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	INTRODUCTION


This document describes a set of proposals concerning school funding arrangements from April 2007.  These have been discussed with the Hertfordshire Schools Forum, and we are grateful to them for their comments and support. We are now seeking the views of schools on these proposals.

This document includes information and proposals relating to two very significant changes to school funding arrangements. 

The first of these relates to the arrangements for provision of resources for Special Educational Needs (SEN) in Hertfordshire mainstream schools. The proposed changes will result in most SEN resources being notified to schools at the beginning of the financial year, so that schools can choose how best to meet pupils’ needs without awaiting the outcome of applications for earmarked pupil funding or the statutory assessment processes. Furthermore these SEN resources would no longer be earmarked for individual pupils, so that schools would have freedom to direct resources to pupils needs in the way they judged most appropriate. This requires a change in the approach to managing SEN resources in the schools, so it is important that all mainstream schools should consider the impact of these proposals, and comment on them where appropriate. Further details of these proposals are included in the section on proposed changes to Special Needs Funding arrangements in Mainstream Schools.
Secondly, this consultation document includes proposals relating to the national introduction of clawback arrangements. The government has recently directed that all authorities must introduce a mechanism to control surplus balances into their Schemes for Financing Schools. The directive states that this must be in place to apply to school balances as at 31 March 2007, and that clawbacks must be deducted from the school budget share for 2007-08. Although many of the aspects of the clawback scheme are constrained by the national directive, the proposals we are making look to establish additional flexibility for Hertfordshire schools within those national parameters, and are built on schools’ responses to the informal consultation conducted during summer 2006. Further details of these proposals are included in the section on proposed changes to the Scheme for Financing Schools.

Other proposals relate to continuing moves to bring funding for Teachers Pay Progression costs into the main funding formulae; the allocation of additional funding which has been identified for the primary sector; funding for secondary schools with split sites; and place numbers in special schools.

In this document we are also providing initial information about several other changes which the DfES recently directed all authorities must make in their Schemes for Financing Schools. As well as the mandatory introduction of clawback arrangements, these changes include changes enabling authorities to request multi-year budgets, arrangements for implementation of the Financial Management Standard in Schools, and introduction of the ability for authorities to issue Notices of Concern about financial management in schools.
Under the new school funding arrangements which were announced by the Government in 2005, 2007-08 is the second year of the first multi-year funding period. The Government’s announcements in 2005 stated that their proposals for the multi-year period were built around stability in funding arrangements for schools and increased predictability. The Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) continues to apply in 2007-08, and the rate of increase announced in late 2005 is 3.7% for all schools.

The proposals for the revised funding arrangements for SEN in mainstream schools, and the provision of additional resources for primary schools refer to additional funding which the Schools Forum has recommended should be provided from the anticipated headroom within the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG). Headroom arises where the total funding provided by the DfES through the DSG exceeds the amount which is required to meet the guaranteed increase provided by the MFG. The actual DSG for 2007-08 will not be known until the January 2007 pupil numbers are finalised. Final decisions on the allocation of actual headroom will be made by the Cabinet after analysis of schools’ responses to this consultation document and in light of the overall position of the Schools Budget. 

We are consulting on 24 proposals.  Each one is shown in a shaded box, and the heading of each clarifies which schools are affected by the proposals.

We welcome and seek the views of all schools and other stakeholders within this consultation process. Some proposals have been highlighted as affecting particular sectors or groups of schools, however this does not preclude other schools expressing an opinion on those proposals. Even if you have a strong view on only one point, we want to hear that view. The response form has been constructed so that you can select which issues you want to comment on. 


You are invited to comment on these proposals by completing the enclosed form and returning it to the School Funding Unit. Responses must be received by Friday 22 December, shortly after the end of term.



School Funding Unit


Tel:
01992 555722



County Hall



Fax:
01992 555699




Hertford   SG13 8DF


email:
 csf.sfu@hertscc.gov.uk
If you have any queries about these proposals please contact Jonathan Burberry on 01992 555 943 or Simon Pickard on 01992 555736.
Copies of this document are being sent to all maintained schools in Hertfordshire.  Trade Unions, Professional Associations and other stakeholders are also receiving copies.  For further copies please e-mail csf.sfu@hertscc.gov.uk
	PROPOSED CHANGES to SCHOOL FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS 


FUNDING for SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS IN MAINSTREAM SCHOOLS
Background

In Hertfordshire, approximately £9m is devolved to schools during each year in order to provide resources for individual pupils through Earmarked Pupil Funding and Statements. This funding is in addition to formula funding provided through the Age Weighted Pupil Unit allowances and lump sum allowances, and through the Additional Educational Needs allowances.
Schools have identified and commented on a variety of difficulties with the existing process to allocate this funding, especially the time taken to receive resources. Following an independent review of Hertfordshire’s current framework, it has therefore been proposed that the funding arrangements should be changed to provide more stable and predictable funding for Special Educational Needs (SEN) to schools, which is notified to schools at the beginning of each year but nevertheless remains correlated with the level of SEN present in each school. 
A working group of Headteachers, SENCOs and officers has been working through the summer to develop a new framework which:

· Maximises school rather than individual funding;
· Distributes the majority of funding for ‘predictable’ needs through formula indicators;

· Notifies these funds to schools alongside the school budget share allocations so that schools are able to budget more effectively;

· Retains limited funds for the most ‘exceptional’ needs and targets these funds to schools equitably; and

· Ensures transparency and increased participation of schools in decision making.

