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1. Summary
1.1. This report sets out the updated position on the schools budget for 2026/27.
2. 2026/27 School’s Budget
2.1. The following table sets out the position on the schools budget as of 31 August 2026:
	Block
	Current budget
	Forecast outturn
	Forecast variance

	
	£000
	£000
	£000
	%

	Early Years
	 253,559 
	 253,771 
	 212 
	0.1

	Schools
	 764,062
	 763,619 
	(443)
	(0.1)

	High Needs
	223,013
	 432,817 
	 209,804 
	94.1

	Central School Services
	10,429
	 10,383 
	(46)
	(0.4)

	Dedicated Schools Grant
	 1,254,063 
	 1,460,590 
	 209,527 
	16.7%

	Other school grants
	81,110
	81,110
	0
	0.0

	Total Schools Budget
	 1,332,173 
	 1,541,700 
	 209,527 
	15.7%



2.2. 
The forecast position on the DSG deficit reserve at the end of 2026/27 is:
	
	
	
	£000

	Balance brought forward from 2025/26
	
	
	(345,788)

	2026/27 overspend
	
	
	(209,527)

	DSG reserve as at 31.03.27
	
	(555,315)


2.3. We await feedback from the DfE regarding our SEN Reform plan which sets out a clear, evidenced based route to a more financially sustainable and inclusive system. We will continue to monitor this draft plan and inform members of progress or discuss new proposed strategies.
2.4. In 2026/27, the DfE have introduced the inclusive mainstream fund for mainstream primary, secondary and all-through schools that is part of the wider SEN reform programme. This is provided to support schools to move towards practices that are inclusive by design, providing early support directly to children without the need for diagnosis or statutory process. The funding announced is for the duration of the three-year spending period and will not initially be incorporated into core budget allocations. Mainstream schools must publish an annual inclusion strategy on their website by 31 December 2026 and account for the grant.
2.5. For information, the Education Secretary wrote to the National Education Union in September 2026 confirming that the government does not intend to claw back savings resulting from Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS) revaluations. The government has stated that these savings will help fund the 3.5% teachers' pay award from September 2026 at a national level. LGPS revaluations were reported to have reduced support staff pension costs by an average of 4.9% from April 2026, with Hampshire employer contribution rates for maintained schools reducing from 17.8% to 15.1%. This has been presented by the government as providing an additional £500 million for schools.
3. 2026/27 Budget Variances
3.1. The most significant budget variances are discussed below. A detailed breakdown of the 2026/27 figures is provided in appendix 1.


Early Years
3.2. The overall position on the Early Years block is an overspend of £0.2m. 
	Budget Area 
	Annual 
Budget 
	Outturn 
Forecast 
	Outturn Forecast Variance 

	 
	£’000 
	£’000 
	£’000 
	(%) 

	Early Years ISB 
	617 
	617 
	0 
	0.0 

	Two Year Olds Free Entitlement Funding 
	70,033 
	70,028 
	(5) 
	0.0 

	Three to Four Year Olds Free Entitlement 
	96,938 
	97,484 
	546 
	0.6 

	Under 2 Yr Olds Free Entitlement Funding 
	78,456 
	78,474 
	18 
	0.0 

	Early Years Central Expenditure 
	7,515 
	7,168 
	(347) 
	(4.6) 

	Early Years 
	253,559 
	253,771 
	212 
	0.1 


3.3. The overall position on the Early Years Block is an overspend of £211,734. This is largely due to forecast overspend on the 3&4 year old SEN Inclusion Fund due to higher take up than initially predicted when setting budgets. Increased demand driven primarily by increasing numbers of children aged 3 and 4 requiring support and accessing extended childcare entitlements.
3.4. Currently the forecasts for the free entitlements are set to budget, therefore the overall position for Early Years is expected to change.
3.5. Funding allocations for all entitlements are expected to be revised by the DfE in November, March and July.
3.6. Forecasting of the anticipated allocations and take up will take place in the coming months, following the final summer term period, to enable an updated position to be provided in January. 

Schools Block
3.7. The overall position on the Schools Block is an underspend of 0.1% (£443,000), which is mainly due to underspends on the growth fund.  
	Budget Area 
	Annual 
Budget 
	Outturn 
Forecast 
	Outturn Forecast Variance 

	 
	£’000 
	£’000 
	£’000 
	(%) 

	Budget Shares 
	750,191 
	750,191 
	0 
	0.0 

	Schools De-delegated 
	2,832 
	2,995 
	163 
	5.8 

	Growth Fund 
	3,772 
	3,172 
	(600) 
	(15.9) 

	Responsibilities for maintained schools 
	7,267 
	7,261 
	(6) 
	(0.1) 

	Schools Block 
	764,062 
	763,619 
	(443) 
	(0.1)


3.8. The above table includes the national non-domestic rates (NNDR) allocation which will differ from published DfE allocations which deduct this element overall. 
3.9. There is a £234,000 overspend forecast relating to suspension of school staff. Suspended staff numbers continue to increase with the forecast increased for 26/27 due to high cost staff suspensions. This is being slightly offset by a small staffing underspend on EMTAS due to vacancies.
3.10. The growth fund is underspent by £600,000 due to a reduction in use of the temporary classrooms budget for modular buildings. All other budgets within the growth fund are currently set to budget. Increased data will allow for more accurate forecast position update in January.
High Needs
3.11. The overall position on the High Needs Block is an overspend of 94.1% (£209.8m), which is mainly due to continued growth and complexity in SEND provision requirements.
	Budget Area
	Annual
Budget
	Outturn

	Outturn Variance

	 
	£’000 
	£’000 
	£’000 
	(%)

	Budget Shares
	56,909
	56,909
	0
	0.0

	Maintained top-up
	196,353
	205,460
	9,107
	4.6

	Independent Provision
	157,729
	157,729
	0
	0.0 

	SEN Support Services
	6,896
	6,149
	(747)
	(10.8)

	Support for Inclusion
	4,579
	4,563
	(16)
	(0.3)

	Hospital Education Service
	1,862
	1,804
	(58)
	(3.1)

	Responsibilities for maintained schools
	203
	203
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Projected Deficit
	(201,518)
	0
	201,518
	100.0

