority can appeal to the Secretary of State if the Schools Forum rejects its 
proposal. As in 2019/20, the LA is proposing to use the Growth Fund to recognise 
cases where schools are taking on additional forms of entry or extending the age 
range of pupils. The Schools Forum approved the central retention of the growth 
fund in 2019/20 (£0.494m) and the LA is seeking similar agreement for the coming 
financial year and in so doing recognise the additional accommodation being 
provided by secondary schools as the rise in pupil numbers makes its way into the 
secondary phase of education. The total budget provision required in the Growth 
Fund in 2020/21 is estimated to be £0.384m (as detailed in appendix 1). The growth 
fund will be ring-fenced so that it is only used for purposes of supporting growth in 
pupil numbers and will be for the benefit of both maintained schools and academies. 
This funding will be allocated directly to the individual schools affected. 

 
6  Central School Services Block (CSSB) 

6.1 For Exception 2 and Exception 3 items, the DfE will allow expenditure on these lines 
up to the total budgeted for in 2013/14, but no new commitments or additional 
expenditure will be permitted unless DfE approval is granted. 

 
6.2 This block will contain the items previously considered under Exception 2, 

Exception 3, Copyright Licenses and Other Duties. The DfE will be using a national 
formula to calculate the CSSB, based on 90% pupil numbers and 10% deprivation, 
and then increased by the Greater Labour Market (GLM) Area Cost Adjustment 
(ACA), which is 1.00611 for Brighton & Hove.  

 
6.3 The amount of funding previously in Exception 3 (Admissions, Termination of 

employment costs and Schools Forum) will be protected at £648k. However, some 
of the other allocations will reduce by 2.5% per year for 2020/21 until the national 
formula for the CSSB is in place. 
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6.4 Further details on the specifics of the operation of the CSSB for 2020/21 will be 
published in December 2019 with the final DSG information. 

 
 

 

6.5  Copyright Licenses – previously Exception 4 – as determined by the DfE 
  
6.6 The DfE has agreed with the Copyright Licensing Agency (CLA), the Schools 

Printed Music License (SPML), the Newspaper Licensing  Agency media access 
(NLA) licence, the Educational Recording Agency (ERA), the Public Video 
Screening Licence (PVSL) and Motion Picture Licensing Company (MPLC) 
licences, the Performing Right Society for Music (PRS), the Phonographic 
Performance Ltd. (PPL), the Mechanical Copyright Protection Society (MCPS) and 
the Christian Copyright Licensing International (CCLI), to purchase a single national 
licence managed by the DfE for all state-funded schools and academies in England. 
An additional exception has been defined by the DfE relating to these licences. This 
is estimated to be £0.150m for Brighton and Hove. . 

 
6.7  Other Duties 
 
6.8 The funding for Other Duties was transferred into the DSG in 2017/18 in relation to 

the funding previously allocated to the Local Authority for retained duties for all 
pupils. In 2018/19 the schools forum agreed for the Local Authority to retain the 
funding. 

 
This provides support to all schools in the following areas: 
 
Statutory and regulatory duties  

 Planning for the education service as a whole. 

 Authorisation and monitoring of expenditure not met from schools’ budget 
shares. 

 Internal audit and other tasks related to the authorities chief finance officer’s 
responsibilities under Section 151 of the LGA 1972 except duties specifically 
related to maintained schools. 

 Consultation costs relating to non-staffing issues. 

 Plans involving collaboration with other LA services or public or voluntary bodies 

Total 
2019/20 

£k 

Service Central 
Services 
Schools 
Block £k 

High 
Needs 

Block £k 

Early 
Years 

Block £k 

Total 
2020/21 

£k   

33 Ex 2 – Combined Services – Legionella works 26 6 1 33 

20 Ex 2 – Miscellaneous Expenditure – 
Headteacher Support 

17 2 1 20 

321 Ex 3 – School Admissions 315 5 1 321 

252 Ex 3 – Termination of employment costs 223 22 7 252 

40 Ex 3 – Schools Forum 32 6 2 40 

148 Ex 4 – Copyright licenses as notified by DfE 150 0 0 150 

219 Other Duties – Statutory and regulatory duties 219 0 0 219 

112 Other Duties – Access for Education 112 0 0 112 

149 Other Duties – Asset Management 149 0 0 149 
      

1,294 Total Central School Services Block 1,243 41 12 1,296 
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 Provision of information to or at the request of the Crown other than relating 
specifically to maintained schools. 

