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4.   DSG Settlement and Draft Budget for 2022-23 3 - 6 

 The DSG Settlement was received on 16 December 2021. It provided: 
a. Initial allocations for the early years block based on the DfE estimate 

of take up of the free entitlements over the year, incorporating the 
£0.21 per hour increase in 2- year old funding and £0.17 per hour for 
those aged 3&4 of circa 4%.        

b. Final allocations for the school’s block national funding formula (NFF) 
based on the October 2021 schools census.  The increase in funding 

through the schools NFF for 2022-23 totals £8.8 million (3.9%). 
Higher funding values account for £5.4 million (2.4%), as reported in 
September, with additional pupils at census providing a further £3.4 

million (1.5%).  Funding for in-year pupil growth from September 
2022, has increased by £0.4 million compared with last year.   

c. Provisional allocations for mainstream schools of a supplementary 
grant of £6.8 million (equivalent to 3% of mainstream funding) to 
cover specifically the new health and social care levy as well as 

general cost pressures.   

d. Allocations for the central school services block provide a reduction 

compared with last year of £80,000.    

e. Allocations for the high needs block have increased in total by £6.5 
million (13.6%) in total compared with last year, due to higher NFF 

funding values (£3.8 million), more pupils attracting the basic 
entitlement (£0.8 million) and the autumn spending review allocating 

further funds (£1.9 million).   

The high needs deficit is projected to grow further in 2022-23 despite the 
significant increase in funding.       

 

 

5.   School Funding Consultation and Budget Proposals 2022-23 7 - 10 

 This report sets out the outcome of the 2022-23 school funding consultation 
and proposals for the DSG budget 

The schools block proposals include that the mainstream schools funding 
formula is to continue to adopt the National Funding Formula (NFF), the 
existing growth fund policy is maintained, and the balance of funding is 

transferred to support the high needs budget. Also included are budget 
proposals for the central school services block and services to support 

maintained schools. 
 

 

6.   Early Years Funding Consultation 11 - 34 

 This report sets out the proposed options for the early years single funding 

formula (EYSFF) for the financial year 2022/23 and a summary of 
responses to the consultation undertaken with the sector (to follow as 

 



 
 

 

Appendix 2). Central budgets for early years are also to be agreed. This is 

to ensure the council meets its statutory requirements set out in the 
Schools Forum regulations and School and Early Years Financial 

Regulations. 
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DSG Settlement and Draft Budget for 2022-23 (agenda item 4) Appendix  

Background 

1. This appendix was marked to follow in the main report. It includes the latest budget 
monitoring position for 2021-22 and draft budget for 2022-23. A detailed statement is 
included in appendix A.  

Budget Monitoring 2021-22 

2. Overall, there is a net overspend of £3.15 million. The main budget variances are within 
early years and for high needs. The high needs variance of £3.1 million contains £0.8 
million relating to a potential historic commitment (see paragraph 6 below). The 
budgeted funding gap was £9.7 million with the shortfall for the year, therefore, estimated 
at £12.9 million to add to the accumulated deficit brought forward.   

2021-22 summary budget variances 

DSG Budget Blocks 
Variances 
£000’s 

Reasons 

Early years 296 See below 

Schools (255) Growth fund / unallocated funding 

Central School Services (9) Schools forum budget 

High Needs 3,120 See below   

Total Overspend 3,152  

Budgeted Gap 9,738  

Deficit Brought Forward  7,853  

Deficit Carried Forward  20,743  

 

Early years 

3. Early years funding and payments to providers through the early years single funding 
formula (EYSFF) are projected well below budget. Exceptionally in 2021-22 due to the 
pandemic, funding is based on census information for each term rather than the January 
census points only which is adding greater uncertainty into the projections. Local 
estimates are showing lower take-up of the free entitlements than usual each term, in 
part due to the pandemic but also from the falling birth rate.  Although reduced funding 
and payments are closely matched in budget terms, the impact of reduced funding 
overall will be impacting across the sector.     

4. Despite lower take up, the inclusion fund payments to providers to support children with 
SEND has continued the rising trend over the last two years with an overspend of £0.4 
million estimated. As a result, there is projected to be an overspend overall on the early 
years budget. The proposals for the EYSFF for 2022-23 are seeking to resolve this by 
increasing the level of the inclusion fund with the LA investigating further the growing 
demand and whether any actions need to be taken.       

High Needs 

5. The high needs budget reflects overspends for the cost of education, health, and care 
plans (EHCPs) across all provider types but reduced costs for excluded pupils.  
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6. A high cost EHCP case going back to 2017 is included in the forecast outturn at £0.833 
million as the Secretary of State decided in December against BCP in favour of 
Hampshire. The council’s legal advice is that there are strong grounds for appeal but in 
the meantime these costs have been reflected.   

Draft Budget 2022-23 

7. The draft budget in appendix A is set to be balanced for early years and the central 
school services.   

8. There is currently a surplus included for the schools block of £0.751 million which could 
be transferred to support high needs expenditure as set out in the separate paper on the 
agenda.   

9. As previously signalled, the high needs deficit is expected to grow further due to the 
rising caseload of EHCP, with this now estimated at £16.7 million.  

10. The high needs funding gap is lower than included in the school funding consultation due 
largely to additional funding from government and the expectation of 17 new local high 
needs places being created from September 2022 and the expectation of lower 
permanent exclusions being maintained.  

11. Significant growth in independent and non-maintained placements is expected again due 
to the rising caseload and inflation assumptions have been reviewed following more 
recent government announcements.    

12. An amount has been set aside for the review of local special schools band funding as an 
interim measure to reflect significant cost pressures from April 2022. Band funding levels 
for pupils placed in other local authority areas are also likely to be increased and the 
assumptions for cost increases in INMSS might prove inadequate. A contingency budget 
of £1.4 million has been set aside to manage all these budget demands.     
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Appendix A  

Budget 2021-22 Monitoring  Draft Budget 2022-23 

Budget Forecast Variance  Early  Schools  Central High  Total 

       Years   Services Needs   

£000's £000's £000's  £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's 

DSG 2 year olds NFF  (2,427) (2,527) (100)  (2,447) 0 0 0 (2,447) 

DSG 3 year olds NFF  (18,661) (15,943) 2,718  (18,360) 0 0 0 (18,360) 

DSG NFF other Blocks (f inal)  (275,579) (275,579) 0  0 (234,570) (1,978) (52,399) (288,947) 

DSG high needs adjustment 0 (66) (66)  0 0 0 0 0 

DSG Premises (f inal)  (1,679) (1,679) 0  0 (1,699) 0 0 (1,699) 

DSG Grow th Fund NFF (f inal) (1,435) (1,435) 0  0 (1,839) 0 0 (1,839) 

DSG Pupil Premium  (118) (130) (12)  (126) 0 0 0 (126) 

DSG Disability Access Fund (78) (78) 0  (101) 0 0 0 (101) 

DSG early years (f inal 20/21) 0 (44) (44)  0 0 0 0 0 

Spending review  allocation  0 0 0  0 0 0 (1,947) (1,947) 

Total Funding (299,977) (297,481) 2,496  (21,034) (238,108) (1,978) (54,346) (315,466) 

Providers - 2 year olds  2,288 2,254 (34)  2,247 0 0 0 2,247 

Providers - 3 and 4 Year olds  18,114 15,589 (2,525)  17,475 0 0 0 17,475 

Providers SEN top up grants  501 902 401  900 0 0 0 900 

Early Years Pupil Premium 118 25 (93)  126 0 0 0 126 

Disability Access Fund 78 63 (15)  101 0 0 0 101 

Early Years LA duties  185 185 0  185 0 0 0 185 

Mainstream Schools Formula  227,345 227,324 (21)  0 236,844 0 0 236,844 

Unallocated DSG  160 0 (160)  0 0 0 0 0 

Grow th Fund - budget  280 206 (74)  0 513 0 0 513 

School Admissions 423 423 0  0 0 423 0 423 

Licences Purchased by DfE 234 233 (1)  0 0 247 0 247 

Servicing Schools Forum 18 10 (8)  0 0 10 0 10 

Ex ESG Services (all schools)  1,088 1,088 0  0 0 1,006 0 1,006 

Premature retirements 20 20 0  0 0 17 0 17 

ASD Base / other 275 275 0  0 0 275 0 275 

Place Funding 13,058 13,050 (8)  0 0 0 13,509 13,509 

Top up Funding - State Sector 17,152 17,446 294  0 0 0 17,647 17,647 

Top up Funding - INMSS 15,555 16,821 1,266  0 0 0 22,866 22,866 

Top up Funding - Post Schools 4,333 4,478 145  0 0 0 5,866 5,866 

Top up Funding - Pre schools 78 53 (25)  0 0 0 52 52 

Top up Funding – Excluded / AP 1,850 1,366 (484)  0 0 0 1,492 1,492 

Outreach and other services  1,113 1,578 465  0 0 0 1,737 1,737 

Hospital Education Top up 100 30 (70)  0 0 0 100 100 

Bespoke SEN /Therapies  3,120 3,855 735  0 0 0 4,097 4,097 

Support for Inclusion 141 71 (70)  0 0 0 146 146 

Early Years Central SEN support  587 617 30  0 0 0 626 626 

Sensory Impaired Service 758 833 75  0 0 0 758 758 

Special school / INMSS contingency   0 0 0  0 0 0 1,400 1,400 

Teachers pay/pension - specialist 743 743 0  0 0 0 761 761 

Potential historic commitment 0 833 833  0 0 0 0 0 

Total Expenditure  309,715 310,371 656  21,034 237,357 1,978 71,057 331,426 

In- year (surplus) / deficit 9,738 12,890 3,152  0 (751) 0 16,711 15,960 

Brought forward deficit 7,853 7,853 0  
    20,743 

Carried forward deficit 17,591 20,743 3,152  
    36,703 
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School Funding Consultation and Budget Proposals 2022-23 (agenda item 5) 

addendum. 

