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1. Do you agree with our proposal to update the underlying data in the 
additional needs factor in the EYNFF?  

Yes 
In principle we agree that the data should be revised to better reflect updated 
information. We agree with annual updates and the main component being FSM, EAL.  
DLA is useful but a very small element of statistics. 
 
It would have been useful to have comparison to illustrate the difference between the 
methods.  Based on the consultation paper wording we believe that a more standardised 
and stable approach is being applied  
 
 

2. Do you agree with our proposal to move to using the free school meals 
headline measure?  

Yes 

Widening the dataset for FSM and taking into account the whole demographic would be 

acceptable as long as it is reflective of the demographic profile. The move towards 

including all pupils in nursery & primary is positive. However, infant age data distorts the 

true position as all pupils receive a free school meal irrespective of their circumstance –

there is therefore a disincentive for people to apply.  We have seen significant numbers 

of eligible children in KS1 who are not on the FSM census when families are applying for 

HAF activities. 

We would prefer proxy percentage to be derived from primary less infants. 

 

3. Do you agree with our proposal to update the way in which the Disability 

Living Allowance data is used? 

Yes 

In principle, funding would be more targeted using eligibility rather than claimants as 

long as this is reflective of the whole demographic profile. 

The DfE needs a more accurate measure of additional needs. There are a low number 

of DLA applications at the early years stage. It is often difficult to access DLA for young 

children.  

We know how difficult it is for us to gather accurate data as schools and early years 

settings rely on families making them aware of them being in receipt of DLA. As a result, 

all local authorities have a low take up of the Disability Access Fund.  

We suggest that the DfE could use public health data, such as the number of children 

known to specialist or tertiary healthcare services, instead of the DLA to inform the 

formula.  

We are aware that the SEN support cohort needs additional support in settings and 

schools, but this is not captured by measures such as the DLA. 

We do however agree that data should be refreshed annually to be more reflective. 
 
 



4. Do you agree with our proposal to update the underlying data used in the 
area cost adjustment in the EYNFF, in particular the rateable values data 
and the GLM data, when available?  

Yes 

In principle, the GLM data would seem to be a sensible proxy to use, however the data 

is so out of date (2013-14) and is not reflective of current circumstances, particularly 

given cost of living crises. Even if the 2013/14 data was the starting point uplifted for 

inflationary pressures that would make better sense.  This is crucial for London as 

London living wage is greater than the living wage. We would suggest to review this now 

rather than wait for another year or so. Using data from 2021-22 for 2024-25 would not 

provide true context.  

We agree the current model is too far out of date and too crude especially for LAs which 

have many small businesses.   

We generally consider the 80% labour, 10% premises and 10% other to be reasonable. 

We think more consideration must be given to maintained nursery schools (MNS), which 

are very similar to primary schools from regulatory and staffing structure and building 

perspective.  Primary schools already receive funding via the main NFF, MNS do not. 

We suggest that a premises enhancement is added to the NMS supplementary factor. 

 

5. Do you agree with our proposed amendments to the proxy measure for 

premises related costs in the EYNFF, including introducing schools rateable 

values data? 

Yes 

We agree in principle that the proposed amendments to the proxy measure for premises 

related costs will support the smoothing of the data positively.  

However, it is worth mentioning that the DfE has said that PVIs are not exempt from 

business rates due to their activity beyond delivering the free education entitlements.  

The rates bill for providers remains unchanged, due to the reasons stated above.  

The payer is dependent on whether the provider pays in full or if the LA will subsidise 

this from other revenue streams, which is usually not the case. 

 

6.  Do you agree with our proposed approach to mainstreaming the early years 
element of the teachers’ pay and pensions grants?  

No 

Whilst this would be consistent with the wider NFF for mainstream schools, the guidance 

is not clear and the proposal for LA’s decide how to target the funding would mean re-

introducing a quality element and we know that data collection and verification is 

challenging and expensive. This would widen the gap between schools and PVI’s and 

remove the element of starting from a level playing field. PVI settings would rightly 

question why school based nurseries should get additional funding from the EYNFF for 

pay and pensions.  

This funding should remain a separate grant. 

Schools have already been receiving these payments, so we would be looking to pay 

them at the same levels – which may not get agreed by the schools’ forum? 

We recommend that the TPPG for MNS should continue to be a separate grant. 

 



7.  Do you agree with our proposal to update the operational guide to 

encourage local authorities to take account of additional pressures that 

some providers might face using the existing quality supplement? 

Unsure 

Whilst we would welcome more flexibility in the operational guidance, we feel that clarity 

in the guidance and specific examples of how the funding could be used or not be used 

would be helpful to support local authorities in implementing the guidance.  

 

8.  Do you agree with our proposal to update the underlying data in the area 
cost adjustment in the 2-year-old formula?  

Yes 

We would recommend for the DfE to consider using a proxy for deprivation to factor in 

demographic changes over time.  

This would also be an opportunity to introduce statutory SENIF funding for 2 year old 

places, to bring this in line with 3 and 4 year old places. 

 

9.  Do you agree with our proposal to introduce a proxy for premises related 

costs into the 2-year-old formula? 

Yes 

In principle yes, funding to providers for 2 year old provision should support premises 

costs as they are incurred in the overall delivery of the offer 

What is not clear is if the change suggested is simply a redistribution of funding – if that 

is the case, it would have been useful to see the impact on the change in funding.  