	High Needs
	223,013
	432,817
	209,804
	94.1


3.12. The High Needs budget in table 3.13 shows the value after academy schools recoupment (£17.37m) but before the confirmed final allocation for 2026/27 as we await confirmation of the value being reallocated due to the import/export arrangement.
3.13. To enable meaningful reporting, budgets have been set based on forecast demand and cost. The difference between the original budget requirements and funding allocation has been balanced by a projected deficit income budget line, as we are not currently expecting any additional funding this represents the majority of the budget pressure within the High Needs Block.
3.14. Hampshire’s SEND reform plan sets out a clear, evidence-based route from a system under sustained pressure to a more financially sustainable, inclusive 0–25 model. The reform plans workstreams are monitored though the LAPB with the financial impact considered in more detail through associated strategic boards.
3.15. Annual SEN2 reporting each January shows that the number of education, health and care plans (EHCPs) continues to increase year on year:
	
	2022
	2023
	2024
	2025
	2026

	Total EHCPs
	12,750 
	14,583 
	15,994 
	17,784 
	20,499 

	Growth on Prior Year %
	21% 
	14% 
	10% 
	11% 
	15% 


The most significant pressures are:
Top-up funding – forecast £205.5m, overspend of £9.1m
3.16. There continues to be a significant pressure on the top-up funding budgets because of increased demand and complexity of need.
The year on year changes to FTE and average unit costs for top-up are summarised in the table below:

	Provision  
 
	FTE 2026/27 
 
	Change from 2025/26 
(%) 
	Average Cost  
2026/27
(£)* 
	Change from 2025/26 
(%) 

	Special schools
	3,690
	5%
	15,187
	8%

	Resourced provision
	766
	21%
	9,713
	17%

	Mainstream
	9,552
	19%
	6,080
	4%

	FE college
	1,801
	7%
	6,434
	4%

	OLA
	734
	10%
	14,488
	6%


* Excludes Local Authority place funding, DfE recoupment, import/export adjustments, discretionary payments and any other non-High Needs Block funding  
· Special schools top-up funding; overspend of £1.39m: the forecast pressure represents a continued increase in complexity of need, resulting in higher average cost per pupil. 
· Resourced provision (RP) top-up; overspend of £0.57m reflecting continued growth in pupil numbers, planned expansions and increasing complexity of need.
· Mainstream schools top-up funding; overspend of £4.06m, driven by a significant rise in the number of pupils with EHCPs supported in mainstream settings, alongside increasing complexity of need.
· Post-16 top-up funding; underspend of £0.52m: this underspend stems from a review of Future Skills Pathway and Independence Hubs funding has resulted in a reduction in projected costs of £520,000 from this budget. 
· Discretionary payments; overspend of £3.14m. This budget supports bespoke packages for pupils in mainstream and special schools, helping to prevent more costly placements in independent or non-maintained settings. Demand has increased significantly in line with growing EHCP numbers, particularly within primary mainstream provision, partly offset by a reduction in special school packages.
· Other SEN (Direct payments etc.); overspend of £0.48m. This budget includes Direct Payments, which provide personal budgets to families of children with EHCPs or are paid to suppliers on their behalf, where this approach delivers improved outcomes. These packages are agreed on a case-by-case basis and give families greater influence over how EHCP outcomes are delivered. The average value per package has increased from around £10,700 per pupil per term in 2025/26 to around £11,800 in 2026/27, whilst the average number of packages has increased from approximately 165 in 2025/26 to 218 in summer 2026 (an increase of 32%).
Further significant areas of spend are:
Independent Provisions – Forecast of £157.7m, currently no variance to budget
3.17. The overall forecast on this budget is made up of £150m for Independent and Non-Maintained Special Schools (INMSS) and £7.7m for Specialist Post-16 Institutions (SPI), and is contributing significantly to the overall deficit in the High Needs Block.
3.18. The year on year changes to these budgets are shown below:
	Placement type
	FTE 2026/27
	% change from 2025/26
	Average cost 2026/27
	% change from 2025/26
	Total forecast change from 2025/26
	Total forecast
change from 2025/26 %

	INMSS
	1,741
	14.7%
	86,174
	8.5%
	£29.5m
	24%

	SPI
	200
	5.6%
	38,270
	6.5%
	£0.9m
	12%


3.19. The local authority has created additional high needs places in special schools and resourced provisions and more children with EHCPs are now remaining within their mainstream school, however due to the significant increase in pupils with an EHCP, it has been necessary to place more pupils in independent placements to ensure school placements when there is no viable alternative offer. There is also an impact on directed placements through the tribunals system.
4. Schools Budget 2027/28
4.1. The release of provisional core financial information has been delayed therefore no initial indications of next year’s funding can be shared with schools at this time. This requires greater use of estimates and assumptions during the budget preparation this autumn with a greater risk of late adjustments required as the 2027/28 budget must still be confirmed to the Department for Education (DfE) at individual school level in January 2027. It is anticipated further information will be published following the Autumn Budget due 28 October 2026.
4.2. The Schools Budget Support Grant 2026 (SBSG 26), introduced in 2026/27 for mainstream primary, secondary and all-through schools, will be rolled into the schools national funding formula (NFF) for 2027/28 and thereby incorporated into core budget allocations. The base funding rates of the SBSG 26 for 2026/27 provide support for a full 12 months of the support staff pay award from April 2026 and seven months of the teachers’ pay award from September 2026. Funding rates for 2027/28 have been calculated to fund the equivalent amount for both support staff and teachers for a full year.
4.3. The government has announced that, from April 2027, employer contribution rates for the Teachers’ SEND Scheme (TPS) will decrease from 28.6% to 17.6%. This change will not reduce the value of the defined benefit teachers’ pension for current or retired teachers. Funding for schools will be reduced to reflect the decreased cost and although it is intended to be cost neutral at national level, there will be some variation across settings, depending on the proportion of funding schools spend on teacher salaries.
4.4. The impact of these changes on 2027/28 factor values for mainstream schools has already been published and is shown in the table below. For special schools and alternative provision, the funding adjustments will be applied through the High Needs block.  
	Factor
	Schools Budget Support Grant 2026
	Teachers’ Pension Scheme Reduction 
	Net Total

	Primary basic per pupil
	£58
	(£178)
	(£120)

	Key stage 3 basic per pupil
	£81
	(£250)
	(£169)

	Key stage 4 basic per pupil
	£91
	(£281)
	(£190)

	Primary FSM6 per pupil
	£50
	(£155)
	(£105)

	Secondary FSM6 per pupil
	£75
	(£225)
	(£150)