Two updates to the paper:  

1. NFF position for schools 2022-23.  

The NFF position for 6 secondary schools was incorrectly picked up from the APT as on the 

formula when they should have shown as funded according to the minimum per pupil 

funding level (MPPFL). A revised appendix 2b to the report is attached with the changed 

positions shown in red.   

In addition, table 2 of paragraph 18 had not been updated correctly to the below.  

Revised Table 2: Summary of NFF Position for schools  

Number of schools   
2021-22  
Number 

% 
2022-23 
Number 

% 

MPPFL     50 55 47 52 

MFG  16 18 12 13 

Fully formula funded   24 27 32 35 

Total Schools  90 100% 91 100% 

 

2. LA school improvement funding for maintained schools 

There is an update to report paragraphs 45 to 49 to confirm that the decision regarding de-

delegation is required.      

Government published on 11 January 2022 the response to the recent consultation on 

proposals to reform how local authorities’ school improvement functions are funded.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/reforming-how-local-authority-school-

improvement-functions-are-funded 

This confirms that: 

• DfE will proceed with reducing the local authority school improvement monitoring and 

brokering grant by 50% for financial year 2022 to 2023, prior to full removal in financial 

year 2023 to 2024 

• provision will be included in the School and Early Years Finance Regulations 2022 

(England) to instead allow local authorities to deduct funding for local authorities’ core 

school improvement activities from maintained school budgets. 
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Appendix 2b (Revised)     

School level impact of the NFF for 2022-23 

Impact of NFF  2021-22 APT  22-23 APT   

Primary       
Ad Astra Infant School £1,117,973 MPPFL £1,154,874 Formula 

Baden-Powell and St Peter's CE Junior School £3,025,728 MPPFL £3,074,133 MPPFL 

Bayside Academy £1,389,797 MFG £1,365,651 MFG 

Bearwood Primary and Nursery School £886,009 Formula £927,095 Formula 

Bethany Church of England Junior School £1,649,085 Formula £1,713,252 Formula 

Bishop Aldhelm's CE Primary School £2,541,086 MPPFL £2,566,921 MPPFL 

Broadstone First School £1,258,890 MPPFL £1,292,920 MPPFL 

Burton Church of England Primary School £1,423,749 MPPFL £1,490,524 MPPFL 

Canford Heath Infant School £1,502,328 MPPFL £1,519,963 MPPFL 

Canford Heath Junior School £2,006,181 MPPFL £2,046,811 MPPFL 

Christ The King Catholic Primary School £1,626,604 MFG £1,634,365 MFG 

Christchurch Infant School £1,508,583 MPPFL £1,538,333 MPPFL 

Christchurch Junior School £2,077,299 MPPFL £2,102,314 MPPFL 

Corpus Christi Catholic Primary School £1,813,184 MPPFL £1,863,189 Formula 

Courthill Infant School £1,450,504 MPPFL £1,535,359 MPPFL 

Elm Academy £2,031,921 MFG £2,158,827 MFG 

Hamworthy Park Junior School £1,950,562 MPPFL £2,002,882 MPPFL 

Haymoor Junior School £1,509,836 MPPFL £1,527,556 MPPFL 

Heatherlands Primary School £2,567,634 MPPFL £2,619,654 MPPFL 

Heathlands Primary Academy £949,411 MFG £981,682 MFG 

Highcliffe St Mark Primary School £2,724,925 MPPFL £2,784,355 MPPFL 

Hill View Primary School £2,575,736 MPPFL £2,657,781 MPPFL 

Hillbourne Primary School £1,057,864 Formula £1,044,920 Formula 

Jewell Academy Bournemouth £1,904,002 MFG £1,875,005 MFG 

King's Park Academy £2,804,995 MFG £2,888,921 MFG 

Kingsleigh Primary School £3,237,088 Formula £3,455,795 Formula 

Kinson Academy £1,110,277 MFG £997,043 Formula 

Lilliput Church of England Infant School £1,494,746 MPPFL £1,512,211 MPPFL 

Livingstone Road Infant School £1,119,268 Formula £1,092,877 MFG 

Livingstone Road Junior School £1,104,199 MFG £1,200,467 Formula 

Longfleet Church of England Primary School £2,649,458 MPPFL £2,703,093 MPPFL 

Malmesbury Park Primary School £2,569,014 MPPFL £2,710,599 MPPFL 

Manorside Academy £1,691,184 MFG £1,807,537 MFG 

Merley First School £1,272,582 MPPFL £1,289,807 MPPFL 

Moordown St John's CE Primary School £1,762,768 MPPFL £1,798,468 MPPFL 

Mudeford Community Infants' School £802,525 MFG £819,572 MFG 

Mudeford Junior School £1,125,950 Formula £1,170,695 Formula 

Muscliff Primary School £2,624,350 MPPFL £2,626,210 MPPFL 

Oakdale Junior School £2,067,376 MPPFL £1,949,545 MPPFL 

Ocean Academy Poole £1,319,378 Formula £1,315,934 Formula 
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Impact of NFF  2021-22 APT  22-23 APT   

Old Town Infant School and Nursery £799,262 MFG £810,394 Formula 

Pokesdown Community Primary School £1,714,400 MPPFL £1,770,405 MPPFL 

Queen's Park Academy £2,005,226 MPPFL £2,054,301 MPPFL 

Queen's Park Infant Academy £1,499,684 MPPFL £1,530,029 MPPFL 

Somerford Primary School £1,239,313 Formula £1,206,173 Formula 

Springdale First School £1,237,938 MPPFL £1,280,073 MPPFL 

St Clement's and St John's CE Infant School £1,263,510 MFG £1,331,455 MFG 

St James' Church of England Primary Academy £1,715,559 MPPFL £1,771,649 MPPFL 

St Joseph's Catholic Primary School, Christchurch £937,038 Formula £999,790 Formula 

St Joseph's Catholic Primary School, Poole £1,628,391 MFG £1,645,064 Formula 

St Katharine's Church of England Primary School £1,960,713 MPPFL £1,877,368 MPPFL 

St Luke's Church of England Primary School £1,854,407 MPPFL £1,933,267 MPPFL 

St Mark's Church of England Primary School £1,746,816 MPPFL £1,790,706 MPPFL 

St Mary's Catholic Primary School, Poole £1,659,804 MPPFL £1,761,619 MPPFL 

St Michael's Church of England Primary School £2,743,653 MPPFL £2,838,501 Formula 

St Walburga's Catholic Primary School £1,757,359 MPPFL £1,784,444 MPPFL 

Stanley Green Infant Academy £1,003,039 MPPFL £1,027,619 MPPFL 

Stourfield Infant School £1,460,016 MPPFL £1,447,602 MPPFL 

Stourfield Junior School £1,969,841 MPPFL £2,035,296 MPPFL 

Talbot Primary School £2,459,464 Formula £2,578,340 Formula 

The Epiphany School £1,733,163 MPPFL £1,781,063 MPPFL 

The Priory Church of England Primary School £885,267 MPPFL £886,142 MPPFL 

Twin Sails Infant and Nursery School £1,419,105 MPPFL £1,503,195 MPPFL 

Twynham Primary School £908,024 MPPFL £926,384 MPPFL 

Winton Primary School £3,492,523 MPPFL £3,597,363 MPPFL 

Middle-deemed Secondary       
Broadstone Middle School £2,564,162 MPPFL £3,028,216 MPPFL 

Secondary       
Avonbourne Boys' Academy £3,340,612 Formula £4,000,549 Formula 

Bournemouth School £4,478,444 MPPFL £4,728,869 MPPFL 

Bournemouth School for Girls £4,840,008 MPPFL £4,926,638 MPPFL 

Cornerstone Academy £2,918,945 MFG £3,380,655 MFG 

Corfe Hills School £3,589,513 Formula £3,814,021 Formula 

Glenmoor Academy £4,853,003 MPPFL £4,983,199 Formula 

Highcliffe School £6,739,354 MPPFL £6,963,934 MPPFL 

LeAF Studio £1,453,025 Formula £1,526,093 Formula 

Magna Academy £4,867,932 MFG £5,135,113 Formula 

Oak Academy £2,808,845 Formula £3,126,757 Formula 

Parkstone Grammar School £5,023,055 MPPFL £5,107,790 MPPFL 

Poole Grammar School £4,907,548 MPPFL £4,956,823 MPPFL 

Poole High School £8,903,411 Formula £9,152,767 Formula 

St Aldhelm's Academy £4,523,627 MFG £5,085,102 MFG 

St Edward's RC/CE School, Poole £5,027,949 Formula £5,222,595 Formula 

The Bishop of Winchester Academy £6,007,653 Formula £6,149,573 Formula 
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Impact of NFF  2021-22 APT  22-23 APT   