It is proposed that all the funding currently allocated via the mechanism for Earmarked Pupil Funding and the majority of the funding currently allocated for pupils with statements will be included in a budget for predictable needs. This will be devolved to schools at the beginning of each financial year alongside their school budget share allocations. A smaller amount will be retained centrally for exceptional needs, and devolved during the year as needs are confirmed through a new process for decision-making about exceptional needs.

It is proposed that the predictable needs funding element should initially be devolved rather than delegated to schools. This will ensure that the funds remain earmarked for the purposes of supporting SEN in schools.

The working group conducted interactive briefing sessions about the proposed new SEN funding arrangements with Headteachers through the summer term. The sessions involved case studies and group discussions about whether the pupils involved had predictable or exceptional needs. Further interactive sessions are planned through the autumn term in order to dry run the proposed processes for decision-making about exceptional needs. The outcomes of these pilot sessions will be used to determine final details of the arrangements for the moderation of decisions.

Exceptionality and Predictability
Exceptionality relates to those pupils who are identified to have the most complex needs not only within the context of an individual school but across a group of schools and across the county as a whole. Pupils with exceptional needs are not distributed evenly amongst schools, but can appear in any school.

Predictability relates to those pupils who may have significant but less extreme needs. These levels of need would occur regularly in schools, although the number of pupils with a particular level of needs would vary from year to year.

Budget Split between Exceptional and Predictable Needs

The diagram below indicates the proposed change in the level of resources which would be devolved to schools. On the left of the triangle, the dotted line indicates the current arrangements whereby the Age Weighted Pupil Unit and the Additional Educational Needs allowances are delegated to schools within budget shares, whereas funding for statements and earmarked pupil funding is devolved during the year as individual pupil cases are agreed.

On the right, the dotted line is moved upwards to indicate that all of the resources for earmarked pupil funding and for the lower bands of statements would be devolved to schools alongside their budget shares, and much smaller amounts retained for allocation during the year to support pupils with exceptional needs.


Existing Arrangements



Proposed Arrangements
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Statements £7.3m

EPF £1.5m

AEN £15m

AWPU £320m

EXCEPTIONAL

PREDICTABLE

DEVOLVED

DELEGATED

(2005-06 figures)

In deciding where to make the distinction between predictable and exceptional needs we have aimed to allocate as much funding as possible on a formulaic basis, whilst retaining adequate funding to provide resources for the most exceptional needs wherever they arise.

The working group agreed that secondary schools had a greater breadth of resources and a greater ability to deal with a variety of pupil needs than most primary schools, therefore the amount to be devolved through the formula could be higher in secondary schools than in primary schools.

A consequence of devolving higher levels of resources for predictable needs to secondary schools than primary schools would be that the funding retained to support pupils with exceptional needs is higher in the primary phase than in secondary. Therefore it would be necessary to review the level of resource allocated to individual pupils with exceptional needs when they transfer between phases.

	Proposal 1
	Budget Split between Exceptional and Predictable Needs – Primary & Nursery
	Primary & Nursery Schools

	It is proposed that in primary and nursery schools, the funding for Earmarked Pupil Funding and for statements up to 15 hours per week would be devolved to schools at the beginning of the year. The funding for primary and nursery statements over 15 hours per week would therefore be retained for distribution through the exceptional needs process.




	Proposal 2
	Budget Split between Exceptional and Predictable Needs – Secondary & Middle
	Secondary and Middle Schools

	It is proposed that in secondary schools the funding for Earmarked Pupil Funding and Statements up to 20 hours per week should be devolved at the beginning of the year. The funding for secondary statements over 20 hours would therefore be retained for distribution through the exceptional needs process.


Exceptional Needs Decision Making
A key aspect of the new SEN funding framework is the model of decision-making about exceptional needs. Decisions about exceptionality will involve complex judgements and it is important in the new arrangements that there is transparency in decision making and that schools are fully involved. Pupils with exceptional needs are not distributed evenly amongst schools, and a robust framework is required to ensure that resources to meet these needs are distributed fairly and equitably.
In order to enhance involvement, it is proposed that schools should work in locality SEN clusters to consider and moderate potential applications for exceptional funding. The clusters would include Headteachers or their representatives, and would be supported by officers. Clusters would meet on a termly basis, and applications for consideration will be made on a simple standard proforma. This will be a simpler process than the current processes for earmarked pupil funding and carried out in respect of fewer pupils. It is anticipated that there will be significant reductions overall in school level SEN administration as a result. 

Recommendations from the clusters will be considered by a district panel made up of Headteachers, or their representatives, from each cluster. These would be supported by officers. Funding will be allocated by the district panels where it is agreed that the pupil’s needs would be exceptional in any school in the county. Allocations of exceptional funding are likely to be made for the duration of a key stage but there would be flexibility in district decision-making depending on the circumstances of the individual case.
Clusters will be based on the groupings identified for extended schools consortia and children’s centres, and each cluster would include approximately 8 - 12 schools. Districts vary in size from 32 schools to 79 schools.

District panel representatives will also meet at appropriate times to moderate each other’s work to ensure consistency across the county. The outcomes from the dry-run sessions taking place in the autumn term will be used to determine final arrangements for the clusters and district panel processes, and the moderation of decisions across the county.

The proposed model for decision-making is shown below:

[image: image3]
For budgetary purposes, it is estimated that about 630 pupils would qualify for exceptional needs funding, based on the numbers of pupils currently receiving funding for statements at bands 5 and 6 in secondary schools and pupils at bands 4 to 6 in primary schools.