	Lump sum
	£2,200
	(£6,600)
	(£4,400)


(The reduction in funding is shown in brackets)
4.5. It is anticipated that the Minimum per pupil funding levels in 2026 to 2027 will be adjusted to reflect the above changes.
4.6. From September 2026, the eligibility criteria for free school meals has been expanded to all children in households receiving Universal Credit. Additional funding is being allocated to schools through the free school meals expansion grant initially and will be incorporated into core funding from 2027/28 at the same rates used for currently eligible pupils.
4.7. The Department for Education (DfE) has tightened the criteria for the exceptional circumstances factor relating to school premises. As a result, a disapplication request will need to be submitted annually for eligible cases. In Hampshire, a small number of schools qualify for this funding, with a total estimated cost of approximately £300,000. These cases involve exceptional costs such as renting additional premises, sharing facilities, or hiring PE venues to deliver the curriculum due to inadequate on-site facilities. It is proposed that we continue to provide additional funding to these schools, as in previous years, in recognition of the unavoidable costs incurred in delivering core education activities.
4.8. A disapplication request will also be required in cases of school amalgamation, where a second year of lump sum protection may be applied to support schools through the transitional period. This additional protection must not exceed 40% of the lump sum. There was one school amalgamation in 2025/26 that is eligible for this protection, with an estimated cost of £61,600 based on the 2026/27 unit value. 
4.9. A disapplication request will be submitted in relation to the application of MFG for two special schools as part of a transition contract agreed between the local authority and multi academy trust to support the schools recovery plan.	Comment by Hodder, Annabel: @Minall, Andrew I don’t really know what to say here but I think we need to have consulted with schools forum ahead of raising the disapplication so have put this in as a placeholder.	Comment by Minall, Andrew: @Hodder, Annabel Ive tweaked but also sent it on to Natalie for a view	Comment by Minall, Andrew: Okay’ed by Natalie
5. Funding Consultations
5.1. The DfE launched two funding related consultations in July with responses due in September which limited the opportunity for Schools Forum engagement. Responses have been submitted from the County Council reflecting what we consider are the potential impacts on the Hampshire education system. A copy of the individual consultation responses and an accompanying briefing notes can be found in Appendix 2.
5.2. Details of the proposals can be found on the DfE consultation website:
· Upfront funding for mainstream schools: creating a ‘local SEND inclusion formula’ consultation
· Early year funding proposed changes to the entitlements funding system consultation
6. Recommendations
6.1. It is recommended that Schools Forum notes the update on the 2026/27 budget.
6.2. It is recommended that Schools Forum notes the update on the 2027/28 funding for schools.
6.3. It is recommended that Schools Forum support the proposal to disapply the regulations in relation to exceptional premises costs for a small number of schools as outlined in 4.7.
6.4. It is recommended that Schools Forum support the proposal to apply for second year of lump sum protection for one school as outlined in 4.8.
6.5. It is recommended that Schools Forum support the proposal to disapply the regulations in relation to MFG for two special schools as part of a transition contract agreed between the local authority and multi academy trust to support the schools recovery plan when they transition across to standard funding arrangements in academic year 2027/28 as outlined in 4.9.
Appendix 1 – Schools budget position as at 31 August 2026
	Budget Heading  
	Annual
Budget
	Outturn
Forecast
	Outturn Forecast Variance

	
	£'000
	£'000
	£'000
	%

	Early Years ISB
	617
	617
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Two Year Olds Free Entitlement Funding
	70,033
	70,028
	(5)
	0

	3&4 Year Olds Universal Entitlement 15h
	60,739
	60,739
	0
	0.0

	3&4 Year Olds Additional Entitlement 30h
	30,769
	30,769
	0
	0

	Other 3&4 Year Olds Funding
	5,430
	5,976
	546
	10.1

	Three to Four Year Olds Free Entitlement
	96,938
	97,484
	546
	0.6

	Early Years Central Expenditure
	7,515
	7,168
	(347)
	(4.6)

	Under 2Yr Olds Free Entitlement Funding
	78,456
	78,474
	18
	0.0

	Early Years
	253,559
	253,771
	212
	0.1

	
	
	
	
	

	Schools Budget Shares
	750,191
	750,191
	0
	0.0

	Staff Supply Cover (Not Sickness)
	820
	1,054
	234

	28.6

	Ethnic Minority and Traveller Achievement
	1,497
	1,428
	(69)
	(4.6)

	Schools Contingency
	303
	303
	0
	0

	Licences and Subscriptions
	212
	210
	(2)
	(0.9)

	Schools De-delegated
	2,832
	2,995
	163
	5.8

	Growth Fund
	3,772
	3,172
	(600)
	(15.9)

	Responsibilities for maintained schools
	7,267
	7,261
	(6)
	(0.1)

	Schools Block
	764,062
	763,619
	(443)
	(0.1)

	
	
	
	
	

	Projected Deficit
	(201,518)
	0
	201,518
	100

	Special Place Funding
	45,671
	45,671
	0
	0

	Education Centres Place Funding
	6,275
	6,275
	0
	0

	Resourced Provision Place Funding
	4,963
	4,963
	 0
	0

	High Needs Block Budget Shares
	56,909
	56,909
	 0
	 0

	Special School top-up
	54,647
	56,032
	1,385
	2.5

	Resourced Provision top-up
	6,871
	7,436
	565
	8.2

	EC Top-Up & Commissioned Service
	6,459
	6,459
	0
	0

	Mainstream School top-up
	54,022
	58,080
	4,058
	7.5

	Post-16 top-up
	13,479
	12,959
	(520)
	(3.9)

	Pupils in OLA Schools top-up
	12,418
	12,418
	0
	0

	Discretionary Payments
	40,786
	43,928
	3,142
	7.7

	Other SEN (Direct payments etc.)
	7,671
	8,148
	477
	6.2

	Maintained
	196,353
	205,460
	9,107
	4.6

	Independent Provision
	157,729
	157,729
	0
	0

	High Needs Top-Up Funding
	354,082
	363,189
	9,107
	2.6

	SEN Support Services
	6,896
	6,149
	(747)
	(10.8)

	High Needs Support for Inclusion
	4,579
	4,563
	(16)
	(0.3)

	Hospital Education Service
	1,862
	1,804
	(58)
	(3.1)

	Responsibilities for maintained schools
	203
	203
	(0)
	(0.0)

	High Needs
	223,013
	432,817
	209,804
	94.1

	
	