The Bourne Academy £5,036,664 Formula £5,160,691 Formula 

The Grange School £2,406,194 Formula £2,434,852 Formula 

Twynham School £7,263,589 MPPFL £7,377,289 MPPFL 

Winton Academy £5,154,165 Formula £5,240,659 Formula 

Avonbourne       
Avonwood Primary School Consolidated  £2,418,255 MPPFL 

Avonbourne Girls Academy £6,918,280 Formula £5,349,889 Formula 

 £6,918,280  £7,768,144  
All-through       
Livingstone Academy £577,357 Formula £1,563,634 Formula 

Parkfield School £2,509,523 Formula £2,634,704 Formula 

St Peter's Catholic Comprehensive School £8,234,531 Formula £8,389,831 Formula 

 £227,344,951  £236,843,879  
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Proposed Changes to the Early Years Single Funding 

Formula for the Free Early Entitlement for 2, 3 and 4 

Year Olds for April 2022 – March 2023 
 

 

Outcomes and Analysis of the Consultation 
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The Early Years Single Funding Formula consultation paper and online link for 

response was emailed to 314 childcare providers registered for early education 

funding within Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole (BCP) on 14 December 2021, 

and then on 4 January 2022. Four briefing events were held online on 15 December 

(x2), 5 and 7 January.  The consultation close date was 12pm, 11 January 2022. 

 

Total issued    314 

 

Type of Setting 
Total 

Issued 

Response 

(Number) 

Response 

(%) 

All Respondents 314 94 30% 

Childminders 160 41 26% 

Day Nursery 73 28 38% 

Pre School 62 24 39% 

School Nursery 13 1 8% 

Independent Nursery 5 0 0% 

After School Club 1 0 0% 

 
 
Overall, 30% of the sector returned feedback on the consultation.  The sector 
feedback for only groups and school based settings in isolation is 37%. 
 
The outcome from each question asked within the consultation is summarised below, 
with a brief summary and feedback left by providers to each specific question and 
option.  A full copy of provider responses per question is supplied as an appendix to 
this document. 
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Question 1, Option 1: 
 
Please indicate your support for your preferred option presented in this 
consultation. In selecting your preferred option, you may wish to consider the 
impact of the proposed change in rates on your sustainability and your 
capacity to meet the demands of children with additional needs. 
 
Using the increase in funding from the DfE to raise the provider base rate by 8p per 
hour for 3 and 4 year olds and 12p per hour for eligible 2 year olds. SEND rates to 
be maintained at £2.00 per hour for Tier 1 and £6.30 per hour for Tier 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feedback from providers 
 
Several providers shared concerns that the increase in the base rate proposed in 
Option 1 is not sustainable and doesn’t compare to the rises forthcoming in wage 
and pension costs. Per the feedback, option 1 and keeping the base rate uplift to the 
minimum therefore risks short and medium term sustainability. Others highlighted 
those parents of children with SEND have access to other funding streams that may 
mitigate a lower tier funding Inclusion Fund.  Several commented on the fact that the 
vast majority of families are penalised in terms of the EY funding rate paid for their 
child in order to balance overspend in Inclusion.  Comments from those disagreeing 
with Option 1 cited that the proposal in option 2 gave a reasonable balance to the 
needs of the provider and the child. 
 
 
 

 

Type of Setting Agree Disagree 

All Respondents (94) 
36 

(38%) 

58       

(62%) 

Childminders (41) 
22 

(54%) 

19       

(46%) 

Day Nursery (28) 
      8  
  (29%) 

      20 
    (71%) 

Pre School (24) 
      6  
  (25%) 

      18  
    (75%) 

School Nursery (1) -        1   
   (100%) 

Independent Nursery (0) - - 

After School Club (0) - - 

Option 1

Agree Disagree
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Question 1, Option 2: 
 
Please indicate your support for your preferred option presented in this 
consultation. In selecting your preferred option, you may wish to consider the 
impact of the proposed change in rates on your sustainability and your 
capacity to meet the demands of children with additional needs. 
 
Using the increase in funding from the DfE to raise the provider base rate by 12p per 
hour for 3 and 4 year olds and 16p per hour for eligible 2 year olds and reducing 
SEND rates to £1.60 per hour for Tier 1 and £5.04 per hour for Tier 2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feedback from providers 
 
As this is the first option that reduces the SEND tier funding rate several providers 
disagreed with option 2 as it impacts the children that need it most.  Some providers 
however highlight that increasing the base rate further, per this option, supports all 
children and SEND children indirectly.  Conversely some commentary suggested an 
increase in SEND funding would be preferred.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Type of Setting Agree Disagree 

All Respondents (94) 
31 

(33%) 

63       

(67%) 

Childminders (41) 
18 

(44%) 

23       

(56%) 

Day Nursery (28) 
      8  
  (29%) 

      20 
    (71%) 

Pre School (24) 
      4  
  (17%) 

      20  
    (83%) 

School Nursery (1) 
1 

(100%) 
- 

Independent Nursery (0) - - 

After School Club (0) - - 

Option 2

Agree Disagree
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Question 1, Option 3: 
 
Please indicate your support for your preferred option presented in this 
consultation. In selecting your preferred option, you may wish to consider the 
impact of the proposed change in rates on your sustainability and your 
capacity to meet the demands of children with additional needs. 
 
Using the increase in funding from the DfE to raise the provider  
base rate by 17p per hour for 3 and 4 year olds and 21p per hour for eligible  
2 year olds and reducing SEND rates to £1.10 per hour for Tier 1 and £3.46 
per hour for Tier 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feedback from providers 
 
This option presented to providers reduces the SEND tier funding the most and the 
common message from those not supporting the option is the SEND rate reduction 
goes too far and will be damaging to the outcomes of children with needs.  Another 
suggests whether children that are perhaps borderline assessed as with SEND 
require funding from Inclusion (removal of Tier 1 funding). There is also a suggestion 
that SEND funding for 2 year old’s could be removed, as difficult as that may be, as 
it’s not a statutory duty with a suggestion made that the local authority must have a 
Special Education Needs Inclusion Fund (SENIF) for all 3 and 4 year olds with 
SEND, and that, BCP Council does not have to using funding from the early years 
block to fund its SENIF, that the SENIF could be fully or partially funded from the 
high needs block of the Designated Schools Grant allocation.  The high needs block 
is considerably overspent; however it would send a powerful message to central 

Type of Setting Agree Disagree 

All Respondents (94) 
44 

(47%) 

50       

(53%) 

Childminders (41) 
17 

(41%) 

24       

(59%) 

Day Nursery (28) 
     12  
  (43%) 

      16 
    (57%) 

Pre School (24) 
     15  
  (62%) 

      9  
    (38%) 

School Nursery (1) -        1  
   (100%) 

Independent Nursery (0) - - 

After School Club (0) - - 

Option 3

Agree Disagree
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government that SEND funding levels across all age groups are inadequate.  
Reference is also made by providers that regardless of a maximum DfE uplift to the 
base rate it still does not come close to the true value of childcare funding per hour 
 
 
Question 2: 
 
Do you support the proposal to make no other changes from 2021-22  
to the EYSFF for 2022-23 (no change to the existing allocation to  
Deprivation Supplement and Central Spend)? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feedback from providers 
 
Providers that left feedback to this question on the whole reflected on the overall 
funding rate from government, questioning the level being paid in the first instance.  
Some commented on the need for more deprivation funding whilst another 
expressed that SEND shouldn’t be lower to supplement other children. 
 
 
Question 3: 
 
Please use this section to provide any additional comments you wish to make. 
 
The majority of providers shared their comments within answers to Q1, however 
some providers wished to express further views on the EYSFF.  Several relayed that 
the base rates in themselves were already too low regardless of any increase 

Type of Setting Agree Disagree 

All Respondents (94) 
80 

(85%) 

14       

(15%) 

Childminders (41) 
34 

(83%) 

7       

(17%) 

Day Nursery (28) 
     26  
  (93%) 

      2 
    (7%) 

Pre School (24) 
     19  
  (80%) 

      5 
    (20%) 

School Nursery (1) 
1 

(100%) 
- 

Independent Nursery (0) - - 

After School Club (0) - - 

Make no other changes 
to EYSFF

Agree Disagree
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forthcoming through this consultation. A provider reflected on the requirement that 
any additional charges added to funded hours need to be voluntary, and that the 
providers themselves should be empowered to charge freely against funded hours, 
or the funding itself is commensurate to the cost of supply.  One provider expressed 
particular concern over staffing challenges and attracting the quality staff required to 
provide an outstanding service to children. Others shared that SEND funding must 
be prioritised.  
 