 
Access for Education 

 Functions in relation to the exclusion of pupils from schools, excluding any 
provision of education to excluded pupils. 

 School attendance including Children Missing Education. 

 Responsibilities regarding the employment of children. 
 
Asset Management 

 Management of the LA’s capital programme including preparation and review of 
an asset management plan, and negotiation and management of private finance 
transactions 

 General landlord duties for all buildings owned by the local authority, including 
those leased to academies 

 
6.9  The DfE has stated that there is an expectation that Schools Forum will recognise 

the ongoing costs of local authority central functions and this is why these items 
have been included within the CSSB. 
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7.  Overall DSG 2020/21 
 
7.1 This table provides a summary of the provisional 2020/21 DSG allocation and 

details how the LA is proposing to apply this between the funding blocks. 
 

  
 

Schools 
Block 

Central 
Services 
Schools 

Block 

 
High 

Needs 
Block 

 
Early 

Years 
Block 

 
 

Total 
2020/21 

 £k £k £k £k £k 

Exception One 1,210 0 0 0 1,210 

Growth Fund 384 0 0 0 384 

Central Services Schools Block 0 1,243 41 12 1,296 

 1,594 1,243 41 12 2,890 

Funding available in HNB & 
EYB 

0 0 25,198 15,836 41,034 

Post de-delegation funding to 
schools 

133,899 0 0 0 133,899 

Total Blocks (to be applied) 135,493 1,243 25,239 15,848 177,823 

DfE Blocks (estimated) 134,209 2,629 25,149 15,836 177,823 

Difference 1,284 (1,386) 90 12 0 

A. Exceptions DfE have in the 
CSSB rather than the HNB 
or EYB 

0 (53) 41 12 0 

B. Delegation of Equal Pay 
£1.000m, BHISS £0.199m 
and Broadband £0.134m 

1,284 (1,333) 49 0 0 

 
The schools block will be updated to reflect the October 2019 census information later this 
year. 
 
At this stage, DfE has not published initial estimates for the 2020/21 schools, high needs 
and early years blocks. Further information is expected at the end of the autumn term for 
2020/21 final DSG. 
 
The changes that have been made to the presentation of the blocks (shown above) when 
compared to the DfE allocations are: 
 

A) Redistribution of exceptions across appropriate blocks 
B) Delegation of Equal Pay, BHISS and Broadband funding in 2019/20 



Agenda Item 8 

Health, Adults, Families, Children and Learning Finance        October 2019 
 

Page 10 of 10 

7.2 The overall summary of the 2020/21 DSG including the estimated adjustment for Academy recoupment is shown in the table below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Academies and free schools for 2020/21 – recoupment academies are BACA, PACA, Kings School, Bilingual Free School & City 
Academy Whitehawk (CAW). 

 

  
Schools 

Central 
Schools 

High 
Needs 

Early 
Years 

Total 
DSG 

Total DSG – as above (£m) 135.493 1.243 25.239 15.848 177.823 

Proposed split of 2020/21 DSG (%) 76.20 0.70 14.19 8.91 100.00 

Adjustments:      

Academy Recoupment – BACA (£m) (3.990) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (3.990) 

Academy Recoupment – PACA  (£m) (3.537) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (3.537) 

Academy Recoupment – City Academy Whitehawk  (£m) (1.826) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.826) 

Free School Recoupment – Kings School  (£m) (2.663) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (2.663) 

Free School Recoupment – Bilingual Free School (£m) (1.732) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.732) 

Total estimated Academy Recoupment (£m) (13.748) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (13.748) 

      

Updated split of 2020/21 DSG – October 19 Forum (£m) 121.745 1.243 25.239 15.848 164.075 

Updated split of 2020/21 DSG (%) 74.20 0.76 15.38 9.66 100.00 
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3. Proposed new financial transparency measures  

3.1 This chapter sets out proposals for what we might do to strengthen current maintained school financial 

transparency arrangements by bringing them more closely in line with the arrangements for academies.  

3.2 Issue 1: Making public where local authorities are failing to comply with deadlines for completing 

assurance returns and financial collections  

Background:  

3.3 Local authorities, and maintained schools, are obliged to complete the following assurance returns and 

financial collections:  

 Schools Financial Value Standard  

 Dedicated Schools Grant  

3.4 Schools Financial Value Standard: Schools complete the standard at the end of the financial year, with 

LAs submitting a signed Chief Financial Officer (CFO) statement of assurance to the department to show the 

number of schools that complied with the standard. For the financial year 2017 to 2018 0.20% of schools (29 

out of 14,395) failed to complete/submit the SFVS. The 29 schools were across 11 LAs.  