	
	
	

	Servicing of Schools Forum
	41
	41
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Admissions
	1,580
	1,525
	(55)
	(3.5)

	Copyright
	1,295
	1,295
	0
	0.0

	Central schools expenditure
	2,916
	2,861
	(55)
	(1.9)

	Termination of Employment Costs
	658
	658
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Historic Commitments
	658
	658
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Other Functions
	3,755
	3,765
	10
	0.3

	Asset management
	378
	378
	0
	0.0

	Strategic Management
	371
	371
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Centrally Employed Teachers Pensions
	2,351
	2,351
	(0)
	(0.0)

	Other central education expenditure
	6,855
	6,865
	10
	0.3

	Central School Services
	10,429
	10,383
	(46)
	(0.4)

	
	
	
	
	

	Pupil Premium
	45,073
	45,073
	0
	0

	Other Schools Grants
	36,037
	36,037
	0
	0

	Schools Grants
	81,110
	81,110
	0
	0.0

	Overall Result
	1,332,173
	1,541,700
	209,527
	15.7





Appendix 2 – Funding consultations
Briefing note: Hampshire County Council response to DfE consultation on a local SEND inclusion formula
Date: September 2026
Position
Hampshire County Council is broadly supportive of the long-term objective of strengthening mainstream inclusion but does not support implementation at this time due to significant risks and wider system challenges. 
Key Messages
· The current SEND system remains under significant pressure, with rising demand, increasing complexity of need, and a continuing mismatch between notional SEN funding and the actual costs of supporting pupils. The County Council believes introducing this proposal now is premature and risks creating further financial pressures for schools and local authorities.
· While the principle of providing more upfront funding to mainstream schools is welcomed, the County Council argues that the proposal should be considered once wider SEND reforms are more established and there is greater clarity on the future operating model for SEND support. 
Main Concerns
1. Risk to inclusion
· The proposal could unintentionally undermine mainstream inclusion if funding allocations do not accurately reflect actual SEND costs.
· Schools may face increased financial risk and could become less able to sustain inclusive practice. 
2. Poor alignment with existing funding arrangements
· The proposals introduce further inconsistencies with specialist provision funding, proposed national EHCP tariffs, and the wider direction of travel of the National Funding Formula. 
3. Limited evidence base
· Hampshire's analysis suggests there is considerable variation between schools' SEND-related costs and the funding they currently receive through formula factors.
· This creates low confidence that a formula-driven approach would accurately target resources or be financially neutral.

4. Implementation risks
· Tight consultation and implementation timescales limit meaningful engagement with schools.
· Significant local authority capacity is already committed to SEND reform and local government reorganisation. 
Recommendations
· If the policy proceeds, the County Council recommends a small-scale pilot approach, with only a limited increase in the school contribution threshold and robust evaluation before wider rollout.
· Any funding model should be:
· evidence-based;
· transparent and equitable;
· aligned to local SEND reform plans;
· informed by analysis of current SEND costs and funding patterns; and
· tested against the risk of unintended consequences.
· HCC would welcome further national evidence from DfE on the relationship between notional SEN funding, formula factors and actual SEND/EHCP demand.
Overall Conclusion
Hampshire County Council supports the strategic ambition of providing schools with more flexible SEND funding and strengthening mainstream inclusion. However, it believes the proposal should be deferred until wider SEND reforms are more advanced, funding inequalities have been addressed, and there is greater certainty about future SEND arrangements. At present, the council considers the risks outweigh the potential benefits and expects limited interest from local authorities in participating.