Questions received during the consultation 
 
Several specific provider questions have been shared during the consultation with 
answers forwarded as follows: 
 
Please could you confirm what an 8pph/12pph increase would be as a percentage 
for the 2, 3 and 4 year old rates and whether you are predicting a contingency to 
account for any over or under spend at the end of the financial year? 
 

• That would be a 1.9% increase on the base rate for both age categories.  We 
have not budgeted for a contingency; we continue to set a budget that passes 
on as much of the funding from central government as we can. The number of 
hours we are funded for each year does not always match up to the number 
of hours paid to providers as funding is based solely on the January census.  
Fluctuating numbers through the year normally balance out and there are 
often variances one way or another.  The percentage of the EYSFF that we 
have proposed to retain next year has fallen in this proposal as we have not 
increased the value of the monetary amount required. 

 
If there is an under spend what will happen with the money? 
 

• Forecasts would suggest any underspend this year is unlikely and in fact we 
are expecting an overspend, it’s likely however that this year providers will 
receive more funding than was given to us by central government. As in 
previous years any under or overspend would be combined with the overall 
Dedicated Schools Grant position.  The intention is to set a budget that 
broadly balances so under and overs, year to year, balance out.  The aim is 
therefore to budget well so there is no need to reduce the formula in future 
years whilst ensuring we pass on as much as we can to providers. 

 
How much of the High Needs element of the dedicated schools grant is spent 
supporting children aged 0-5? 
 

• Portage and Early Years SEN Team – £616k 
EHCPs for 0-5 children not in mainstream settings - £120k 
EHCPs for children attending EY mainstream settings - £46k 
Plus, any share of SALT, HVSS and other central services accessed by pre-
school children 
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With regards to marketing please can you let me have some evidence to show how 
that part of the budget was spent? 
 

• To reach and engage as many families with an eligible 2 year olds as possible 
the Family Information Service (FIS) team print and post firstly a 2 year old’s 
postcard (approx. 4,000 per year printed labelled and posted along with an 
information letter). Where access to parent’s email or phone number is 
available the FIS team will email message and SMS text message to those 
parents with further information regards their entitlement and the positive 
nature of the offer. The FIS team are also the line of contact for general 
parent enquiries and brokerage needs for eligible 2 year old’s, independently 
of the 2 year old DWP postcard process.  Majority of retention goes towards 
staffing and licences for the funding system. 

 
How have the Council measured their effectiveness in this area? 
 

• BCP Council have one of the highest take-ups of vulnerable 2 year old’s in 
England, whereby the total number of DWP list eligible households is 
compared with the total number of children accessing 2 year old’s early 
education for the same point in time.  The most recent data shows an 84% 
take-up and BCP sit within the top 20 LAs through the DfE’s termly 
Operational Survey Data Collection (not published and DfE request that the 
detail is not shared beyond the LA, it is simply data collated to support 
ministers ongoing understanding and support LA’s understanding of how their 
local offer is faring nationally).  The extreme targeting of families that are 
engaged several times is an area that is not currently monitored but a 
potential area to be enhanced going forward. 
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Appendix  
 
Consultation provider comments in full (anonymised where necessary) 
 
Q1. Providers that did not support Option 1 
 

Childminder Rate for 3 and 4 year olds is too low 

Childminder Further Gov funding 

Childminder We are struggling financially with low funding, the staff wages are increasing and 
our ratio is small, creating a loss each month.  Send funding should be increased 
but not by the amount shown,  you will find many childcare settings closing 
because they are unable to meet the needs. This will also cause discrimination 
towards poorer families. 

Childminder I don’t know 

Childminder Additional funding should be supported by the government  

Childminder Raising funding by 8p is like nothing.  

Childminder Send should get full funding  

Childminder With rising costs to sustain the business I need to access the greatest amount of 
funding possible for the majority demographic of those children who will be 
accessing the funding in my setting.  

Childminder I believe that the level being provided as a base rate is far too low for 3 and 4 years 
olds and will ultimately mean setting like mine have no option but to stop offering 
funding 

Childminder I would like to see the base rate increase by more than this to help maintain the 
provision for the majority of children. 

Childminder I went with the middle option as I feel SEND clients can access other financial help 
if required. I do feel that the money given as extra should be accountable to show 
what the money has been spent on.  

Childminder I feel that the base rate should be more evenly distributed because some children 
can be borderline SEND 

Childminder There should be extra funding available separately to support SEND so that all 
children can enjoy free childcare without the need for practitioners to ask for 
contributions from parents to meet their basic hourly rate. It's a difficult issue to 
address but there is always going to be shortfall unless more money is made 
available to support families and protect the income of childcare providers. I am 
voting in the middle so that both SEND and other 3-4 year olds benefit equally.  

Childminder Because the hourly rate in the whole doesn't cover the rate we charge as a 
childminder 

Childminder There does seem to be increasing numbers of children with SEND and do agree 
additional funding is needed. 

Childminder I feel that SEND get a very high percentage of the government funding - maybe 
some funds from other childcare pots can be used to subsidise it. I feel option 2 is 
a fair distribution if the overall funding.  

Childminder Parents asked to use funding for child  

Day Nursery The base rate needs to increase otherwise the pre-school in not viable and we will 
close.  As managers and owners, we would be better off working for someone else 
then continuing to stay open.  Our workload has increased massively in terms of 
reporting and responsibilities.  Children have been seen virtually for last two years 
and many issues missed by health which are then picked up by the pre-school.   
 
This rate will barely cover the minimum wage increases (there is a 59p per hour 
minimum wage increase - there are four two years to each adult with an increase of 
12p per house this equals 48p an hour so will not cover this).  All our bills are 
increasing and this is not sustainable.   
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You are asking us, as owners, to fund SEND Inclusion and essentially, we lose 
money on each SEND child we take.  Base rate + top up rate, does not cover the 
cost of a place.   
 
Would you be willing to take a pay cut to help the SEND Inclusion Funding?  That 
is what we are being asked.  Why should we as providers fund it.   
 
We are a term time setting and nearly all of our children are fully funded.   We will 
have no choice but to review our policy on resource charging if we wish to remain 
open next year.   

Day Nursery Local Authorities Statutory responsibility  

Day Nursery The increase in base rate for 2yr 3/4yr olds will make up for the decrease in SEND 
rate 

Day Nursery Not all settings are eligible to claim SEND payments-the majority of my funding 
income is 3 and 4 year old funding 

Day Nursery This increase is unfair on the majority of families.  

Day Nursery At this setting we currently only have 1 child receiving SEND funding. Therefore, it 
would be more beneficial for sustainability and to help reduce costs for the majority 
of parents whose children attend by increasing the base rate more.  

Day Nursery Due to lockdown our levels of SEND children have increased. We need the funding 
to be able to ensure all children receive an inclusive learning environment however 
nurseries need funding to do this. To ensure the staff are well trained and have 
access to all the resources not to the detriment.  

Day Nursery Option 2 seems fair for all 

Day Nursery We agree to set a formula which allows providers to better forecast funding and a 
business plan.  
We support SEND funding for every hour a child attends. However, this cannot be 
at the expense of the rest of the children within our provision as ALL children need 
to achieve their potential.  We disagree with further resourcing for children with 
High Needs to be allocated from the Early Years Block as this is already at 
breaking point. As a setting, we are one of the first points in identifying and 
supporting children with additional needs through to diagnosis and ECHP 
completion. This is paid for by us as a business thus saving BCP Council a great 
deal of money as does every other provider in the borough. Therefore, siphoning 
off funding from the Early Years Block to 'prop up' the High Needs Block is 
something we cannot support. 

Day Nursery Over the Covid period we have had very limited SEND provision from the Borough, 
although we do appreciate that it has been a very difficult time.  Therefore Option 2 
is a more agreeable rate to assist with in house provision and time spent on SEND. 

Day Nursery The issue around the SEND funding is not just growth in the requirement, but poor 
use of the existing budget.  If the existing money were better deployed, with greater 
understanding of how it is being used, there would be less demand for 
contributions from other budgets.  I would also like to understand if the money 
taken from the Early Years budget is used for Early Years SEND children or just 
added to the general SEND pot? 

Day Nursery As we already at a huge loss as it is  

Day Nursery The money for SEND children is not enough regardless of any options to pay for a 
member of staff it is below the minimum wage rate. With increased costs facing 
providers this will only add to the worries we all have for remaining solvent 
There should be a separate send fund to the 3 and 4 year old funding - a 
government issue? a local issue? 