3.5 The Directed Revisions made in 2012 to the Schemes for Financing Schools make it a mandatory 

requirement for all LA maintained schools to complete the SFVS assessment form, other than in agreed 

exceptional cases – for example when a school is about to convert to academy status.  

3.6 Dedicated Schools Grant: We require local authorities to provide an annual Dedicated Schools Grant 

(DSG) assurance statement signed by the chief financial officer (CFO). This is a key statement that forms part 

of our overall management of the DSG. The assurance statements are issued on the 31st July to coincide 

with the closing and publishing of LA accounts. However, 32 LAs for the 2017-18 collection failed to submit 

their assurance statement before the deadline of 14th September due to late internal audit.  

3.7 In addition to the assurance statements above, we think that we should consider compliance over a 

range of other annual returns to more closely replicate the ESFA approach to academy trusts. This would 

include the statutory funding returns such as:  

 Section 251 Budget/Outturn  

 Consistent Financial Reporting  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/financial-transparency-of-la-maintained-schools-and-academy-trusts
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/financial-transparency-of-la-maintained-schools-and-academy-trusts
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/financial-transparency-of-local-authority-mainta/
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/financial-transparency-of-local-authority-mainta/supporting_documents/LA%20Financial%20Transparency%20Consulation.pdf
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/financial-transparency-of-local-authority-mainta/supporting_documents/LA%20Financial%20Transparency%20Consulation.pdf
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3.8 We have reviewed the approach to late returns that the ESFA has adopted this year for the academy 

sector, whereby they publish (on GOV.UK) the names of trusts who are late in submitting more than 2 out of 

4 annual returns.  

3.9 We have considered whether it would be appropriate to publish the name of schools that failed to 

comply with the SFVS without a good reason. As local authorities are the accountable body for maintained 

schools, however, we think it would be more appropriate to consider publishing compliance data at a local 

authority rather than school level.  

Proposal 1:  

3.10 Following the same principle as with academy trusts, if a local authority fails to comply with more than 

two deadlines from the following collections, we propose to publish the name of the local authority on 

GOV.UK:  

 School Financial Value Standard (SFVS)  

 Dedicated Schools Grant CFO assurance statement  

 Consistent Financial Reporting  

 Section 251 Budget  

 Section 251 Outturn  

This should not involve any cost burden to local authorities.  

3.11 Issue 2: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns  

Background:  

3.12 Local authorities can withdraw delegation from schools for financial reasons or issue a notice of 

financial concern. We do not currently collect this information. The department publishes notices of financial 

concern it issues to academies on the gov.uk website. It would be possible to require local authorities to 

publish equivalent information on their websites; however, we cannot mandate the format or structure of 

local authority websites and in practice it would not therefore be particularly easy for the public to find the 

information.  

3.13 Currently, local authorities recover funds from fraud investigations but only publish the number and 

value of reported cases, not the value of money recovered.  

Proposal 2a:  

3.14 We propose to collect the number of schools with suspended budgets and notices of financial concern 

through the existing DSG assurance statement signed by the local authority CFO at the end of the financial 

year. This will enable the Department to devote further support to authorities that report a high number of 

suspended delegations or notices of financial concern.  

Proposal 2b:  

3.15 We propose to add a new section to the DSG assurance statement that captures the amounts that LAs 

have recovered from investigating fraud. Monies recovered from fraud reported in different financial years 

would be reflected in the statement. The Department would analyse responses and request further details 
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from local authorities that reported the highest incidence/value of fraud. Further details would include the 

nature of the case, including the steps the LA has put in place to prevent further misuse of the DSG. We 

would also challenge those that we think have not made sufficient efforts to recover the DSG.  

We do not think that these small additions to the DSG assurance statement would place any significant cost 

burdens on local authorities.  

3.16 Issue 3: Maintained schools are not required to provide local authorities with 3-year budget forecasts  

Background:  

3.17 Local authorities are required to maintain schemes for financing schools, which set out the financial 

relationship they have with their maintained schools. These cover areas such as the submission of budget 

plans, loans and deficits, and procurement rules. We publish statutory guidance which authorities must have 

regard to when determining or revising their schemes. We can only require them to incorporate specific 

wording, however, by making a directed revision.  