	Proposal 3
	Exceptional Needs Decision Making
	All schools except special

	It is proposed that schools would work in locality clusters to consider and moderate potential applications for exceptional funding, and that recommendations from the clusters be considered by a district panel to decide:

· whether the pupil’s needs are exceptional; 

· and if so, what level of resource should be provided for that pupil.

 


Predictable Needs Formula

The working group examined a variety of data relating to pupils in the mainstream schools. It was agreed that a ‘basket’ of indicators should be used rather than any single item of data. It was also agreed that existing data should be used rather than requiring schools to complete a new annual data collection exercise.

It was agreed that pupils’ positions on schools SEN registers could not be used for funding purposes for several reasons. The chief difficulty is that a pupil’s position on SEN register is not a consistent and reliable indicator of increasing levels of pupil needs across schools. Additionally, it is possible that the change to the funding methodology for predictable needs might, over time, give rise to reduced demand for statutory assessments at the lower levels of need. This would change the distribution of pupils at different points on the registers. Finally, although the vast majority of schools are extremely rigorous in their assessments for the purpose of the SEN registers, any school which was less rigorous might receive inappropriate funding.

Prior attainment measures show a strong correlation with the levels of need identified through EPF and statement allocations. Prior attainment measures also show a very good correlation with the way that schools place pupils on their special needs register. The working group agreed that prior attainment data needed to be used in a way which identified increasing level of need rather than using a single threshold at which a fixed payment was generated, as in the existing AEN allocations.

The working group agreed that the number of points by which a pupil’s average point score at their last Key Stage test had fallen below a threshold would be a useful indicator of needs. The proposed threshold is set at the points score equivalent to “one level below expected level” for each Key Stage.

However there are some categories of needs which would not necessarily correlate with prior attainment data, such as physical or sensory impairment or behavioural needs. The working group therefore agreed that a combination of factors should be used to allocate resources for such needs. Examination of the pupil needs for which resources had been allocated in 2005-06 enabled the working group to identify that approximately 70% of needs would be expected to correlate with prior attainment measures, and the remaining needs would correlate either with deprivation or with pupil numbers. The deprivation measure collected from schools is free school meal entitlements. The working group agreed that 20% of the formula allocation for predictable needs should be based on free school meals and 10% on pupil numbers. 

	Proposal 4
	Predictable Needs Formula
	Primary and Secondary schools

	It is proposed that the predictable needs funding would be distributed on the basis of:

· 70%     Prior attainment

· 20%     Numbers taking Free School Meals on PLASC (excluding 16+ pupils)

· 10%     Numbers on roll on PLASC

It is proposed that the prior attainment element should be based on the latest available attainment data for each pupil, and should be geared so that lower levels of attainment attract greater levels of funding. The threshold for funding is proposed to be set at one level below the expected level at each key stage. Pupils in receipt of exceptional needs funding or on roll of a Special Needs Unit or Base would be excluded from the calculation. Pupils for whom the key stage tests were formally disapplied would count for the maximum allocation through the formula, whilst pupils who were absent for their most recent test would count for zero.




Pupils in nursery classes, for whom there is no county wide prior attainment data, would be treated as having the same average per pupil prior attainment score as calculated in the rest of the school.

Funding allocated through the formula would be funding for the school rather than funding for individual pupils. This funding will be notified to schools alongside school budget shares, so that financial planning can be carried out in an informed fashion. It is anticipated that the formula will deliver more stable amounts of funding to schools than the existing system, therefore supporting longer term planning of SEN strategy, staffing and resourcing. 

All schools would receive some predictable SEN funding through the formula, and it will be at schools’ discretion to decide how best to use these resources to meet the needs of their pupils with Special Educational Needs. The prior attainment calculation is a proxy measure which correlates to the level of needs in the whole cohort of pupils, not only those who score in the calculation. It is important that schools are aware that no budget will be retained by the authority to provide further resources for SEN, except for those pupils with exceptional needs.

Nursery Schools

Due to the relatively small number of pupils at the nursery schools, their Earmarked Pupil Funding and Statemented resources tend to fluctuate considerably from year to year. The numbers of pupils on roll at the nursery schools varies considerably from term to term, and in most nursery schools the number on roll in the spring term is lower than in other terms. 

The nursery schools would be expected to participate in the cluster and district processes for the allocation of exceptional needs funding, and will be able to present pupil cases to the panels for consideration. It is anticipated that this will deliver support for pupils with exceptional needs in nursery schools more quickly than the existing processes.

	Proposal 5
	Predictable Needs Formula in Nursery Schools
	Nursery Schools

	It is proposed that the total funding for predictable needs in the nursery schools should be calculated as the average Earmarked Pupil Funding allocations plus the average Statement allocations for Bands 1 to 3 over the last three years. This would be allocated between the nursery schools based on the published admissions number at each nursery school.




Allocation of Additional Funding

When discussing the allocation of the predicted Headroom for 2007-08, the Cabinet agreed in principle that an additional £1.7m should be made available from April 2007 to support the implementation of a new system for funding SEN in mainstream schools. Assuming that the necessary headroom is actually available, it is anticipated that the additional funding would be applied in the following way:

1. In order to ensure a smooth introduction of the exceptional needs process, it is intended that £250,000 would be added to the budget for exceptional needs. This would represent approximately a 10% increase in the funding for both primary and secondary exceptional needs, based on the proposed budget split.

2. It is intended that £504,000 would be used to provide a lump sum of £1,000 for each mainstream school, including nursery schools. This should enable all schools to participate fully in the exceptional needs panel processes.