Day Nursery there should be separate funding for SEND 

Preschool Providers need all of the 2022/2023 increase from central Government to increase 
the base rates as much as possible for all funded children. 
Provider sustainability is seriously under threat from a significantly underfunded 
base rate.  Government’s own figures suggest that in 2020/2021 the base rate was 
underfunded by £2.60 per hour.  Underfunding has been a significant contributing 
factor in the closure of some 4000 early years settings over the past 2 years.  The 
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more settings that close the more likely it is that the overall capacity of the 
childcare market (including the local childcare market) to support children with 
SEND will be adversely impacted. 
Recruitment and retention pose a significant threat to the sector with an Early 
Years Alliance report in October 2021 showing that more than eight in 10 settings 
are finding it difficult to recruit staff.  Moreover, a significant proportion of providers 
are having to limit the number of, or stop taking on, new children. Furthermore, 
there are concerns within the sector that staffing shortages are likely to force 
settings to close permanently.  The more settings that experience staffing 
challenges the more likely it is that the overall capacity of the childcare market 
(including the local childcare market) to support children with SEND will be 
adversely affected.  
Sustainability and recruitment and retention problems are also set to be 
exacerbated by the increased costs providers will need to find in April 2022 to 
cover statutory increases in wages bills as minimum wage levels and employer 
national insurance contribution levels increase.  Alongside these increases further 
cost pressures as a result of general inflation and increases in the costs of 
consumables should not be underestimated. 
Even if the base rates were increased by the full 17p per hour and 21p per hour 
allocations this would still leave a considerable base rate funding shortfall.  That 
being said, a base rate at the highest possible level is the best mechanism that we 
currently have to help providers remain sustainable.  The more sustainable 
providers are the more likely it is that the Council will have enough providers to 
ensure that they are able to meet their statutory duty in respect of the provision of 
free places across the borough.  Moreover, the more sustainable providers are, 
then the more able they will be to meet the needs of the most vulnerable children 
and families including those children with SEND. 
The local authority must have a Special Education Needs Inclusion Fund (SENIF) 
for all 3 and 4 year olds with SEND who take up their free entitlement.  Whilst it is 
desirable, the local authority DO NOT have a statutory duty to fund the SEND 
needs of funded 2 year olds. 
Whilst it may seem unpalatable in these financially challenging times to not fund 
the SEND needs of funded 2 year olds it would give the Council the option of 
increasing provider base rates to the maximum whilst still meeting their statutory 
duties.  Furthermore, it would send a powerful message to central government that 
SEND funding levels must be addressed if the most vulnerable children in society 
are to be supported. 
BCP Council does not have to using funding from the early years block to fund its 
SENIF.  Again, in the interests of ensuring that provider base rates can be 
increased to the maximum to aid sustainability the SENIF could be fully or partially 
funded from the high needs block of their Designated Schools Grant allocation.  
Whilst being fully aware that the high needs block is considerably overspent, again 
it would send a powerful message to central government that SEND funding levels 
across all age groups are inadequate. 
It is acknowledged that current levels of SEND funding for children in early years 
settings are insufficient.  As a result of this providers are already having to limit the 
number of SEND children that they can safely meet the needs of.  This mean that 
there is already a real possibility that the overall capacity of the local childcare 
market to support these children is already diminished.  SEND funding at anything 
less than it costs to properly deliver appropriate SEND support will not increase the 
number of SEND places available at early years settings within the borough.  
Increasing the SENIF without the guarantee of increasing early years SEND places 
is therefore not an acceptable option.  

Preschool Settings cannot run with such a small rise in hourly rate. 

Preschool The bulk of our funding comes from the base rates and with a difficult year behind 
we really need to look at sustainability see  

Preschool Be more inclusive for children who don't reach thresholds but still need extra 
support. 
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Preschool As settings generally have more children on base rate the extra money plus EYPP 
can be used to assist their SEND children  

Preschool I feel more money should go to the children who are in everyday, as it is difficult 
enough to get any funding for the children requiring SEN funding. 

Preschool Even by increasing by 17p per hour there is still a considerable amount for SEND, 
we as a setting have SEND children but would still benefit more from the increased 
hourly rate for all children. Without this increase there is the possibility we may be 
forced to reduce more days, or close all together. 

Preschool The base rate has been set too low to meet the requirements of the nursery. We 
will not be sustainable under option 1. Within our setting to meet the difference on 
the SEND funding we will just have to become creative and make it work. 

Preschool In our setting: staff turnover is very low. They are highly qualified and experienced 
in their roll, especially in SEN work. We strongly feel that the key to an inclusive 
setting where the needs of all children are met, are childcare practitioners who are 
valued for the work they due under difficult circumstances e.g., low pay. If staff feel 
valued, they will be committed to ongoing training to carry out their SEN work. For 
this reason, we have chosen option 3.  

Preschool With the increases we are facing from April including the raise in minimum wage 
and living wage, we need the increase to go on our base rate to be able to afford to 
stay open in the future. Budgets need to be looked at for the SEN funding and a 
solution that does not leave settings facing closure must be found.  

Preschool We already subsidise all SEND children with or without additional funding. The 
proportion of SEND children to 2,3 and 4 year olds would mean we would not 
benefit. Changes to the NMW/NLW over the past 5 years and going forward mean 
that we are grossly underfunded. We need to increase the income as much as 
possible to remain at all sustainable. 

Preschool By taking option one we would really struggle to meet the wage increase that the 
government has imposed from April 2022.   Which would mean that as a preschool 
we would struggle to stay open due to ratio and staff.  This in turn means less 
choices for parents of SEN children to find placements if settings are unable to 
operate.  We appreciate that this sector is vastly underfunded and the difficult 
choices, but we have to think of our staff and the wage costs and the desire to stay 
open for our local children.   The only other option available to early years is if we 
were allowed to top up the session fees to all children who are funded (excluding 
SEN, EYPP, deprivation and Two's Too funded).  This would be an enormous help 
to us all. 

Preschool I think that many Early Years providers will not be able to sustain their businesses 
in line with living wage rises etc. Especially as 'top-up' fees are discouraged. 
Quality staffing is crucial to inclusive practice and many staff have a number of 
roles and responsibilities within each provision. These responsibilities are often 
recognised through pay so more of a balance is needed. 

School 
Nursery 

Option 2 - would give the setting more funding which means that we are better 
placed to support the SEN with the reduced level of funding. I recognise that  this is 
not the prefect solution but none of the option offered will solve the crisis we are in 
- only more funds from central government and a true uplift in the rates paid will 
achieve this. 

Preschool We feel that with the money provided for send in option 2 is enough to achieve 
desired outcomes for special needs as well as being able to claim a DAF payment.  

Preschool No suggestions 

 
 
Q1. Providers that did not support Option 2 
 

Childminder 3 a d 4 year old rate too low 

Childminder Further Gov funding 

Childminder To avoid more closures and discrimination,  funded payments should be fair. 

Childminder I don’t know 
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Childminder Additional funding should be supported by the government 

Childminder Again, 12p is not enough.  

Childminder This is a joke it is rob Peter to pay Paul  

Childminder With rising costs to sustain the business I need to access the greatest amount of 
funding possible for the majority demographic of those children who will be 
accessing the funding in my setting.  

Childminder If funding rates for all children are increased this will indirectly support settings with 
children with SEND 

Childminder Specialist equipment for children with SEND is far more expensive  

Childminder More send funding required  

Childminder SEND funds should not be reduced to accommodate an increase as this will be at 
a detriment to some parents/providers. 

Childminder I don't see how we can support the SEND provision by cutting the money allocated 
to it other than lobby the government to give you more. This would be my 2nd 
preferred option. 

Childminder I believe the SEND funding should receive the majority of funding 

Childminder If you need more funding for SEND, then I will take your word for it. 

Childminder I am aware from networking with other provisions in my local area that there is an 
increase in children with SEND attending settings.  Whilst this does not apply to my 
setting personally, I would prefer any increase to be put into this area as there is 
obviously a requirement for it and I do not think this area of funding allocation 
should be decreased. 

Childminder I will welcome the funding increase mentioned in Option 1 and I agree that SEND 
rates would stay the same. 

Childminder I am fully aware that there are a lot of children not getting the support they need.  

Childminder Whilst like the majority of providers, I would like the funding rate as high as 
possible for 2,3&4 year olds, as for each hour I deliver I lose out compared to my 
standard hourly rate, I appreciated there is an increasing number of children 
drawing on the SEND pot of money and therefore I  believe to close the 
disadvantage gap there shouldn't be a decrease in funding, which is why 
reluctantly I have agreed to option 1, even though it makes me financially worse 
off. 

Childminder No reduction  

Day Nursery The base rate needs to in increase otherwise the pre-school in not viable and we 
will close.  As managers and owners, we would be better off working for someone 
else then continuing to stay open.  Our workload has increased massively in terms 
of reporting and responsibilities.  Children have been seen virtually for last two 
years and many issues missed by health which are then picked up by the pre-
school.   
 
This rate will barely cover the minimum wage increases (there is a 59p per hour 
minimum wage increase - there are four two years to each adult with an increase of 
12p per house this equals 48p an hour so will not cover this).  All our bills are 
increasing, and this is not sustainable.   
    
You are asking us, as owners, to fund SEND Inclusion and essentially, we lose 
money on each SEND child we take.  Base rate + top up rate, does not cover the 
cost of a place.   
 
Would you be willing to take a pay cut to help the SEND Inclusion Funding?  That 
is what we are being asked.  Why should we as providers fund it.   
 
We are a term time setting and nearly all of our children are fully funded.   We will 
have no choice but to review our policy on resource charging if we wish to remain 
open next year.   

Day Nursery Local Authorities Statutory responsibility 
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Day Nursery The increase in base rate for 2yr 3/4yr olds will make up for the decrease in SEND 
rate 

Day Nursery Not all settings are able to claim SEND 

Day Nursery This increase is unfair on the majority of families. We would still be able to offer 
sufficient SEND financial support with the lower rate, of course depending on the 
availability of EY practitioners to support children with SEND. At the higher rate of 
3&4 year old funding, we can pay more to our amazing staff, who will then in turn 
want to stay in the sector. 