3.18 The scheme guidance currently allows authorities to require multi-year budget plans from maintained 

schools. Some already do so, and others provide modelling software as part of their traded finance service; 

schools should in any case be making their own plans over several years.  

3.19 We have recently introduced a requirement for academies to send us a three-year budget plan and we 

propose to extend the requirement to maintained schools in the form of sending a three-year budget plan to 

their maintaining authority.  

3.20 We understand that schools will not have complete information on future levels of funding. This is no 

different to other parts of the public sector, however, and schools should plan on a range of scenarios. For 

example, it is usually the case that changes in pupil numbers have a greater effect on budgets than changes 

in overall levels of per pupil funding, and schools should therefore be considering the range of likely changes 

to their intake in future years and planning accordingly.  

Proposal 3:  

3.21 We are proposing a directed revision of the schemes for financing schools to make it a requirement for 

maintained schools to provide local authorities with three-year budget forecasts. Whilst this might take 

maintained schools slightly longer to complete than a single year forecast we believe that any costs 

associated with this would be more than recouped by enabling LAs to have early sight of emerging financial 

issues, enabling preventive action which is almost always less costly than remedial action.  

3.22 Issue 4: Strengthening Related Party Transaction arrangements in maintained schools  

Background:  

3.23 Academy trusts must report all Related Party Transactions (RPTs) to ESFA in advance of the transaction 

taking place, using ESFA’s on-line form. This requirement applies to transactions made on or after 1 April 

2019. Since April 2019, all academy trusts have had to seek approval from the ESFA for RPT payments of 

more than £20,000 and all transactions below £20,000 must be declared. These changes avoid unnecessary 

administrative burdens to the sector whilst strengthening accountability and transparency. Any transactions 

with related parties, over a de minimis level, must be “at cost” (i.e. must not involve any element of profit).  
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3.24 The arrangements for reporting RPTs in maintained schools are not as stringent as those in academy 

trusts. The 2019-20 version of SFVS contains only two specific questions in relation to RPTs, so we believe 

that it would be appropriate to strengthen the arrangements to bring them more in line with what is asked 

of academy trusts.  
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Proposal 4:  

3.25 We are making a number of alternative proposals for comment that could be added separately or 

introduced in combination with each other.  

Proposal 4a: Making schools append a list of RPTs to their response to the new question in the Schools 

Financial Value Standard (SFVS) about their arrangements for managing RPTs, so that the information 

goes to the local authority and can then be passed on to the department  

3.26 This option is the least resource intensive for both schools and authorities, as the SFVS must be 

discussed and agreed by the Governing Body, so there should be little additional burden if a list of RPTs was 

attached to the completed SFVS. The local authority would then be in a position to analyse the RPTs 

submitted across all maintained schools, using this information to determine audit requirements.  

3.27 We propose also to insert additional columns into the SFVS CFO Assurance Statement to request the 

number of RPTs and value for each.  

Proposal 4b: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for Financing Schools to require schools 

to report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain threshold, directly to the local authority.  

3.28 An alternative reporting option would be to amend the scheme for financing schools to require schools 

to report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain threshold, directly to the local authority. The benefit of this option 

would be that local authorities would have immediate visibility of the RPTs as soon as they had been agreed, 

though it would be more difficult for authorities to police than if it was in the SFVS, which is an annual return 

with a set reporting deadline.  

Proposal 4c: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for Financing Schools to require schools 

to seek permission from the local authority to enter into RPTs above a certain amount.  

3.29 Academies now have to gain approval from the department for RPTs above £20,000. To mirror this for 

maintained schools, we would amend schemes to require schools to seek permission from the authority to 

enter into RPTs above a threshold.  

3.30 Issue 5: Maintained Schools internal audit is too infrequent  

Background:  

3.31 Schools are within the overall audit arrangements determined by the local authority’s statutory section 

151 officer (CFO). Authorities operate internal audit teams whose work is then relied on by their external 

auditors. Most audit plans use a risk-based approach with some themed audits.  

3.32 We have learned in discussion with local authorities that the cycles for auditing-maintained schools vary 

a great deal and, in some cases, have fallen into disuse. Consequently, we think there is a case for action.  

3.33 We would prescribe a minimum frequency of audit visits by making a directed revision to the scheme 

guidance.  
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Proposal 5:  

3.34 Making a directed revision to the scheme guidance to require that every maintained school be subject 

to internal audit at least every 3 years.  