Whilst we would welcome this, the comment made in (Q4) regarding the GLM with 

regard to the outdated data currently being used, also applies to the 2-year old formula. 

 

10.  Do you agree with our proposed approach to protections in the EYNFF for 
2023-24?  

No 

The rolling in of the TPPG and funding through MNS is included in the calculation of the 

floor as a minimum level of funding. This level of funding should be in addition to the 

floor as calculating the floor including this funding does not have the impact it is 

designed to have.  

 

For the few LA’s that are being funded at levels higher than the NFF determines, there 

should be an exit strategy in place so that over a given period of time all are complaint to 

the NFF. 

 

With regards to those LA’s that are gainers there should be a discussion with treasury to 

prioritise funding to those LA’s.  The revised data shows that effectively some LA’s have 

been underfunded and need to be at parity with their neighbours to be able to compete 

effectively and provide the same quality and support to young peoples by creating the 

correct market place. Capping funding is an indicator that there is insufficient funding 

within the Early Years block as a whole. It also means funding due to LA’s is taking too 

long to reach them. 

Many providers are facing hardship as a consequence of poor levels of funding and 

increasing costs. 



We feel that the rationale for the funding caps is not clear. The DfE could have a more 

consistent approach to caps across all education phases. The cap for the High Needs 

Budget for schools, for example, is 8%.  

The same protection caps should be applied across the board to ensure that all phases 

of education will be valued in the same way.  

 

11.  Do you agree with our proposed approach to protections in the 2-year-old 

formula for 2023-24? 

No 

See comments above, but also note it is not clear why the 2 year old and 3&4 year old 

funding have different caps (4.5% vs 8%) 

This would appear to be modelling to stay within some historic arbitrary envelope of 

funding.  DfE has an opportunity to set the NFF at a level that places all providers at the 

same level.  This feels a bit like “moving parts” 

Whilst the proposed rate is more in line with other protection caps, we feel that the 

same protection caps should be applied across the board to ensure that all phases 

of education will be valued in the same way. 

 

12.  Do you agree with our proposal to introduce a minimum hourly funding rate 
and a cap on the hourly funding rate for MNS supplementary funding?  

Yes 
We agree with a move to minimal hourly funding but the hourly rates of £10 feel very 
arbitrary and pupil numbers do not provide stability to NMS to meet overheads.  
What would make sense is to include a “fixed cost” model which provides a lump sum to 
each NMS on the basis of for example inherent costs incurred that did not vary with 
pupils for example  

 Leadership 

 Admin –reception/finance/SENCO 

 NNDR 

 Area cost adjustment 
 
This would also provide some clarity and stability to the NMS to enable better long term 
planning. The DfE needs to be clear about the purpose of the supplement (to ensure 
provision of free early years education places). We feel strongly that the DfE should 
consider providing MNS with a lump sum unrelated to number of pupils (as with 
schools) and supplementary funding based on the number of children. 
 

13. Do you agree with our proposed approach to rolling the teachers’ pay and 

pensions grants into MNS supplementary funding? 

No 

There are concerns regarding the lack of transparency around rates and funding of 

the TPPG if it is going to be combined with the supplementary funding, especially 

since there is not a clear formula for MNS funding in place. MNS do not have 

economies of scale that other schools have to financially sustain the leadership and 

management structures required by regulations.  

We would recommend for the TPPG to remain as a separate grant for nursery 

provision.   

 



14.  Do you have any comments about the potential impact, both positive and 
negative, of our proposals on individuals on the basis of their protected 
characteristics? Where any negative impacts have been identified, do you 
know how these might be mitigated?  

Generally speaking the maintained nursery schools have similar responsibilities to 
primary schools i.e. requirements of a school, but the funding levels do not support this.  
For example the recent supplementary grant included a lump sum for primary schools 
but not for NMS. 
 
Equally very small providers like child minders will face diseconomies of scale and it is 
difficult to attract providers if there is no incentive for them. 
 
It is difficult to manage the market in areas such as London which has neighbouring LA’s 
with very different hourly rates. It is unclear why the funding model for 2 year old attracts 
a much higher rate cap than for 3&4 year olds.   
 
We would suggest that the inclusion fund have contribution from 2 year old funding as 
well? 
 
We feel that the DLA is not an accurate measure of need in early years and the SEN 

support group in particular could be missing out on additional funding that could support 

their needs positively.  

As mentioned above, FSM data is not always accurate at the moment, which could 

mean that a few children and families who would benefit from additional funding are not 

going to be included in the formula when amounts will be allocated to local authorities.  

 

15.  Are there any other comments that you would like to make about our 

proposed reforms? 

It is disappointing that proposals suggest that overall funding levels will not be sufficient 

and that caps on gains will be applied.  Proposals will not address issues for LAs that 

have for some time now received lower levels of funding.  This will impact negatively on 

their capacity to meet the needs of the most vulnerable in their communities; to support 

parents’ return to work etc. 

It will impact negatively on providers who are telling us they face serious sustainability 

challenges due to rising costs, recruitment of quality staff etc. They do not want to be 

forced to increase prices for paid elements of the service which then exclude some 

users. We would welcome funding levels which protect providers. 

We feel these proposals do not go far enough in meeting the sector’s needs and support 

LAs in their duty to secure sufficient affordable, flexible and high-quality provision for 

their families. 

We would also like to see greater protection for Maintained Nursery Schools, through a 

clear and workable formula, recognising their nature as schools. 