Day Nursery Same as above - at this setting we currently only have 1 child receiving SEND 
funding. Therefore, it would be more beneficial for sustainability and to help reduce 
costs for the majority of parents whose children attend by increasing the base rate 
more.  

Day Nursery As SEND is increasing in numbers of children it should be spent at ground level 
enabling staff to help the children directly. 

Day Nursery As per option 1. Should not reduce SEND funding 

Day Nursery The system of assessing each child individually seems to work well. The amount 
for tier 1 and tier 2 needs to be increased to allow staffing levels to be increased. 
The NLW is rising 6.6% and funding increase does not match this. It is very hard to 
recruit good staff with the low amount given to us from BCP.  

Day Nursery This whole consultation is loaded to prevent settings from being able to voice the 
real crisis financially within early years. To pitch better base rates for all families 
against the funding for children with additional needs within all 3 options is 
extremely manipulative. To say we are dismayed by this approach is an 
understatement.  Sadly, the only option we can see is the high needs block must 
be used to support the increase in SEND. It is not acceptable that Early Years 
basic funding rates are being consistently disseminated as this is already 
preventing settings from supporting all families appropriately (staffing crisis) and 
sustainably. 

Preschool Providers need all of the 2022/2023 increase from central Government to increase 
the base rates as much as possible for all funded children. 
Provider sustainability is seriously under threat from a significantly underfunded 
base rate.  Government’s own figures suggest that in 2020/2021 the base rate was 
underfunded by £2.60 per hour.  Underfunding has been a significant contributing 
factor in the closure of some 4000 early years settings over the past 2 years.  The 
more settings that close the more likely it is that the overall capacity of the 
childcare market (including the local childcare market) to support children with 
SEND will be adversely impacted. 
Recruitment and retention pose a significant threat to the sector with an Early 
Years Alliance report in October 2021 showing that more than eight in 10 settings 
are finding it difficult to recruit staff.  Moreover, a significant proportion of providers 
are having to limit the number of, or stop taking on, new children. Furthermore, 
there are concerns within the sector that staffing shortages are likely to force 
settings to close permanently.  The more settings that experience staffing 
challenges the more likely it is that the overall capacity of the childcare market 
(including the local childcare market) to support children with SEND will be 
adversely affected.  
Sustainability and recruitment and retention problems are also set to be 
exacerbated by the increased costs providers will need to find in April 2022 to 
cover statutory increases in wages bills as minimum wage levels and employer 
national insurance contribution levels increase.  Alongside these increases further 
cost pressures as a result of general inflation and increases in the costs of 
consumables should not be underestimated. 
Even if the base rates were increased by  the full 17p per hour and 21p per hour 
allocations this would still leave a considerable base rate funding shortfall.  That 
being said, a base rate at the highest possible level is the best mechanism that we 
currently have to help providers remain sustainable.  The more sustainable 
providers are the more likely it is that the Council will have enough providers to 
ensure that they are able to meet their statutory duty in respect of the provision of 
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free places across the borough.  Moreover, the more sustainable providers are, 
then the more able they will be to meet the needs of the most vulnerable children 
and families including those children with SEND. 
The local authority must have a Special Education Needs Inclusion Fund (SENIF) 
for all 3 and 4 year olds with SEND who take up their free entitlement.  Whilst it is 
desirable, the local authority DO NOT have a statutory duty to fund the SEND 
needs of funded 2 year olds. 
Whilst it may seem unpalatable in these financially challenging times to not fund 
the SEND needs of funded 2 year olds it would give the Council the option of 
increasing provider base rates to the maximum whilst still meeting their statutory 
duties.  Furthermore, it would send a powerful message to central government that 
SEND funding levels must be addressed if the most vulnerable children in society 
are to be supported. 
BCP Council does not have to using funding from the early years block to fund its 
SENIF.  Again, in the interests of ensuring that provider base rates can be 
increased to the maximum to aid sustainability the SENIF could be fully or partially 
funded from the high needs block of their Designated Schools Grant allocation.  
Whilst being fully aware that the high needs block is considerably overspent, again 
it would send a powerful message to central government that SEND funding levels 
across all age groups are inadequate. 
It is acknowledged that current levels of SEND funding for children in early years 
settings are insufficient.  As a result of this providers are already having to limit the 
number of SEND children that they can safely meet the needs of.  This mean that 
there is already a real possibility that the overall capacity of the local childcare 
market to support these children is already diminished.  SEND funding at anything 
less than it costs to properly deliver appropriate SEND support will not increase the 
number of SEND places available at early years settings within the borough.  
Increasing the SENIF without the guarantee of increasing early years SEND places 
is therefore not an acceptable option.  

Preschool Be more inclusive for children who don't reach thresholds but still need extra 
support. 

Preschool As settings generally have more children on base rate the extra money plus EYPP 
can be used to assist their SEND children  

Preschool As above we except that taking the maximum increase on the base rate will lower 
the SEN funding we receive for eligible children however we need to survive to be 
able to help any SEN children in the future.  

Preschool We already subsidise all SEND children with or without additional funding. The 
proportion of SEND children to 2,3 and 4 year olds would mean we would not 
benefit. Changes to the NMW/NLW over the past 5 years and going forward mean 
that we are grossly underfunded. We need to increase the income as much as 
possible to remain at all sustainable. 

Preschool The requirement for additional SEND payments should be broader to cover the 
different levels of SEN including one to one. 

Preschool Provide more funding for quality Early Years send support. 
 
Don’t reduce funding when a child make progress, they are only progressing 
because of the additional funding that provides additional adult support.  
 
Provide funding for lower need send, recognise that for some children funding 
intensive early intervention can close the gap between them and their peers before 
school starts, as well as being what is best for the child and family, this would save 
money longer term too! 
 
Give better training and more regular support from sendos  
 
Don’t base funding solely on SOGS assessment many children who need high 
levels of additional support do not show needs accurately on SOGS e.g. 
behavioural support, social and emotional support  

25



Preschool To continue providing the high level, quality education to our children including our 
SEN children then Option 1 is best as any reduction in the SEN rate will 
significantly reduce the quality of the education we provide and we would struggle 
to provide adequate support for these vulnerable children need. 
 
Our SEN children don’t have a voice and parents find it hard enough to get 
appropriate support for their children if this is reduce further then setting will 
struggle to provide any SEN support. We need to be their voice and to not allow 
them to be forgotten or to let them fall through the cracks. 
 
I have written 6 EHC needs assessment request forms (there is a high need for 
SEN support at the moment) and the support these children need is critical to their 
development and to the progress they have been making. In each EHC I break 
down how we spend the money to support the children and most of the time we are 
funding some of the SEN support ourselves as the SEN rate doesn’t cover it all. 
 
If money is taken away from these vulnerable SEN children, then it will be 
detrimental to their development and wellbeing. These children will struggle to 
make progress without the high level of adult support that can only just be provided 
on what we receive now. 

Preschool We are unable to support children with SEND on such a low level of funding. 

Preschool I feel SEN funding should remain at current level as any decrease will impact in 
providers being able to fulfil child’s needs. 

Preschool No suggestion 

 
 
Q1. Providers that did not support Option 3  
 

Childminder 2 year old funding too high at the expense of 3 and 4 year old funding which is too 
low 

Childminder This would reduce the send funding to much  

Childminder Although a nice increase on the base rate the cut to SEND funding is too steep.  

Childminder I don’t know but do border line children need the money 

Childminder The money for SEND is too low 

Childminder I am not in a position to be able to answer this question with the knowledge that I 
have. It's a complicated issue that would need many hours of study. I just feel that it 
should be addressed separately from 'normal' childcare which the government has 
advertised as free. At this time voting in the middle means that we all benefit just a 
little more.  

Childminder By opting for option 2 feels fair to give more children better quality childcare with 
slightly more funding than we're getting at the moment. 

Childminder SEND funding is essential for their development  

Childminder More send funding required 

Childminder I don't see how we can support the SEND provision by cutting the money allocated 
to it (especially by this amount) other than lobby the government to give you more 

Childminder I don't agree with cutting the rates 

Childminder Hopefully maintaining the SEND rate will enable to provide for children’s needs by 
training enough practitioner to help provide for children’s individual needs. 

Childminder These children need the support while they are young and too many slips through 
the net. 

Childminder The disadvantage gap needs closing, which has to be done by passionate, 
dedicated, highly professional practitioners, who willingly work with these children, 
but need the financial support for suitability.  Otherwise, we will continue to lose 
settings. 
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Childminder No reduction  

Childminder There should be some increase in the send fund as these are children in most need 
of support.  

Childminder I have no suggestions 

Day Nursery The base rate needs to in increase otherwise the pre-school in not viable and we 
will close.  As managers and owners, we would be better off working for someone 
else then continuing to stay open.  Our workload has increased massively in terms 
of reporting and responsibilities.  Children have been seen virtually for last two 
years and many issues missed by health which are then picked up by the pre-
school.   
 