3. Transitional protection amounting to £45,000 would be provided as proposed below.

4. The remaining additional funding, projected to be approximately £900,000 would be added to the amount to be distributed through the new predictable needs formula. This would be allocated to phases of schools on the basis of pupil numbers at the January 2007 PLASC count, and would amount to approximately a 14% increase in funding for predictable needs in each sector. 

The combination of the above factors would result in the new funds being allocated between the phases of schools in line with the actual EPF and AW&T resources provided in the last full year (2005-06).

Transitional Protection

Detailed modelling work has been carried out to compare the allocations calculated through the new formula with the actual 2005-06 school allocations of Earmarked Pupil Funding and Statement funding. Modelling shows that:

· the majority of schools would gain from the implementation of these proposals;

· most of the variations in funding are less than 2% of school budget share;

· no school receives a greater gain than 6.0% of their budget share;

· 12 primary schools have gains of 4.0% of budget share or more;

· 14 primary schools have losses of 2.0% of budget share or more;

· no secondary school has gains of more than 2.0% or losses of more than 2.0% of 
budget share. 

All types of school have similar distributions of gains and losses to the overall distribution. 

The formulaic allocation is intended to provide resources which, on average and over time, are sufficient for schools to meet the predictable needs of their pupils. By contrast, the actual allocations for EPF and AW&T in 2005-06 were intended to meet the actual needs of pupils on roll in that financial year. Historically, EPF and AW&T have shown substantial fluctuation from year to year at school level, and the turbulence described above is similar to the year to year variations in Earmarked Pupil Funding and Statement funding.

	Proposal 6
	Transitional Protection
	All Schools except Special

	It is proposed that transitional protection should be provided to limit losses in 2007-08 to 2% of school budget share compared to 2005-06 actual allocations. This would provide some protection for 14 primary schools and would require £45,000 from the £1.7 million additional funding. No secondary school would lose more than 2% therefore no protection would be generated for secondary schools.


After applying protection at 2% of budget share, cash gainers and losers compared to 2005-06 allocations arising from the proposed changes are as follows:

	
	
	Primary
	
	
	Secondary

	
	Range (£)
	Schools
	
	Range (£)
	Schools

	Gainers
	
	
	
	80,000 to 85,571
	2

	
	 30,000 to  35,173         
	3
	
	60,000 to 79,999
	2

	
	 20,000 to  29,999
	18
	
	40,000 to 59,999
	4

	
	 10,000 to  19,999
	52
	
	20,000 to 39,999
	12

	
	          0 to    9,999
	237
	
	         0 to 19,999
	38

	Losers
	          0 to -9,999
	99
	
	          0 to -19,999
	14

	
	-10,000 to -20,000
	9
	
	-20,000 to -39,999
	7

	
	-20,000 to -23,860
	1
	
	-40,000 to -50,561
	3


Although the transitional protection proposed above would provide some protection for schools losing against 2005-06 allocations of SEN resources, the Schools Forum has expressed concerns about the size of the losses identified and their potential effect on individual schools. 

It does not seem appropriate to put in place any greater protection against 2005-06 actual allocations because it is likely that many individual pupil allocations would have changed between 2005-06 and 2007-08 when the revised funding processes are proposed to come into effect. Historically, allocations of statemented resources in individual schools have fluctuated considerably from year to year.

The Schools Forum will consider the need for transitional protection further at its meeting in January 2007, and make a recommendation to Cabinet. Any further allocation of transitional protection would reduce the total amount available for distribution through the predictable needs formula. 

PRIMARY ADDITIONAL FUNDING

Background

Analysis work carried out in 2005 showed that primary schools’ funding allocations were below the level provided by the 2005-06 funding system by approximately £4 million. In addition, the analysis work showed that after successive annual funding increases had been directed to the Age Weighted Pupil Unit values (AWPU), the primary school lump sum had fallen behind the AWPU value. The chief practical consequence of this was that JMI schools with 1.5 forms of entry had limited flexibility to deal with budget pressures. 

Accordingly £2 million of the 2006-07 Headroom was targeted at the lump sum value in primary schools, and in particular to amend the way that the allowance tapered with increasing school size. As a result funding increases of up to £10,000 were delivered to primary schools with between 200 and 300 pupils, although all primary schools between 100 and 400 pupils received some additional resources. 

The Cabinet has agreed in principle that £2 million of 2007-08 Headroom should be targeted to primary schools, provided that the funding allocation through the Dedicated Schools Grant is sufficient to provide such Headroom. This would eliminate the extent to which primary schools were funded below the level provided by the 2005-06 funding system. The Cabinet will make decisions on this allocation when the January 2007 PLASC pupil numbers are available, and inflationary pressures have been fully identified.

A working group of Headteachers and officers set up by the Schools Forum has explored the cost pressures in primary schools in detail, and has brought forward the following proposals (numbers 14 to 16) for the allocation of the additional resources. The Schools Forum has endorsed these proposals as an appropriate allocation of the additional funding.

Extension to the Infant Class Size Allowance

The operation of the existing Infant Class Size Allowance (ICSA) will not provide support where the number of pupils in Reception, Year 1 and Year 2 total 120 or more. Therefore the 1.5 form of entry infant and JMI schools would not receive an allocation through this allowance. However, these schools face the practical difficulty that, whilst it is possible to identify 3 mixed age classes in Key Stage 1, it is difficult to provide a sustainable class structure for the Reception year group.