Hampshire County Council response to DfE consultation on a local SEND inclusion formula
Launch date: 10 July 2026 
Response submitted: 10 September 2026
Upfront funding for mainstream schools: creating a 'local SEND inclusion formula' - Department for Education - Citizen Space
Consultation questions 
Q1. Do you agree that DfE should allow local authorities to increase the share of funding mainstream schools receive upfront to support their pupils’ special educational needs (SEND)? (This would involve local authorities funding a change to the amount schools are expected to fund from their core budget before accessing high needs ‘top-up’ funding.) 
Response: No 
Please explain your answer  
At this time, we do not consider the education system to be in a condition to enable a successful outcome from this proposal. It has been acknowledged that the SEN system is in crisis, with significant increases in both the complexity of need and the number of pupils requiring support. A widely shared concern raised by schools and local authorities is the existing misalignment between notional SEN funding and SEN/EHCP costs which is reflective of both the limitations in the funding formula and the significant variation in inclusive practice in schools.
We would, therefore, stress caution with this proposal as there is a risk of unintended consequences with potential for the proposals to add further financial pressures on schools and local authorities. The proposals could inadvertently become a barrier to inclusion at mainstream, with the misalignment of funding and costs being magnified.
Whilst it is unlikely to be able to fully mitigate this issue, local policies could be refined to try and compensate those most adversely affected. This would, however, result in further pressures on the High Needs Block to meet this cost, with further money passed to schools where it may not be required for this purpose.
We are also mindful of the tight timescales around the proposal, with responses required for submission by September 18. This provides limited scope for local authorities to give it sufficient consideration, especially recognising the significant complexities involved and the high risk of unintended, costly consequences. Timescales also limit the opportunity for effective consultation with schools, given much of the consultation period is falling over the school holidays.
We are also mindful of potential wider system complexities. These proposals create inconsistencies in the wider SEN system as they will not align with the place funding levels in specialist provision. It could also present significant complexities for schools and local authorities where children are attending schools in a neighbouring authority area to where they actually live, as different areas are likely to have different values. It also potentially presents inconsistencies with the broader thinking and direction of travel Government has set out for the National Funding Formula and proposals for standard tariffs for EHCPs.
We do, however, welcome the concept of the proposal. Providing additional funding to mainstream schools to support need at an early stage and without the need for an EHCP will provide schools with greater freedom and flexibility to shape support more efficiently and effectively, resulting in needs being better met and making best use of limited resources.
We feel that to ensure a greater chance of success, this should be considered at a point when the aspirations of the White Paper and SEN Reform begin to be realised.
Q2. If this policy is introduced, how should local authorities decide the new amount schools are expected to fund from their core budget before accessing ‘top-up’ funding?
Please give your views 
Given the uncertainty and risks involved in this pilot, we would suggest a limited increase in the threshold of costs schools are expected to meet, whilst ensuring a meaningful enough sample to evaluate impact.
We would welcome any analysis the Department for Education has done nationally regarding funding provided through the National Funding Formula that contributes to the notional SEN budget and the relative proportion of EHCPs at a school level.
Local authorities may also wish to look at local data regarding levels of top-up funding provided to consider whether there is a ‘high volume - low value’ grouping of provision that may help define the sample. 
Consideration should also be given to local notional SEN figures and wider SEN and inclusion data to identify if there are possible further indicators of inclusion that can be used for funding purposes e.g. proportion of pupils with EHCPs going to catchment schools. 
It is important that this policy recognises the transfer of risk to schools as a higher amount that schools are expected to find may dis-incentivise inclusive practice in schools.
Any decisions should also be taken in the context of the local SEN Reform Plan.
Q3. Should there be a maximum amount that local authorities can ask schools to fund from their core budget in 2027-28 before accessing ‘top-up’ funding? If so, what should it be? (This is set currently at £6,000 per pupil) 
Response: No 
Please explain your answer 
Given the significant diversity in the SEN system, an absolute maximum would be difficult to establish. We believe that given this is a pilot, the value should be evidence-based and agreed through discussion between the DfE, schools, local authorities and the Local Area Partnership Board taking into account risks and benefits.
Q4. What is important for DfE to consider, when reviewing proposals from local authorities, to make sure proposed local funding distribution takes into account variation in levels of need and the costs of supporting those needs? 
Please give your views 
Any proposals should take into account the current contributions schools are making from their budgets for children on SEN support and those with an EHCP. 
It should then consider how any funding proposals align with the existing distribution of costs.
Based on analysis undertaken on Hampshire schools comparing the financial contribution they make towards EHCPs compared to the funding they receive through the existing additional need factors, this shows significant variability giving a low level of confidence that any formulaic allocation will accurately mirror the existing cost distribution. Whilst the low prior attainment factor does provide some limited alignment, there is no overall consistency evidencing that any formulaic approach to allocating funding would not be cost neutral.
Given the statutory assessment process will be unchanged and as data analysis shows that most top-up (element 3) allocations to schools have increased in recent years in response to increased cost and complexity, this proposal is unlikely to result in a significant shift in practice or dampen requests for top-up. It will result in a transfer of risk to schools as it will place greater emphasis on schools contribution from their budgets.
Further consideration should then be given to the wider context of the local SEN system, the impact of the mainstream inclusion grant, the proposals in the SEN Reform Plan and the Experts at Hand offer to ensure that any approach supports the Government’s direction of travel and reinforces the strengthening of mainstream inclusion in all schools.
The DfE should also consider any perverse incentives or unintended consequences of proposals as there is a real risk of an adverse impact on inclusion. This is a particularly complex area linked to proposals and will present a challenge to stakeholders understanding the full implications of any proposals.
Further points to consider include the quality of data used to support proposals, outcomes from the SEN consultation, and any change in Ministerial direction following recent Cabinet changes.
Q5. Would you prefer that the funding formula to distribute this funding from the high needs budget directly to school budgets is (i) set in line with nationally consistent factors or (ii) set at the discretion of each participating local authority? 
For example, under a nationally consistent approach, local authorities could: 
· choose from existing NFF factors (for example, deprivation, low prior attainment, EAL or mobility) 
· decide how much weight to give each factor 
· only be able to use factors already allowed in the local school funding formula
For example, if each local authority’s funding formula were set at their own discretion, the formula: 
· would be explained in the application process to DfE 
· would ideally be limited to factors used in local schools funding formula – with exceptions considered on a case-by-case basis 
A. Nationally consistent funding formula, 
B. At the discretion of the local authority
Please explain your answer 
The SEN system is in crisis, so any proposals need to be considered in the context of this wider system failure. Any proposals will be subject to significant challenge from schools, parents and other stakeholders, so proposals need to be evidence-based, transparent and equitable. Proposals should also consider the local context of SEN and inclusion within schools, the SEN Reform Plan, and the Experts at Hand offer to ensure any approach supports the Government’s direction of travel and reinforces the strengthening of mainstream inclusion in all schools.
There are risks and opportunities associated with both options.
Nationally, set criteria would ensure transparency and would direct challenge more to the adequacy of the national funding system as to how effective it supports inclusion. We would welcome any evidence the DfE may have to show this, along with any analysis showing the level of correlation between notional SEN-related formula factors and the current number of EHCPs at a school level.
Consistency is also a critical factor to consider as any inconsistency is likely to cause issues where pupils cross LA boundaries, and where it does not align with the direction of travel with the National Funding Formula, presenting risks and difficulties around any future national alignment.
Local discretion may provide greater innovation and reflect local context but would present greater risk in terms of challenge from parents and schools. It is also likely that, given the significant variation in SEN/inclusion activity within schools in most local authority areas, gathering robust data, formulating and testing approaches to take into account significant school level differences, and engaging with stakeholders will take considerable time and resource. This needs to be considered at a time when local authorities are not under significant pressures and demands, and when the SEN system in which they are considering this proposal is not undergoing significant reform.
Q6. What safeguards do you think we should put in place within this policy to ensure that all children in mainstream schools, irrespective of their geographical location, have adequately funded SEND support? 
Please explain your answer
This question extends beyond the scope of the current consultation and presumes that the existing system provides adequately funded and fairly distributed SEND support, which we feel it does not. SEND funding is insufficient to meet both need and costs and is currently very unfairly distributed across local authorities with some areas receiving less than a third of that provided to the highest funded areas. The current SEND system does not have established expectations for SEN support identification or what is ordinarily available provision, therefore until there is clarity around these it makes it difficult to propose funding that is equitable for all.  
Additional funding needs to be fairly provided to all schools before any transfer of additional funds and responsibilities. This needs to happen first if we are to ensure strong financial foundations are in place to support the reform of the SEN system, which could then lead on to the type of proposals and discussions outlined in this consultation. 
We believe this consultation and proposal is premature and is unlikely to succeed if progressed at this juncture.  
In addition to the broader lack of sufficient funding, the current system does not effectively ensure that additional funding is provided to those schools with successful inclusion systems in place, which are incurring greater costs in meeting need. The local policy flexibility to support schools with disproportionate levels of SEN need is helpful, however, it is still building on what is a failing SEN system. It is, therefore, not possible to truly differentiate between true SEN need in schools. 
Any safeguards would also need to consider the wide variation of inclusive practices in schools and the effectiveness of wider SEN and education system issues, which may be impacted e.g. exclusions, managed moves etc. 
Q7. Do you have any other comments on this proposal?
 Please give your views 
With significant variation in the SEN system, both locally and nationally, we are not convinced that this is the right time for such proposals. We are supportive of the proposals outlined in this consultation long-term, and we recognise they align with the Government’s aspirations around SEN and inclusion, but these should be considered at a later stage.
These proposals may be welcomed more by local authorities and schools when further progress has been made in reforming the system, with evidence of greater consistency in inclusive support in schools, consistency around the use of EHCPs, and a more fully implemented Experts at Hand offer of support.
This would also provide time to recognise the tight deadlines for proposals this year and significant other pressures on local authorities, which are also having to respond to SEN reform, local government re-organisation etc.
At this stage, there is a real risk the proposals may have unintended consequences, whether that’s due to the limitations to effectively target funding, leading to inclusive and small schools facing even greater challenges, or greater overall costs to the High Needs Block. Substantial additional funding will be needed to mitigate the adverse impacts.
At this time, the proposals also lack an overall strategic coherence with the wider SEN reforms.  The lack of consistency with specialist provision, the proposed approach to national tariffs, and the lack of time to truly develop the Experts at Hand offer to ensure support is in place for schools before further change is applied just go to create uncertainty with these proposals.
At this stage, we fear this could be seen as further pressure placed on an already stretched school system – with significant uncertainty as to the benefits or risks to schools or local authorities – where all are facing stretched resources trying to meet other Government reform priorities. 
Due to the range of risks and challenges outlined in our submission, feedback from our local authority members suggests few will be looking to consider this proposal at this time.