This rate will barely cover the minimum wage increases (there is a 59p per hour 
minimum wage increase - there are four two years to each adults with an increase 
of 12p per house this equals 48p an hour so will not cover this).  All our bills are 
increasing and this is not sustainable.   
    
You are asking us, as owners, to fund SEND Inclusion and essentially, we lose 
money on each SEND child we take.  Base rate + top up rate, does not cover the 
cost of a place.   
 
Would you be willing to take a pay cut to help the SEND Inclusion Funding?  That 
is what we are being asked.  Why should we as providers fund it.   
 
We are a term time setting and nearly all of our children are fully funded.   We will 
have no choice but to review our policy on resource charging if we wish to remain 
open next year.   

Day Nursery Extra money will be applied to the base for ALL children as they also need to reach 
their full potential. The base rate is the only reliable source of income for funded 
children and will provide us with some stability. However, we as provides should not 
be expected to subsidise a lack of funding from the Government for the High Needs 
Block (we as Early Years providers are not a financial drain on the High Needs Block 
as we donate our own time and resources). 

Day Nursery The base rate for 2 3 and 4 year old needs to be more to be more for us to be able 
to afford to remain open .  

Day Nursery As per option 1. Should not reduce SEND funding 

Day Nursery As above. High needs block. Send a message to the Government BCP. 

Preschool Providers need all of the 2022/2023 increase from central Government to increase 
the base rates as much as possible for all funded children. 
Provider sustainability is seriously under threat from a significantly underfunded base 
rate.  Government’s own figures suggest that in 2020/2021 the base rate was 
underfunded by £2.60 per hour.  Underfunding has been a significant contributing 
factor in the closure of some 4000 early years settings over the past 2 years.  The 
more settings that close the more likely it is that the overall capacity of the childcare 
market (including the local childcare market) to support children with SEND will be 
adversely impacted. 
Recruitment and retention pose a significant threat to the sector with an Early Years 
Alliance report in October 2021 showing that more than eight in 10 settings are 
finding it difficult to recruit staff.  Moreover, a significant proportion of providers are 
having to limit the number of, or stop taking on, new children.   Furthermore, there 
are concerns within the sector that staffing shortages are likely to force settings to 
close permanently.  The more settings that experience staffing challenges the more 
likely it is that the overall capacity of the childcare market (including the local 
childcare market) to support children with SEND will be adversely affected.  
Sustainability and recruitment and retention problems are also set to be exacerbated 
by the increased costs providers will need to find in April 2022 to cover statutory 
increases in wages bills as minimum wage levels and employer national insurance 
contribution levels increase.  Alongside these increases further cost pressures as a 

27



result of general inflation and increases in the costs of consumables should not be 
underestimated. 
Even if the base rates were increased by  the full 17p per hour and 21p per hour 
allocations this would still leave a considerable base rate funding shortfall.  That 
being said, a base rate at the highest possible level is the best mechanism that we 
currently have to help providers remain sustainable.  The more sustainable providers 
are the more likely it is that the Council will have enough providers to ensure that 
they are able to meet their statutory duty in respect of the provision of free places 
across the borough.  Moreover, the more sustainable providers are, then the more 
able they will be to meet the needs of the most vulnerable children and families 
including those children with SEND. 
The local authority must have a Special Education Needs Inclusion Fund (SENIF) 
for all 3 and 4 year olds with SEND who take up their free entitlement.  Whilst it is 
desirable, the local authority DO NOT have a statutory duty to fund the SEND needs 
of funded 2 year olds. 
Whilst it may seem unpalatable in these financially challenging times to not fund the 
SEND needs of funded 2 year olds it would give the Council the option of increasing 
provider base rates to the maximum whilst still meeting their statutory duties.  
Furthermore, it would send a powerful message to central government that SEND 
funding levels must be addressed if the most vulnerable children in society are to be 
supported. 
BCP Council does not have to using funding from the early years block to fund its 
SENIF.  Again, in the interests of ensuring that provider base rates can be increased 
to the maximum to aid sustainability the SENIF could be fully or partially funded from 
the high needs block of their Designated Schools Grant allocation.  Whilst being fully 
aware that the high needs block is considerably overspent, again it would send a 
powerful message to central government that SEND funding levels across all age 
groups are inadequate. 
It is acknowledged that current levels of SEND funding for children in early years 
settings are insufficient.  As a result of this providers are already having to limit the 
number of SEND children that they can safely meet the needs of.  This mean that 
there is already a real possibility that the overall capacity of the local childcare market 
to support these children is already diminished.  SEND funding at anything less than 
it costs to properly deliver appropriate SEND support will not increase the number of 
SEND places available at early years settings within the borough.  Increasing the 
SENIF without the guarantee of increasing early years SEND places is therefore not 
an acceptable option.  

Preschool As above statement. 

Preschool Option 3 will not support the growth in the numbers of children requiring SEN 
inclusive childcare and education and their needs. 

School 
Nursery 

Option 2 - would give the setting more funding which means that we are better placed 
to support the SEN with the reduced level of funding. I recognise that  this is not the 
prefect solution but none of the option offered will solve the crisis we are in - only 
more funds from central government and a true uplift in the rates paid will achieve 
this. 

Preschool This option for send is simply too low.  

Preschool To continue providing the high level, quality education to our children including our 
SEN children then Option 1 is best as any reduction in the SEN rate will 
significantly reduce the quality of the education we provide and we would struggle 
to provide adequate support for these vulnerable children need. 
 
Our SEN children don’t have a voice and parents find it hard enough to get 
appropriate support for their children if this is reduce further then setting will 
struggle to provide any SEN support. We need to be their voice and to not allow 
them to be forgotten or to let them fall through the cracks. 
 
I have written 6 EHC needs assessment request forms (there is a high need for 
SEN support at the moment) and the support these children need is critical to their 
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development and to the progress they have been making. In each EHC I break 
down how we spend the money to support the children and most of the time we are 
funding some of the SEN support ourselves as the SEN rate doesn’t cover it all. 
 
If money is taken away from these vulnerable SEN children, then it will be 
detrimental to their development and wellbeing. These children will struggle to 
make progress without the high level of adult support that can only just be provided 
on what we receive now. 

Preschool We are unable to support children with SEND on such a low level of funding. 

Preschool Decrease in SEN funding should not be allowed. 

 
 
Q2. Do you support the proposal to make no other changes from 2021-22 to the 
EYSFF for 2022-23 (no change to the existing allocation to Deprivation Supplement 
and Central Spend)? 
 

Childminder This funding should be separate pot 

Childminder Childcare settings are struggling. We cannot maintain care without higher rates. 

Childminder Increase in 3 - 4 year olds  

Childminder Concerned that send funding is not receiving sufficient funding 

Childminder The deprivation supplement may need additional allocation by the 22/23 term as 
financially a lot more families may be in a worse position and to keep in line with the 
economy/inflation. 

Childminder I would like a higher increase in 3 & 4 years funding & less for send  

Day Nursery The funding is wholly inadequate 

Day Nursery I completely disagree with all of this. Why should the SEND funding be so low just 
so other's benefit. How are setting meant to be fully inclusive with SEND funding cut 
which is already lower than the national living wage.  The raise should be 12 and 16 
p per hour however the SEND money should not be compromised by this.Funding 
raised 12p and 16p per hour and no effect to the SEND payments. Lets ensure all 
children have access to high levels of learning and not to the nurseries detriment. 
With the national minimum wage rising so much nurseries need the increase in 
funding to recruit high level practitioners.  

Preschool We need more funding 

Preschool Deprived areas need extra funding as families can't afford any voluntary additional 
costs. Eg consumables, extra curricular activities 

Preschool We have no idea to the wage increase that the government will impose. 

Preschool There needs to be a change and it needs to be an increase in funding to support ALL 
children with SEN whatever their level of need 

 
 
Q3.  Please use this section to provide any additional comments you wish to make 
  

Childminder The 3 and 4 year old funding rate is too low  

Childminder The Gov and LA should be more transparent explaining what allocated funding 
monies gets filtered off to pay LA “other” needs  

Childminder Please take into consideration.  
Higher bills, higher food bills, staff wage increase, pensions,  insurances.  We need 
help to offer equal care to each child without suffering severe losses. 

Childminder The bulk of funding is 3/4yr olds so that makes up large proportion of our income so 
best rise for that is better for us 

Childminder All these questions sorry are a joke it clearly rob Peter to pay Paul we are losing far 
too many people in child care across the board, childminder are losing money with 
funding are not coving there hourly rate  
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Childminder The demographic of need may shift and if this is the case there may be a greater 
need to support SEND in the setting. Therefore, further consultation to review the 
shift in the coming year will be required to ensure settings have the appropriate 
funding year on year.  

Childminder Not being able to ask parents for the shortfall in a direct way is humiliating. 
Disguising it as consumables which not all children use is not fair practice. Making it 
a voluntary contribution puts the practitioner in a precarious position.  If childcare is 
advertised by the government as free, then that is what it should be without 
jeopardising the livelihood of settings. Or simply allow practitioners charge the top 
up. 