3.35 Issue 6: Strengthening arrangements to help schools that are in financial difficulty  

Background:  

3.36 The scheme for financing schools includes a requirement for schools to manage their resources 

effectively to maximise pupil outcomes. LAs are also required to have a deficit and a surplus policy within 

their scheme for financing schools and monitor their schools’ compliance with these. Across the LA schemes, 

there is a variance in the levels of deficit that trigger the submission of a recovery plan to LAs. There is 

currently no requirement for LAs to report to the department their actions to address financial difficulty and 

effective resource management in specific schools. We consider that this evidence base would help us to 

increase visibility of best practice across the whole schools sector, highlight any inconsistencies in LAs’ 

approach and target additional support from the department. The department’s monitoring of schools’ 

financial health to date has included approaching LAs directly to find out more about their approach to 

managing schools’ financial health. Since the end of 2018 we have also offered LAs the support of a school 

resource management adviser where they agree that this would help them to support or challenge schools. 

We have not specified thresholds of deficit that would lead to contact with the department. To ensure we 

work consistently with LAs, we consider that it would be helpful to clearly communicate to authorities a 

more structured approach at the beginning of the year.  

Proposal 6:  

3.37 To strengthen the arrangements to help schools in financial difficulty we propose that we should 

introduce the following measures, either separately or in combination:  

Proposal 6a: Make a directed revision to the scheme for financing schools requiring schools to submit a 

recovery plan to their maintaining authority when their revenue deficit rises above 5%.  

Proposal 6b: Collect information on the number of recovery plans in each LA through the DSG annual 

assurance return from the CFO.  

Proposal 6c: Formalise the approach to working with LAs and include a request for high level action plans 

from some LAs:  

- Data-sharing and monitoring: share published data on the school balances in each LA - highlighting the 

number and proportion with a revenue deficit of over 5% - and the available support from the department.  

Share published data with LAs on their schools’ financial, educational performance and pupil/school 

characteristics.  

Timing: after publication of Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) data  

- Targeted monitoring and support: use of the above data and evidence-based requests for help from LAs to 

ensure support is focused where it is most needed (including school resource management advice) and 

challenge from the department where it is needed most.  
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Timing – throughout the year  

- Action plan and increased monitoring: Request high level action plans from LAs in which the number or 

proportion of school revenue deficits over 5% is above a certain level. We would review the thresholds each 

year, but an example might be LAs that had more than 10 schools or more than 10% of their schools with 

revenue deficits of over 5% in the previous year. We would consider contextual information - such as the 

school balances in the LAs in previous years - when deciding the LA action plans required.  

Timing: after publication of CFR data  

3.38 Issue 7: There is not enough transparency when it comes to reporting high pay for school staff  

Background:  

3.39 Currently there is a disparity between public access to information on high salaries within maintained 

schools and academies. Salary ranges within the national pay framework are published annually in the 

School Teachers Pay and Conditions Document – these apply to teachers and leaders in maintained schools 

and we know that the majority of academies tend to mirror these arrangements. Information on individual 

leadership salaries is collected annually through the School Workforce Census and a national summary of 

salaries is published in the annual statistical release – however, the individual salary information is collected 

through the census on the understanding that it is not published at an individual level.  

3.40 Academy trusts must disclose in their published financial statements information about each individual 

earning over £100k - specifically (i) their total FTE salary in £10k bandings, e.g. £100k - £110k, (ii) their job 

role and description and (iii) whether they are predominantly focussed on curriculum and education 

leadership or school business management leadership.  

Proposal 7:  

3.41 We propose that all LA maintained schools should be required to publish annually on their websites the 

number of individuals earning over £100K in £10K bandings.  

3.42 Issue 8: There is not enough transparency when it comes to reporting maintained school income and 

expenditure  

Background:  

3.43 Local authority school accounts are part of the local authority statements of accounts that are 

published at a gross level for income and expenditure. .  

3.44 While individual schools are not included on the LA balance sheet, individual maintained schools are 

required to produce annual income and expenditure statements, known as Consistent Financial Reporting 

(CFR), or else local authorities produce them on the schools’ behalf. The department publishes all the 

information from CFR in a spreadsheet, but we believe it would add significantly to transparency if there 

were a requirement for individual schools to publish annually on their websites their latest CFR statements.  