	Proposal 7
	Extension to the Infant Class Size Allowance
	Primary Schools

	It is proposed that where both:

· the school has between 72 and 90 pupils in Year 1 and Year 2 combined (ie is able to form three classes in the Curriculum Key Stage 1); and

· the Reception class has more than 30 pupils (ie the school has to establish more than one class including Reception pupils);

then an Infant Class Size Allowance will be calculated based on the sum of the Reception numbers plus half of any Nursery numbers. Where Reception and Nursery pupil numbers cannot form classes of between 24 and 30 pupils, the ICSA will generate support. Where classes between 24 and 30 can be formed, the calculation will not provide support.




Modelling work has been undertaken based on applying this extended calculation to the 2006-07 pupil numbers. None of the existing ICSA allocations were changed. 30 schools meet the criteria as set out above, generating an additional £165,597 funding for those schools. This represents an approximately 34% increase in the total funds allocated against the ICSA. 

Most of the additional allocations are made to 1.5 form of entry JMI schools, however a small number of 2 form of entry infant and JMI schools are also included because their numbers in Year 1 and Year 2 are below the Published Admissions Number to the extent that only three classes can be formed in Key Stage 1. 

Actual allocations for the 2007-08 financial year would be based on the January 2007 PLASC data.

The Infant Class Size Allowance is automatically excluded from the calculation of the Minimum Funding Guarantee by the government’s school funding regulations, so there would be no impact on the MFG arising from this extension to the ICSA.

Primary Lump Sum Allowance & new Small Schools Supplement

The group agreed that one of the most significant pressures facing most primary schools in the county was falling rolls. It was agreed that this pressure could not be protected by making changes to formula allocations based on pupil data, and that the most effective means of providing some support would be to increase the lump sum allocations. The authority is engaged in a number of area reviews aimed at reducing the number of surplus places in schools, however these can take a significant time to come into effect.

In 2006-07 there are 11 different values for the primary lump sum allowance depending on the PLASC pupil numbers present in the school. The values vary from £61,861 to £78,625; the value of the second highest point is £75,336. 

The working group agreed that extra assistance provided for the smallest schools should be in proportion to their specific difficulties ie in inverse proportion to the number of pupils rather than a single additional lump sum for all small schools.

	Proposal 8
	Primary Lump Sum Allowance &

new Small Schools Supplement
	Primary Schools

	It is proposed that the lump sum allowance should have the same value for all primary schools, based on the value of the current second highest point. This would be implemented over two years to ensure that no school was a cash loser from the change.

It is also proposed that a new Small Schools Supplement should be introduced which in 2007-08 would provide the smallest schools with £100 per pupil less than 100 of primary age on roll.




In order that the Small Schools Supplement can be introduced, the lump sum would be set at the current second point (the point for schools of 100 pupils up to 130 pupils). The expected cost of moving all lump sum allowances up to this point would be £1.5 million.

The current highest point of the lump sum allowance for schools with fewer than 100 pupils would not be increased by inflation for 2007-08. The highest point of the lump sum would then be some £500 higher than the lump sum allowance for all other schools. The saving made by not inflating the highest point of the allowance would be approximately £100,000, which is the therefore the amount being distributed through the Small Schools Supplement.

If this proposal is implemented, schools of less than 100 pupils would not receive the full effect of the previously indicated inflationary increase in their lump sum allowance. This would however be offset by the introduction of the Small Schools Supplement and by the increase in AWPU proposed below. Based on predicted pupil numbers at January 2007, it is expected that no school would lose funding as a result of the proposed changes. In the event that actual pupil numbers do result in a shortfall, the Minimum Funding Guarantee would tend to protect schools from a reduction in resources.

	Proposal 9
	Increase in Age Weighted Pupil Unit values
	Primary Schools

	It is proposed that the remaining additional funding of some £334,400 should be added to primary school AWPU values on the basis of an equal percentage increase in each of the Primary age AWPU values. This would amount to approximately £3.93 per pupil.


Conclusion

No school would lose any current cash funding under any part of this package of proposed changes to primary school funding arrangements.

The very smallest schools will receive significant additional resources through the Small Schools Supplement, and the largest cash increases will go to those schools which benefited least from the additional resources provided through the changes to the lump sum in 2006-07.

An analysis of funding flexibility has been updated for the proposed formula changes and for the impact of Planning, Preparation and Assessment time, and is shown below:
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The graph illustrates that, after implementing these proposals, the amount of funding flexibility available to schools through their school budget shares would increase broadly in line with the size of the school, and funding flexibility is positive for all schools modelled. 

This analysis relates only to teaching, management and nursery staffing costs. Costs such as resources, support services and site costs are excluded from both the modelled costs and from funding allowances. The analysis also excludes the resources provided by Schools Standards Grant and Standards Funds Grants.

SPLIT SITE ALLOWANCE – SECONDARY SCHOOLS

The split site allowance for Secondary Schools is currently calculated as a lump sum of £175,284 plus £223 per pupil entitled to school meals. A deduction is then made based on the percentage of pupils in the school who are sixth formers.

For 2006-07 only one school receives funding for split site operations, though due to a reorganisation it is expected that a second school will receive split site funding in 2007-08. A review of this formula element has been carried out during 2006 due to concerns raised by the recipient school that:

· the structure of the existing formula does not relate to the needs of the split site operation; and

· the funding calculated through the existing formula is insufficient.

	Proposal 10
	Secondary Split Site Allowance
	Secondary Schools

	It is proposed to make the following changes to the secondary Split Site allowance:

a) Discontinue the factor based on the free school meal entitlements.

b) Amend the basic lump sum element to the lump sum that the smaller of the two sites would attract if it were a separate school
, less the element for payroll services (as this is per school) and less 50% of the elements included in the lump sum for management costs
.

c) Cease making the sixth form formula deduction, because the LSC funding arrangements do not contribute to the particular costs of split sites.