Briefing note: Hampshire County Council response to DfE consultation on Early Years funding reforms
Date: September 2026
Position
Hampshire County Council is broadly supportive of the ambition to improve fairness, inclusion and effectiveness within the Early Years funding system. However, the Council believes implementation should be evidence-based, sufficiently funded, and retain local flexibility to reflect varying local circumstances and provider markets.
Key Messages
· Greater clarity, transparency and consistency in funding arrangements are welcomed.
· Funding reforms should be supported by a stronger evidence base demonstrating the relationship between funding factors and actual costs.
· Local authorities should retain flexibility to respond to local needs and provider diversity.
· SEND and inclusion funding should focus on outcomes for children whilst supporting providers to develop inclusive practice.
· Funding reforms must not inadvertently disadvantage children with SEND whose needs are not linked to deprivation indicators.
· Transitional protections are important but should remain time limited to ensure funding reflects current need rather than historic allocations.
Main Concerns
1. Limited Evidence Base
· Several proposals rely on assumptions regarding deprivation, disadvantage and additional costs of provision.
· The Council would welcome further evidence demonstrating how funding supplements influence provider behaviour, access and outcomes.
· Funding formulae should be based on robust analysis of actual costs and additional needs.
2. SEND and Inclusion Risks
· There is a risk that greater reliance on deprivation measures could disadvantage children with SEND whose needs exist across all communities.
· Any reforms must ensure targeted support remains available for children with complex needs.
· Accountability arrangements should focus on improved outcomes rather than purely financial compliance.
3. Local Flexibility
· National consistency is important, but local authorities require flexibility to reflect local context.
· The sector contains significant diversity in provider size, need and geography.
· Local authorities should be able to pool elements of funding where this provides greater value through training or support services.
4. Funding Sufficiency
· Early Years providers continue to face wider financial pressures.
· Government funding should reflect the full costs of delivery rather than marginal hourly costs.
· Future funding reforms should consider the sustainability of maintained nursery schools and specialist provision.
Recommendations
1. Early Years SEND Funding
· All providers should benefit from inclusion funding.
· Local authorities should retain discretion to distribute funding through mechanisms that maximise impact.
· Flexibility should be available to provide funding through lump sums where appropriate.
· National frameworks should provide consistency whilst preserving local decision-making.
2. Deprivation Funding
· Government should strengthen the evidence base supporting deprivation-related funding factors.
· Consideration should be given to children experiencing disadvantage in rural areas or affluent communities.
· Eligibility measures such as Free School Meals may provide a more child-focused indicator alongside area-based measures.
3. Central Services
· Greater clarity is required regarding what constitutes central expenditure.
· Central inclusion services should not be constrained where they demonstrably improve outcomes.
· Separate grant funding could improve transparency, provided overall funding levels are protected.
4. Funding Formula Reform
Any revised funding formula should be:
· evidence-based;
· transparent and equitable;
· reflective of actual cost pressures;
· flexible enough to accommodate local circumstances;
· focused on improving inclusion and outcomes; and
· subject to ongoing review and evaluation.
Overall Conclusion
Hampshire County Council supports the strategic objectives of improving Early Years funding arrangements and strengthening inclusive practice. However, reforms should be evidence-based, adequately funded and sufficiently flexible to reflect local circumstances. Particular care should be taken to ensure that children with SEND continue to receive appropriate support regardless of deprivation status, family circumstances or geographical location. The Council believes that successful implementation will depend upon clear guidance, sufficient funding, local flexibility and a stronger national evidence base.