Proposal: 8:  

3.45 We propose that all LA maintained schools should be required to publish annually on their website their 

latest Consistent Financial Reporting statement of income, expenditure and balances. 
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Response Questions 

Proposal 1: Making public where local authorities are failing to comply with deadlines for completing 

assurance returns and financial collections  

Please refer to paragraphs 3.2 - 3.10 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal.  

Local authorities, and maintained schools, are obliged to complete the following assurance returns and 

financial collections:  

• Schools Financial Value Standard  

• Dedicated Schools Grant  

 

We have reviewed the approach to late returns that the ESFA has adopted this year for the academy sector, 

whereby they publish (on GOV.UK) the names of trusts who are late in submitting more than 2 out of 4 

annual returns and believe similar measures could be used in the LA maintained schools sector.  

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔)  

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to publish the names of local 

authorities on GOV.UK who fail to comply in 

any financial year with more than two 

deadlines from the following collections: 

 School Financial Value Standard (SFVS)  

 Dedicated Schools Grant CFO assurance 
statement  

 Consistent Financial Reporting  

 Section 251 Budget  

 Section 251 Outturn  

   
 

✔ 
 
 
 

Comments 
Reasonable approach – no real issues 
Unsure of the value of “naming and shaming” 
Which deadlines – the ones for the initial response or once all follow ups have been finalised – for 
example for the Section 251 Budget and Outturn statements there are always a lot of follow up and 
checking data before the information is “released” 
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Proposal 2a: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns: Collecting the number of schools with 

suspended budgets and notices of financial concern through existing DSG assurance statement  

Please refer to paragraphs 3.11 - 3.14 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal.  

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔)  

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to collect the number of 
schools with suspended budgets and 
notices of financial concern through the 
existing DSG assurance statement signed 
by the local authority CFO at the end of 
the financial year. 

 

✔   

Comments 
Reasonable approach – no real issues 
We have not issued any of these over the past 5 years 
Need information from Governor Support if the LA has “Suspend a governing body and appoint an 
Interim Executive Board” 

 

Proposal 2b: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns: Adding a new section to the DSG assurance 

statement that captures the amounts that LAs have recovered from investigating fraud  

Please refer to paragraphs 3.11 - 3.15 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal.  

Currently, local authorities recover funds from fraud investigations but only inform DfE of the number and 

value of reported cases, not the value of money recovered  

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔)  

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to add a new section to the 
DSG assurance statement that captures 
the amounts that LAs have recovered 
from investigating fraud. 

 

✔   

Comments 
Reasonable approach – no real issues 
Audits response - Recording amounts recovered from fraud in schools in the return could be 
provided but would probably not add value. The time delay from the date a fraud was discovered 
to any recovery is a factor and is dependent on legal processes that Councils have little or no 
control over. 
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Proposal 3: Requiring maintained schools to provide local authorities with 3-year budget forecasts 

Please refer to paragraphs 3.16 – 3.21 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 

Local authorities are required to maintain schemes for financing schools, which set out the financial 

relationship they have with their maintained schools. We have recently introduced a requirement for 

academies to send the department a three-year budget plan and we believe that this could be extended to 

maintained schools in the form of sending a three-year budget plan to their maintained authority. 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose a directed revision of the 
schemes for financing schools to make it 
a requirement for maintained schools to 
provide local authorities with three-year 
budget forecasts. 

 

✔   

Comments 
We have asked schools for 3 year budgets for some time, however the real issue is predicting what 
the future funding will be from DfE/government, so the real question is will we/schools be provided 
with multi-year budget information in order to make their budget forecasts meaningful. 

 

Proposals 4 (a,b,c): Strengthening Related Party Transaction arrangements in maintained schools: 

Please refer to paragraphs 3.22 – 3.29 of the consultation document before responding to these proposals. 

The three proposals are alternatives to one another. 

Academy trusts must report all Related Party Transactions (RPTs) to ESFA in advance of the transaction 

taking place, using ESFA’s on-line form. This requirement applies to transactions made on or after 1 April 

2019. Since April 2019, all academy trusts have had to seek approval from the ESFA for RPT payments of 

more than £20,000 and all transactions below £20,000 must be declared. The arrangements for reporting 

RPTs in maintained schools are not as stringent as those in academy trusts. 