The impact of the proposed changes to the split site allowance for the one school eligible for split site funding in 2006-07 would be a gain of £51,717.

SIMPLIFICATIONS to the FUNDING FORMULA
Cognitive Ability Tests results

Non-statemented Special Educational Needs funding is currently delegated to secondary schools on the following basis:

	Basis of Allocation
	Percentage of Allocation

	Standard Assessment Tests
	25%

	Cognitive Ability Tests
	25%

	Free School Meal Entitlement
	50%


The School Standards and Effectiveness Service has raised a number of concerns about the continued use of Cognitive Ability Test (CAT) results in the funding formula:

· Schools should be free to determine what (if any) testing they wish to undertake with new entrants and should not be tied to CAT testing of all pupils by the school funding formula;

· CATs testing, represents a considerable burden on schools and pupils, particularly in view of all the other testing they are required to undertake; and

· The national assessment system provided by SATs is sufficient to give an accurate assessment of need.

Seven secondary schools did not take CATs in 2006-07 and therefore did not qualify for the CAT element of the formula. A measure that reliably provides comparable data for all the schools is essential for funding purposes.

	Proposal 11
	Cognitive Ability Tests results
	Secondary Schools

	It is proposed that Additional Educational Needs funding should be allocated on the following basis:

Basis of allocation
Percentage of allocation
Standard Assessment Tests 

50%

Free School Meal Entitlement

50%




This proposal relates only to the use of CAT scores for funding purposes. Schools which choose to continue the use of CAT scores for internal assessment purposes will continue to be supported by the authority as at present.

Data for SATs and CATs is held for each year group and only one annual cohort of data is changed each year. It is anticipated that the change would be phased in over 5 years. Modelling work based on 2006-07 budget shares shows that if this approach was adopted, the largest annual average gain would be £2,934 and the largest loss £1,591. These gains and losses are illustrated in the table below:

	Losses
	Average change per year £
	No. of Schools

	
	-1,501  to  -1,591
	1

	
	-1,001  to  -1,500
	2

	
	   -501  to  -1,000
	13

	
	        0  to     -500
	25

	
	Average change per year £
	No. of Schools

	Gains
	        0  to      500
	27

	
	     501 to   1,000
	11

	
	  1,001 to   1,500
	2

	
	  1,501 to   2,000
	0

	
	  2,001 to   2,500
	0

	
	  2,501 to   2,934
	1


Additional Social Deprivation Funding

In the existing formula, where a school has a free school meal percentage of more than twice the Hertfordshire average for its sector, then its allocation of social deprivation funding is doubled. For 2006/07 this additional funding is as follows:

	
	Average FSM%
	Double Average FSM%
	Total Additional Funding 

£000
	No of Schools receiving additional funding 

	Primary
	8.82%
	17.64%
	1,142
	57

	Secondary
	6.53%
	13.06%
	233
	9


Operation of the funding formula has highlighted a problem with the existing approach. The cut off of twice the sector average free school meal percentage represents a “cliff edge”. A change of one pupil entitled to free school meals can make a difference of as much as £30,000 to a primary school budget share. This is often perceived as unfair in view of the fact that the free school meal numbers from PLASC represent only a point in time, and free school meal entitlements can be backdated. 

Problems are created for schools in budgeting, due to the variability of each school’s (and the sector average) free school meal percentage between years. Schools which are close to the “cliff edge” are not reliably able to predict the additional funding in future years. This reduces the effectiveness of multi year funding and runs counter to the DfES promotion of multi year budgeting.

Detailed modelling work has been carried out to identify specific threshold percentages and cash values which would minimise funding turbulence when compared to the existing allocations.

	Proposal 12
	Additional Social Deprivation Funding
	All schools except special

	It is proposed to replace the existing method for providing additional social deprivation funding with the following formulae:

Primary - £912 per free school meal entitlement for each entitlement above 14%.

Secondary - £679 per free school meal entitlement for each entitlement above 12%.




Nursery schools allocations would be calculated using the new primary school formula and middle school allocations using the new secondary school formula.

Although the total social deprivation funding in each of the primary and secondary sectors is unchanged, the distribution between schools with higher levels of free school meals is altered. The pattern of gains and losses compared to 2006/07 is as follows:

	Losses
	Change £
	Primary Schools
	
	Change £
	Secondary Schools

	
	-15,001 to -19,464
	1
	
	-15,001 to -15,901
	1

	
	-10,001 to -15,000
	0
	
	-10,001 to -15,000
	2

	
	  -5,001 to -10,000
	11
	
	  -5,001 to -10,000
	2

	
	          1 to    -5,000
	26
	
	          1 to    -5,000
	2

	Gains
	         1  to     5,000
	32
	
	         1  to     5,000
	4

	
	  5,001  to   10,000
	10
	
	  5,001  to   10,000
	4

	
	10,001  to   15,000
	2
	
	10,001  to   13,314
	1

	
	15,001  to   16,454
	1
	
	
	


The majority of schools are not affected by this proposal. The main “losers” are schools whose current free school meals percentages are only just above the threshold percentage to qualify for doubled up funding. Gainers may be either just below the current threshold for doubled up funding, or those schools with the very highest levels of Free School Meal entitlements.

Under the current system, a minimal change in either a school’s, or the sector average, free school meal percentage in the next year could cause a school just above the threshold to lose all the additional funding. This is potentially a much greater loss for the school than would result from introducing the proposed change.