Hampshire County Council Response to DfE Consultation on Early Years Funding: Proposed Changes to the Entitlements Funding System
Launch date: 6 July 2026 
Response submitted: 9 September 2026
Early years funding: proposed changes to the entitlements funding system - Department for Education - Citizen Space
Consultation Questions
Q6. Do you agree that local authorities should pass on more of the EL2 funding rate to providers to support disadvantaged children and their families?
Response: Don't Know
Please explain your answer
Although we appreciate there is a theoretical advantage of higher rates enabling support of disadvantaged children, we don’t believe there is any national evidence to support this has been proven, particularly given the wider context of financial pressures on the sector overall. 
Does the Department have evidence to show the positive impact of applying a higher rate to the EL2 group and how large an increase would be required to significantly change a settings decision making? 
We did increase our rate at HCC and current evidence shows that take up in the summer term has remained as it was in the Spring term, prior to the increase. However, we do also recognise that is too early to conclusively say the rate change has/hasn't had an impact.
Q7. Do you agree with the Department setting out more clearly how the deprivation supplement should be used, setting a minimum level and clearer purpose to this funding so it more directly supports disadvantaged children?
Response: Yes
Please explain your answer
Clearer guidance is always welcome, for LA's but also for providers. As it stands there is high risk/probability that the supplement isn't fully understood and/or used for its intended purpose, from a provider perspective they simply work off their overall hourly rate, and guidance could help this.
However, as per question 6, we would also like to see the evidence base for why the conclusion has been drawn. Should we be considering trying to focus funding on hard-to-reach groups rather than a simple IDACI/Deprivation factor, as deprived background doesn't always result in higher cost of provision?
Q8. How might this funding be best used to support disadvantaged children to access early education and childcare?
We would suggest that consideration is given to supporting children experiencing deprivation who live in rural areas or within otherwise affluent communities. 
While IDACI is effective in identifying areas of higher deprivation, it does not fully capture children whose disadvantage is more geographically dispersed and therefore less visible within area-based measures. 
Using Free School Meal (FSM) eligibility, or children who would reasonably be expected to qualify for FSM, may provide a more child-centred approach and help ensure that support reaches disadvantaged children regardless of where they live.
Q9. How can providers best be involved and play an active role in the development and delivery of the local Best Start Local plan and Best Start Family Hub network?
Provider involvement in the development of, delivery and ongoing consultation on the Best Start Local Plan (BSLP) when it is reviewed each year. BSLP should contain a strong reflection of the important role of providers and schools in raising the health and educational outcomes of children in the first five years of life. 
Key performance indicators are required to ensure this is successful and accountability captured - both through direct support to children and to their family's involvement in the local implementation groups for the set-up of the Best Start Family Hubs (BSFH) and then, once the hub is established, membership of the local BSFH stakeholder networks. 
Hub information and signposting for families should reflect the offer from providers in the locality, 
Involvement in the hub offer through provider delivery of evidence-based interventions for the home learning or parenting local authority core offer 
Events/information for providers contain regular information and updates on the BSLP and BSFHs
Providers are partners in the hubs, with excellent knowledge of the services available and can support parental confidence in accessing services in the hub and beyond
Practical activities:
· Network event for hub openings inviting all settings in the area
· Encourage settings to have a family hub champion
· Encouraging sign up to the hub monthly newsletter.
Q10. What challenges do you think providers and local partners will need to overcome to ensure high quality and consistent advice to families about what they can do to support their child’s development at home? How can the DfE and local authorities support providers in delivering this?
Providers and partners being fully informed about services in the locality that support families and parenting – this could be overcome in part via the BSFHs signposting/stakeholder engagement and involvement in BSLP development and delivery.
Reaching harder to reach groups such as working families, rural communities where childcare is scarce, where parental mental health is poor is a barrier to engagement, distrust of services, parental non-engagement,
Insufficient local access/referral routes to services that support parents
Home learning groups/parenting support/language support groups community engagement/events/services for both working families and families not in employment to ensure families are supported in the community and understand key messages on child health, development and education
Unreliable, inaccurate or damaging advice direct to parents via social media platforms that may contradict messages from settings (sleep, screen use)
Decreased parental confidence in engaging with services and education settings – reported increases in elective home education and not attending an early years’ setting
How can DfE/LA support? 
· Using established/popular social media platforms to disseminate consistent and reliable information on child development, child health and how to support learning
· allocate BSIL funding to providers to deliver evidence-based interventions to their families/communities ensure consistent, 
· researched based, well-informed messaging on key themes is delivered by DfE and local authorities via methods/approaches that work well in a non-judgemental manner.
Q11. When distributing upfront inclusion funding (currently IEYF), should local authorities ensure that all providers receive funding? How should providers use this funding where sums of money are small?
Response: Yes
Additional comments:
All providers should benefit from the inclusion funding provided, however there should be local discretion available to tailor solutions to best support providers in achieving the aims of the funding. This is particularly the case for smaller providers where small amounts of money are unlikely to be effective. Flexibility should therefore be available for LAs, with agreement from Schools Forum to pool an element of the funding to achieve increased economies of scale and provide additional training and support to the sector as funding ""in kind"".
Any national framework should provide consistency and transparency, as well as allowing the flexibility to ensure providers are supported and need is met reflecting local context and diversity of provision.
Q12. Should local authorities distribute this funding through a mandatory inclusion supplement?
Response: Yes
Additional comments:
We agree in principle, providing there are clear expectations set for providers on the intended purpose of the funding and that it is separately identifiable from main entitlements funding, to avoid potential confusion/risk as per answer to Q7. 
Also agree on the basis that the LA's retain some flexibility on distribution i.e. being able to give lump sums rather than hourly rate across the terms to ensure providers view this funding as something 'new' and tangible and enable them to book courses/seek appropriate resources etc upfront.
Any national framework should provide consistency and transparency, as well as allowing the flexibility to ensure providers are supported and need is met reflecting local context and diversity of provision.
Q13. How could local authorities distribute upfront inclusion funding in a way that targets local SEND need effectively?
As the expectation is that all providers are inclusive, upfront funding should be based on simple calculation of number of children/hours per setting to ensure all providers receive funding. 
As per Q12, LA's should have flexibility to pass out as lump sums rather than hourly rate across the terms to ensure providers view this funding as something 'new' and tangible and enable them to book courses/seek appropriate resources etc upfront.
Q14. Do you agree we should replace SENIF and DAF with a new targeted funding stream for providers to access?
Response: Don't know
Additional comments:
We support any proposals or options that ensure funding is used most effectively, targeted to right groups of children and recognises national increase in
need. It would need to be clear that any formula factors are truly reflective of additional need and additional cost.
Q15. Do you agree that the new targeted funding stream should be distributed to local authorities using a national formula? If so, what indicators or data could we use to allocate this?
Response: Don't know
Indicators that could be used and/or any other additional comments:
The method of distribution will need to be considered in the context of the overall agreed approach which is dependent on the outcome of this consultation. We would expect the methodology to be transparent and evidence based.