Day 
Nursery 

The base rate needs to increase otherwise the pre-school in not viable and we will 
close.  As managers and owners, we would be better off working for someone else 
then continuing to stay open.  Our workload has increased massively in terms of 
reporting and responsibilities.  Children have been seen virtually for last two years 
and many issues missed by health which are then picked up by the pre-school.   
 
This rate will barely cover the minimum wage increases (there is a 59p per hour 
minimum wage increase - there are four two years to each adult with an increase of 
12p per house this equals 48p an hour so will not cover this).  All our bills are 
increasing and this is not sustainable.   
    
You are asking us, as owners, to fund SEND Inclusion and essentially, we lose 
money on each SEND child we take.  Base rate + top up rate, does not cover the 
cost of a place.   
 
Would you be willing to take a pay cut to help the SEND Inclusion Funding?  That is 
what we are being asked.  Why should we as providers fund it.   
 
We are a term time setting and nearly all of our children are fully funded.   We will 
have no choice but to review our policy on resource charging if we wish to remain 
open next year.   

Day 
Nursery 

We really need to be supported with the extra funding for two three and four year 
olds which is so necessary for the sustainability of the nursery 

Day 
Nursery 

We need to look at the bigger picture right now and that is keeping good staff at an 
affordable rate for parents. If the government keep insisting this if FREE, then we 
need to receive the increased rate across the majority of families. I am a parent of a 
SEN child, so fully aware of additional costs involved. 

Day 
Nursery 

We would urge the council to look at other areas of its reserves/budget to increase 
support in Early Years, as the support from the DfE does not cover national 
minimum wage increases or run the risk of losing sufficiency capacity. 

Day 
Nursery 

• Nursery businesses need to breakeven or make a profit in order to remain 
sustainable. 
• Any profit is used to invest in training for staff and learning resources for the 
children. 
• Knowledgeable, qualified staff maintain and improve quality, reducing attainment 
gaps and therefore outcomes for children. 
• High quality Early Years education gives all children the best chance to fulfil their 
potential. 
• Numbers of Level 3 qualified staff are decreasing. 
• We are finding it difficult as a training provider and Early Years provision to attract 
new trainees to the sector as funding for Early Years courses is almost non-existent 
and Career Development Loans are now discontinued. 
• Early Years staff are not valued at the same level of remuneration as a primary 
reception teacher - teaching exactly the same Early Years Foundation Stage. 
• There is no financial incentive for our staff to continue their professional 
development and increase their responsibilities as the difference between the Living 
Wage and salaries for higher qualified staff is being gradually depleted.  We are not 
able to maintain an increase across the board for all staff. Therefore, our motivated 
and dedicated staff are feeling undervalued, underpaid and are seeking employment 
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outside the Early Years sector i.e., retail.  
• Early Years in general are struggling to recruit qualified staff. 
• Business rates are crippling our sector and should be addressed by local 
government. 

Day 
Nursery 

Consultation as always too quick and at the busiest time of year when most people 
on holiday or at present suffering from covid /omicron. 
Can you please tell us what an 8 pence per hour increase would be and a 12 pence 
per hour would be as a percentage for the 2, 3 and 4 year old rates and are you 
predicting a contingency to account for any over or under spend at the end of the 
financial year? Providers need to know this and have a say  
should be carried out every year as providers situations change i.e., number of send 
children differs yearly 
How much of the Higher Needs element of the dedicated schools grant is spent 
supporting children 0-5? 

Day 
Nursery 

Should not reduce SEND funding 

Day 
Nursery 

The funding level and the low amount paid will always be an issue. Until level of 
funding is equal to the cost of running the nursery, sustainability will be an ongoing 
concern. 
The sector is undervalued and underfunded and struggling to maintain high 
standards. 

Day 
Nursery 

The funding level and the low amount paid will always be an issue. Until level of 
funding is equal to the cost of running the nursery, sustainability will be an ongoing 
concern. 
The sector is undervalued and underfunded and struggling to maintain high 
standards. 

Day 
Nursery 

Option 1 - no choice but to agree to this option but are extremely concerned by this 
crisis for settings.  
Option 2 - no choice 
Option 3 - no choice 
Question 9 - no choice. 
The alternative we have considered very seriously was to not agree to any of the 
options to send a message that this has to be addressed. Stealing from the 
inadequate pot which affects all early years families to support SEND underfunding 
is not acceptable. 
EYSFF is not fit for purpose due to the diversity of early years provision and chronic 
under funding. 
It appears that settings have lost the battle with regard to the funding entitlement 
being promoted by central and local Government as free.  BCP needs to understand 
that without drastic change to how early years is funded there will no longer be 
enough provision for children in general. Funding must be linked to inflation and 
increase in minimum wage. Also, the PVI sector should be recognised as such and 
be able to charge appropriately to be financially viable. SEND provision must be 
considered within a separate finding mechanism and not versus providing for all 
children.  

Preschool Options 2 and 3 of the Council’s consultation document include the following text: 
“Early Years Additional SEND Payments are paid to support a setting in meeting the 
requirements of the Graduated Response for children who have a SEND. These 
payments are a contribution towards the specialist training, enhances in staffing 
ratios, adjustment to environment and resources which a setting may put in place to 
meet the specific needs of a child with SEND. A reduction in the rate of these 
payments will place a higher financial burden on settings, who will still be required to 
make reasonable adjustments to comply with their statutory duty under the SEND 
Code of Practice. This is not the preferred option of BCP Council. “ 
The Council makes it clear that current SEND tier rates are a “contribution” towards 
the costs of supporting the specific needs of children with SEND.  The expectation is 
clear that providers should be making up the difference between the Council’s 

31



“contribution” and actual costs.  Whilst no one would wish to see a reduction in 
SEND “contributions” from the Council, continuous underfunding and increases in 
costs, especially statutory increases in costs that providers have not control over 
make sustainability the most significant threat to early years providers.  These 
budget pressures make it highly likely that providers will no longer be able to make 
up the difference  between the Council’s “SEND contribution” and  actual SEND 
support costs whatever the rate.  Making up financial shortfalls is well beyond the 
remit of “reasonable adjustments” and as such could result in a net loss of early 
years SEND places. 
Moreover, it is somewhat insulting that BCP Council endeavour to remind providers 
of their responsibilities under the code of practice when given that Government are 
content to underfund both the sector and SEND in general and BCP consider it more 
important to deliver a balanced budget rather than fund SEND funding levels and 
provider base rates at appropriate levels. 
For the reasons listed this setting therefore does not agree with any of the options 
put forward by BCP Council for this consultation. 
 
Government guidance: 
Early years entitlements: local authority funding of providers operational guide 2022 
to 2023 
Published 25 November 2021 – Particularly Section 5.3 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-years-funding-2022-to-2023/early-
years-entitlements-local-authority-funding-of-providers-operational-guide-2022-to-
2023   

Preschool If we are to be able to provide all of the essential childcare that the government are 
talking about to parents. We need to be supported!! 

Preschool This is such short notice. 
Email sent on Tuesday for meeting on Wednesday, less than 24 hours’ notice, when 
we are dealing with Christmas parties, nativities, Christmas songs and activities, 
staff off, as their children are ill or isolating and everything else that comes with the 
end of term. Not to mention the start of term on 11th January.  
ALL OF THE MONEY THAT COMES FROM CENTRAL GOVERMENT SHOULD 
GO TO THE CHILDREN IT IS INTENDED FOR, THEN PARENTS WILL BE LESS 
CROSS WITH US & EXTRA FEES. 
I have a majority of non-SEND Children and will remain to take the same number of 
SEND as I have always, I will use the base rate to support this. 

Preschool With all the increasing in outgoings i.e., wages, pensions, rent, insurance, and 
general outgoings, lots of settings in the area have been forced to close recently 
unless we get the increase, we will see more settings closing.  

Preschool We wish there was more money from the government to support all children within 
our setting, so we have chosen the best option for our setting. We do understand it is 
not the BCP fault, but we are hoping to stay sustainable.  

Preschool If option 3 is favoured, we will not make any changes to how we manage our SEN 
intake, we are already subsidising our SEN support as the current rate is not enough 
so we will continue to do so. having the maximum  increase on the base rate will 
ensure the Pre-Schools survival and we will use all funds to support all children.  

Preschool We already subsidise all SEND children with or without additional funding. The 
proportion of SEND children to 2,3 and 4 year olds would mean we would not 
benefit. Changes to the NMW/NLW over the past 5 years and going forward mean 
that we are grossly underfunded. We need to increase the income as much as 
possible to remain at all sustainable. 

Preschool We feel that by increasing the base rate for all children ( 2, 3 and 4 years) we would 
be able to make a huge difference in the resources and activities we can offer all 
children in the setting, regardless of needs. There are many children with delayed 
speech that are not eligible for tier 1 funding. Therefore, a higher base rate will 
enable us to help that fulfil their potential. 
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Preschool Support Early Years to provide quality SEND provision should be a priority for 
funding  

Preschool I agree that the SEND rates should be maintained towards supporting the SEND 
inclusion funding, but I also feel that as a charity-run setting we need to ensure that 
we can stay operational, so I feel that we should receive the most in the hourly rate 
(option 3).  However, I understand that as usual, Early Years can't have both.  
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