The additional social deprivation funding allocation would be included in the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) calculation. As a result, schools losing from this proposal may receive some protection through the MFG, depending on the size of their loss and the overall change in their school budget share between years.  

Sixth Form Pupils

For historic reasons, the free school meal entitlement percentages used to calculate whether a school is entitled to the additional social deprivation funding are based on the total number of pupils in the school, including sixth formers. However, the Learning and Skills Council provides funding for deprivation in school sixth forms as part of its overall allocations and these pupils do not receive deprivation funding through the Hertfordshire school funding formula. 

If the above proposal is implemented, the authority would also amend the formula definition so that the free school meal entitlement percentages used for the purposes of determining additional social deprivation funding excludes sixth formers. The impact of this change is included in the table of gains and losses above.

PAY PROGRESSION FUNDING 2007-08

Background 

With effect from April 2006, Pay Progression Grants in their original form ceased to exist. The funding was transferred into the Dedicated Schools Grant and into the grant for 16+ pupils from the Learning and Skills Council.

It is the clear expectation of the DfES that from 2008-09 all pay progression funding should be distributed via the school funding formulae. However for the transitional years 2006-07 and 2007-08 PPG funding may be distributed on a basis to be agreed with the Schools Forum. The DfES have stated that they expect all Councils to maximise the proportion of school funding distributed at the beginning of the financial year, and to minimise the amount of the Schools Budget which is held back for distribution later in the year. 

Following consultation with schools and with the approval of the Schools Forum, funding for UPS3 and Leadership progressions was transferred into the school funding formulae with effect from 2006-07. Funding for UPS2 and Threshold costs was retained by the Authority for distribution to schools during 2006-07 on the claims basis.
It is now proposed to make some further changes to the 2007-08 funding arrangements for Threshold progression costs, and to UPS2 funding in secondary and middle schools. UPS2 funding for primary, nursery and special schools will continue to be based on claims made during the year as at present.

Supply Teachers Threshold costs

Funding in respect of the pay progression costs of supply teachers is now the smallest remaining part of the retained funding. Although the claims process is well understood, this remains a bureaucratic and time consuming process, and the funding is delivered to school accounts considerably in arrears of the cost being incurred.
	Proposal 13
	Supply Teachers Threshold costs
	All Schools

	It is proposed that with effect from 2007-08 the funding available for the pay progression costs of supply teachers in all schools should be transferred to the teaching components of AWPU and AEN allocations, or place values in special schools. The claims basis for supply teacher’s pay progression costs would therefore be discontinued. 
 


Pay Progression funding for supply teachers would be treated as an exception in the Minimum Funding Guarantee calculation for 2007-08. This will ensure that previous allocations of funding for supply teachers, which depend on the actual usage of supply teachers in 2006-07, are not consolidated in the protection calculation.

It is not possible to identify gainers and losers arising from this transfer, as all schools will receive some allocated funding through the formula whereas the costs incurred by schools depend on the usage and pay point of supply teachers.

	Proposal 14
	Secondary UPS2 costs
	Secondary & Middle Schools

	It is proposed to transfer the resources identified for UPS2 progressions in Secondary schools into the formula from April 2007. The funding would be transferred to the teaching components of the AWPU and AEN allocations.


This transfer would result in gains and losses compared to 2006-07 as set out below:

	Gains
	Change £
	Secondary Schools

	
	 20,001 to 24,451
	3

	
	 15,001 to 20,000
	1

	
	 10,001 to 15,000
	4

	
	   5,001 to 10,000
	13

	
	          0 to   5,000
	18

	Losses
	         -1 to  -5,000
	19

	
	  -5,001 to -10,000
	11

	
	-10,001 to -15,000
	6

	
	-15,001 to -20,000
	4

	
	-20,001 to -20,389
	1


In middle schools, the amended allowances for secondary pupils (about 50% of pupils) would include the UPS2 funding, however the funding for primary pupils would not. If the above proposal is implemented, the authority intends to allow the middle schools to claim for UPS2 teachers as in 2006-07 but would fund those teachers at 50% of the primary reimbursement rate for 2007-08.

The sixth form element amount of funding in respect of UPS2 progressions would be distributed pro rata to sixth form pupil numbers, and added to the existing amount identified as sixth form funding for UPS3 costs and Leadership progressions.

Funding transferred for UPS2 would be included in the MFG calculation, which would provide some protection for those schools which lose funding as a result of the transfer.

	Proposal 15
	Secondary Threshold 2007-08
	Secondary & Middle Schools

	It is proposed to fund Threshold progressions for secondary and middle schools based on the fte teachers on the upper pay scale as recorded on PLASC returns in January 2007. The unit value for each fte UPS teacher on PLASC will be the cost difference between point 6 on the main teaching pay scale and point 1 on the upper pay scale.




The funding for secondary Threshold pay costs would be calculated and devolved at the same time as school budget shares. Schools will therefore be notified of the amount of their allocation at the start of the year. There will be no in-year adjustment to the amounts in secondary and middle schools.

It is not possible to identify gains and losses from this proposal as the 2007-08 allocation would be based on the January 2007 census. However the proposed process will continue to closely match funding to the actual Threshold costs so it is not expected to cause significant turbulence in school funding.

	Proposal 16
	Threshold for Other Schools 2007-08
	Primary, Nursery and Special Schools 

	It is proposed to make an initial funding allocation for Threshold progressions in primary, nursery and special schools based on the fte teachers on the upper pay scale as recorded on PLASC returns in January 2007. The unit value for each fte UPS teacher on PLASC will be the full year cost difference between point 6 on the main teaching pay scale and point 1 on the upper pay scale.