Q16. Do you have any views on what a national framework for how this funding should be administered could include? Are there any existing local authority practices for administering SENIF you think work particularly well or not well?
Any national framework should provide consistency and transparency, as well as allowing the flexibility to ensure providers are supported and need is met reflecting local context and diversity of provision.
Q17. Do you agree that, as an interim measure, we should recommend a minimum spend of 0.75% of each local authority’s early years block on SENIF?
Response: Yes
Q18. What accountability arrangements should be in place to ensure inclusion and SEND funding is improving inclusive practice in settings?
Accountability arrangements should focus on the impact of inclusion and SEND funding on children's participation, progress, wellbeing and access to high-quality inclusive provision, rather than solely on financial reporting. 
Early years is a critical part of the government's wider agenda to strengthen inclusive practice and deliver early intervention; therefore, accountability arrangements should align with wider SEND reforms and local inclusion priorities to ensure strategic coherence across the system.
Q19. Do you agree that IDACI should be introduced as a proxy for deprivation, alongside free school meals, in the 3‑ and 4‑year‑old formula, using this ‘basket of measures’ approach to capture both household and area-based dimensions of deprivation?
Response: Yes
Additional comments:
We agree any national framework should provide consistency. However, proxy factors should only be included where there is evidence this has a differentiated impact on cost of provision. The DfE also need to be mindful of the impact any significant changes could have on rates, especially those based on factors that often aren't updated for several years.
Q20. For 2027 to 2028, do you agree we should implement transitional protections for local authorities, softening the level of year-on-year reduction a local authority can see?
Response: Yes
Q21. How best do you think we could smooth local authorities’ transition to formula driven rates, in a way that protects operational delivery, but ensures that authorities are funded in line with the latest available data?
A smooth transition will only be possible if the DfE ensure that sufficient and adequate funding is provided to meet need.
There should also be a defined period to any protections put in place. There remains a significant level of protection funding locked up in both schools and high needs blocks, and we would not want this to be replicated in the early years block. The funding should be used to meet current need, not historic levels of funding.
Q22. Do you think there would be value in having a minimum funding floor (MFF) for the 2-year-old and under-2 funding rates?
Response: Yes
Q23. Are there any improvements you would suggest to how the national funding formulae reflects different levels of additional need and cost variation, and are there any other changes you would like to see?
We would welcome clarity from the department as to what they see as the additional costs associated to the additional need and what evidence they have to demonstrate the correlation between this additional cost and the proxy indicators used. 
The national funding formulae for all blocks has very little basis in fact and we believe it should be evidence based and built from the bottom up to ensure the true level of costs is understood and funding effectively aligned.
Q24. Do you agree with the proposal to make it possible for local authorities to distribute emerging early years contingency funding underspends to providers during the year?
Response: Yes
Additional comments:
We do agree, however the mechanics of making this work in terms of timings and the funding actually being able to be used appropriately by providers
to genuinely add value to the children are complex therefore we believe this proposal would also need policy change (as well as clear guidance) alongside it.
Q25. Do you agree that the permissible categories for supplements should be reduced from five to three from financial year 2028 to 2029?
Response: Yes
Q26. Do you agree that Deprivation, Site Specific, and Inclusion are the right categories to have from financial year 2028 to 2029?
Response: Yes
Additional comments:
We agree in principle that these are reasonable factors to be considered, but as per previous responses, factors should reflect true additional costs, and any proposals should allow LA's to retain the flexibility to reflect local context and diversity of provision.
Q27. Do you think that there are any delivery issues to consider with the proposed new supplements in 2028 to 2029?
As per answer to Q7, supplements pose a risk in terms of funding not being fully understood/used for its intended purpose.
Q28. Do you agree on the principle of funding central services separately from provider funding through a standalone grant?
Response: Don't know
Additional comments:
We agree with the principle, it would be simpler as a separate funding source as well as be more transparent. 
We would also welcome greater clarity as to what should be considered central spend, as there are currently inconsistencies and lack of clarity across the operational guide, finance regulations and S251 guidance. However, we are unsure about the change as it is currently unclear how the grant will be determined, and the LA authority cannot afford a reduction in funding or removal of local flexibility.
Q29. Should the government prescribe how the early years central services grant is used? If so, to what extent?
Response: Yes
Additional comments:
Greater clarity is required as to what is considered central spend with inconsistencies and lack of clarity across the operational guide, finance
regulations and S251 guidance. However, we are concerned about any possible reduction in funding or removal of local flexibility. 
We ask that any central spend relating to inclusion is excluded from this limit or a transfer is allowed from the early year block with Schools Forum agreement as this will constrain local areas and limit innovation in how they shape local SEN services and support a wide range of providers with their inclusive practice. 
We would welcome the 'test, learn and grow' approach in this area, as this spans a wide range of services and there are a lot of other funding streams and policies that need considering alongside this.
Q30. What type of early years central activities should be funded through this grant?
· Collection of provider data to enable EYFF payments, monitor sufficiency, quality etc. and make funding allocations to providers.
· Central services to providers linked to improving service delivery (e.g. SENIF activities and other improvement services).
· Central services to support providers e.g. business support and other provider-based support which aids maintaining sufficiency.
Q31. What central services are currently provided by your local authority using this funding?
· Collection of provider data to enable EYFF payments, monitor sufficiency, quality etc. and make funding allocations to providers.
· Central services to providers linked to improving service delivery (e.g. SENIF activities and other improvement services).
· Central services to support providers e.g. business support and other provider-based support which aids maintaining sufficiency.
Q32. Would you support some of Ofsted’s Early Years Register costs being funded through a top-slice of early years entitlement funding, in order to reduce or remove individual provider Early Years Register annual fees?
Response: Yes
33 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?
There is a risk that changes to funding arrangements could have an unintended negative impact on disabled children and those with SEND if funding becomes less targeted towards children with the most complex needs. 
Particular consideration should be given to children whose needs are not reflected through deprivation or vulnerability measures. Any new funding arrangements should ensure that children with disabilities and SEND continue to be identified and supported appropriately, regardless of family circumstances or geographical location. 
Funding reforms should strengthen rather than weaken access to early intervention, specialist support and inclusive provision. There is a risk that children with disabilities and SEND could be disadvantaged if funding becomes increasingly linked to deprivation measures. Children with complex SEND are represented across all communities and funding arrangements must ensure they continue to receive appropriate support regardless of family income, vulnerability status or geographical location
Q34. Are there any other comments that you would like to make about our proposals set out in this consultation?
You note you fund around 80% of all education and childcare hours in England. This provides a responsibility on the department to ensure funding rates are reflective of the full cost of operation and not simply consider the marginal cost of hourly provision. Given the severe limits on the ability of providers to generate additional income, should there be consideration to the fact that the departments recent expansion of hours has created a "de-facto" nationalisation of the early years sector?
For many years now, the question regarding the long-term future of maintained nursery schools has been left unanswered by the department. Given one of the arguments given for their difference is that they are often seen as SEN/inclusion centres of excellence, it is disappointing that they haven't been given any real consideration in the consultation.
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