Proposal 4a: : Making schools append a list of RPTs to their response to the new question in the Schools 

Financial Value Standard (SFVS) about their arrangements for managing RPTs, so that the information 

goes to the local authority and can be passed on to the department 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to make schools append a 
list of RPTs to their response to the new 
question in the SFVS about their 
arrangements for managing RPTs.  
In addition, we would insert additional 
columns into the CFO Assurance 

  ✔ 
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Statement, to request the number of RPTs 
and value for each to be disclosed.  

 
Comments 
Reasonable approach – no real issues 
 

 

Proposal 4b: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for Financing Schools to require schools 

to report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain threshold, directly to the local authority 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to amend the scheme for 
financing schools to require schools to 
report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain 
threshold, directly to the local authority.  

 

  ✔ 

Comments 
What mechanism would need to be in place for reporting and recording these within the team – 
time implications for both the schools and the LA – difficult to gauge implications both in terms of 
cost and time  

 

Proposal 4c: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for Financing Schools to require schools 

to seek permission from the local authority to enter into RPTs above a certain amount. 

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to amend schemes to require 
schools to seek permission from the 
authority to enter RPTs above a threshold.  

 

 ✔  

Comments 
As financial authority has been delegated to the governing bodies it should be for them to decide 
upon the appropriateness 
What mechanism would need to be in place for seeking permission to enter into these agreements 
within the team – time implications for both the schools and the LA – difficult to gauge implications 
both in terms of cost and time 
Would they actually know or follow advice given? 

 

Proposal 5: Requiring maintained schools to be subject to internal audit at least every 3 years 

Please refer to paragraphs 3.30 – 3.34 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 

Schools are within the overall audit arrangements determined by the local authority’s statutory section 151 

officer (CFO). Authorities operate internal audit teams whose work is then relied on by their external 
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auditors. Most audit plans use a risk-based approach with some themed audits. We have learned in 

discussion with local authorities that the cycles for auditing-maintained schools vary a great deal and, in 

some cases, have fallen into disuse. Consequently, we think there is a case for action. 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to make a directed revision to 
the scheme guidance to require that every 
maintained school be subject to internal 
audit at least every 3 years.  
 

  ✔ 

Comments 
Audit’s response is 
We would generally support an initiative to address this issue but Internal Audit would be unable 
to resource this requirement under existing funding arrangements. Any requirement to increase 
the number of school audit visits would require additional funding. If the resources were not 
sufficient to match the requirements it is likely that the quality of school audit reviews and the 
assurance they provide would be diminished. If the proposal is agreed it may be more realistic for 
all maintained schools to be audited on a 5 year cycle rather than a 3 year one. 

 

Proposals 6 (a,b,c): Strengthening arrangements to help schools that are in financial difficulty: 

Please refer to paragraphs 3.35 – 3.37 of the consultation document before responding to these proposals. 

These proposals are additive, and we could implement all three together. 

There is currently no requirement for local authorities to report to the department their plans for addressing 

financial difficulty in specific schools. Local authorities include both a deficit and surplus policy within their 

scheme for financing schools and monitor their schools’ compliance with these. We have not previously 

collected information from authorities on the number of schools they intervene in but consider that this 

evidence base would help us to understand any variances in the level of support provided and target 

additional support from the Department. 

Proposal 6a: Requiring schools to submit a recovery plan to their maintaining authority when their deficit 

rises above 5% 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to make a directed revision to 
the scheme for financing schools requiring 
schools to submit a recovery plan to their 
maintaining authority when their deficit 
rises above 5%.  

 

  ✔ 

Comments 
5% of what – formula budget, NFF formula budget 
Schools should submit a recovery plan whenever they go into deficit – is the DfE saying it’s OK to 
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have a deficit of up to 5% 

 

 

Proposal 6b: Collecting information on the number of recovery plans in each LA through DSG annual 

assurance returns from the CFO  

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔)  

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to collect information on the 
number of recovery plans in each LA 
through the DSG annual assurance return 
from the CFO.  

 

✔   

Comments 
Reasonable approach – no real issues, as we already hold this information. 
 

 

Proposal 6c: Writing to local authorities each year when the end-year data is published, specifying the 

threshold of deficit that would trigger contact with the Department 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose to formalise the approach to 
working with LAs and include a request for 
high level action plans from some LAs. 
This will be achieved by: 

• Sharing published data on the 
school balances in each LA 

• Use this data and evidence-based 
requests from LAs to ensure 
support is focused where it is 
needed 

 Request high level action plans 
from LAs in which the number or 
proportion of school revenue 
deficits over 5% is above a certain 
level. 

  ✔ 

Comments 
DfE to define “when end-year data is published” is this by the LA reporting to schools forums or 
from CFR returns submitted and published at an unspecified date? 
Reasonable approach – there will be issues as to how this would be resourced 
Is the DfE talking about SRMA’s 
Define “revenue deficits over 5% is above a certain level” 
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Proposal 7: Increasing transparency in the reporting of high pay for school staff  

Please refer to paragraphs 3.38 – 3.41 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal.  

Currently there is a disparity between public access to information on high salaries within maintained 

schools and academies. Salary ranges within the national pay framework are published annually in the 

School Teachers Pay and Conditions Document – these apply to teachers and leaders in maintained schools.  

Academy trusts must disclose in their published financial statements information about each individual 

earning over £100k - specifically (i) their total FTE salary in £10k bandings, e.g. £100k - £110k, (ii) their job 

role and description and (iii) whether they are predominantly focussed on curriculum and education 

leadership or school business management leadership. We believe that this measure should be introduced 

for LA maintained schools and would require them to publish annually on their websites the number of 

individuals earning over £100K in £10K bandings.  

 

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔)  

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose that all LA maintained 
schools should be required to publish 
annually on their websites the number of 
individuals (if any) earning over £100K in 
£10K bandings  

 

✔   

Comments 
Reasonable approach – no real issues – similar to what the council does in the statement of 
accounts 
For individual schools this will be about Secondary schools publishing data and would need specific 
guidance about what to publish, when and where this should be on their websites 

 

Proposal 8: Increasing transparency in reporting maintained school income and expenditure  

Please refer to paragraphs 3.42 – 3.45 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal.  

Local authority school accounts are part of the local authority statements of accounts that are published at 

gross level for income and expenditure. While individual schools are not included on the LA balance sheet, 

individual maintained schools are required to produce annual income and expenditure statements, known as 

Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR), or else local authorities produce them on the schools’ behalf. The 

department publishes all the information from CFR in a spreadsheet but we believe it would add significantly 

to transparency if there were a requirement for individual schools to publish annually on their websites their 

latest CFR statements.  

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please Tick (✔) 

Statement  Agree  Disagree  Neither agree nor disagree  

We propose that all LA maintained   ✔ 
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schools should be required to publish 
annually on their websites their latest 
Consistent Financial Reporting statement 
of income, expenditure and balances.  

 
Comments 
Reasonable approach – however what format should this be done in (PDF etc.), do they just put a 
link to the relevant GOV website, etc.? 
Improvements are needed to the CFR report from FMS or from the GOV website – also what 
timescales are there for this – cost and time implications for the LA and schools 
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New financial burdens on local authorities  
Local authorities are invited to fill in the table below to indicate and quantify any new burdens they 

believe would arise from the proposals in this document. Please specify in as much detail as possible 

what costs you believe would arise and provide figures. 

Proposal  Yes/No  Details and quantification of cost  

2a No Minimal time implications 

2b No Minimal time implications 

3 No Minimal time implications 

4a No Minimal time implications 

4b Yes Difficult to quantify 

4c Yes Difficult to quantify depending on number of requests 

5 Yes £40k per year if the audit cycle was moved to every 3 years. If it was 
a cycle of 5 years the cost per year would reduce to £18k. We are 
currently delivering 6 school audits a year, on a cycle of around 10 
years. 

6a No Minimal time implications 

6b No Minimal time implications 

Other proposals 
(please specify) 

Item 7 
 
 
Item 8 

LA to provide information to schools where the LA payroll and/or HR 
service is used? 
 
If the LA produces the CFR information for the school as part of their 
paid for service then there will be a cost implication for the LA and 
thus schools for providing the information 

 

Additional costs for schools  
Respondents are invited to fill in the table below to indicate and quantify any additional costs they 

believe would arise for schools from the proposals in this document. Please specify in as much detail as 

possible what costs you believe would arise and provide figures. 

Proposal  Yes/No  Details and quantification of cost  
3 No Minimal time implications 

4a No Minimal time implications 

4b Yes Difficult to quantify 

4c Yes Difficult to quantify depending on number of requests 

5 Yes Time implications for the actual audit 

6a No Minimal time implications 

7 Yes Minimal time implications 

8 Yes Depends on who produces the CFR information for the 
school 

Other proposals 
(please specify) 

Items 
7 & 8 

Updating school websites may be by an external 
provider and could lead to an increase in costs 
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