It is proposed to carry out a data collection exercise during the autumn term 2007 in order to identify new progressions and the impact of significant staff movements. Primary, nursery and special schools would only need to complete this data return if they felt that the net effect of staff changes and new progressions was such that they could claim additional funding. 




The initial funding allocation for primary, nursery and special school Threshold costs would be calculated and devolved at the same time as school budget shares. Schools will therefore be notified of the amount of the majority of their Threshold funding at the start of the year. There would be no negative adjustment to amounts devolved at the beginning of the year based on data collected in the autumn term.

It is not possible to identify gains and losses from this proposal as the 2007-08 allocation would be based on the January 2007 census and on actual staff changes at September 2007, however the proposed process will continue to closely match funding to the actual Threshold costs so it is not expected to cause significant turbulence in school funding.

UPS2 costs in primary, nursery and special schools would continue to be funded on the claims basis in 2007-08.

PLACE NUMBERS IN SPECIAL SCHOOLS
	Proposal 17
	Place Numbers in Special Schools
	Special Schools 

	The proposed numbers of funded places in special schools for 2007-08 are set out in the table overleaf.  




	
	2006/07 Budget shares – places  
	2007/08 Budget shares – places  

	
	
	
	Day
	Autism places
	
	
	Day
	Autism places

	
	
	Resi-
	places at
	included in total
	
	Resi-
	places at
	included in total

	
	Total
	dential
	resident’l
	
	Primary/
	Total
	dential
	resident’l
	
	Primary/

	
	places
	places
	schools
	Lower
	higher
	Places
	places
	schools
	Lower
	Higher

	Woolgrove
	110.00
	
	
	
	10.00
	110.00
	
	
	
	10.00

	Colnbrook
	91.00
	
	
	
	10.00
	91.00
	
	
	
	10.00

	Middleton
	89.00
	
	
	
	12.00
	89.00
	
	
	
	12.00

	Southfield
	80.00
	
	
	
	8.00
	80.00
	
	
	
	8.00

	Haywood Grove
	36.00
	
	
	
	
	36.00
	
	
	
	

	Larwood
	64.00
	25.00
	39.00
	
	
	64.00
	25.00
	39.00
	
	

	Meadow Wood
	28.00
	
	
	
	
	28.00
	
	
	
	

	The Valley
	170.00
	
	
	10.00
	6.00
	170.00
	
	
	10.00
	6.00

	Garston Manor
	122.00
	
	
	
	
	122.00
	
	
	
	

	Pinewood
	156.00
	
	
	4.00
	3.00
	156.00
	
	
	4.00
	3.00

	St Luke’s  †
	179.00
	
	
	12.17
	16.17
	179.00
	
	
	13.00
	17.00

	Falconer   ++
	69.17
	18.00
	51.17
	
	
	70.00
	18.00
	52.00
	
	

	Brandles
	42.00
	
	
	
	
	42.00
	
	
	
	

	Hailey Hall
	68.00
	30.00
	38.00
	
	
	68.00
	30.00
	38.00
	
	

	Batchwood
	68.00
	
	
	
	
	65.00
	
	
	
	

	Knightsfield
	47.50
	7.00
	40.50
	
	
	55.00
	7.00
	48.00
	
	

	The Collett
	128.00
	
	
	
	8.00
	128.00
	
	
	
	8.00

	Greenside
	112.00
	
	
	
	8.00
	112.00
	
	
	
	8.00

	Amwell View
	109.00
	
	
	
	8.00
	109.00
	
	
	
	8.00

	Watling View
	90.00
	
	
	
	8.00
	90.00
	
	
	
	8.00

	Lakeside
	64.00
	
	
	
	4.00
	64.00
	
	
	
	4.00

	Breakspeare
	64.00
	
	
	
	4.00
	64.00
	
	
	
	4.00

	Woodfield
	70.00
	
	
	
	15.00
	74.00
	
	
	
	17.00

	Lonsdale
	84.00
	26.00
	58.00
	
	
	84.00
	26.00
	58.00
	
	

	Heathlands
	110.00
	26.00
	84.00
	
	
	110.00
	26.00
	84.00
	
	


†
Total includes 14 places at hospital teaching unit at Forest House

++
Total shown excludes Motor Project



	PROPOSED CHANGES to SCHEME FOR FINANCING SCHOOLS


Background
The scheme for financing schools is the set of rules under which the system of local financial management in schools operates. The DfES have directed that all authorities must make four changes to their schemes for financing schools, which will apply equally to all schools funded through the authority including Voluntary and Foundation schools. The changes are effective from 1st January 2007 and relate to:

· Controls on surplus revenue balances (i.e. Clawback arrangements)

· Allowing authorities to request multi year budget forecasts

· Compliance with the Financial Management Standard in Schools

· Enabling authorities to issue Notices of Concern.

The DfES directive makes it mandatory for the mechanism to control surplus balances to come into effect on the balances at 31 March 2007, and any clawback to be deducted from the school budget share for 2007-08. It is possible to request permission from the DfES for some variations in detailed operation of the scheme, and such variations to the balance control mechanism are the subject of the proposals set out below.

The DfES directive enables authorities to require multi-year budget forecasts from schools in line with the multi-year funding information provided. The authority currently requires these only when it is necessary to review a school’s financial position in a longer term context, for example where a school is unable to set a balanced budget or goes into a deficit, where a school makes a request for financial assistance, or where an audit or other substantial information raises concern about financial management at a school. A multi-year forecast will be required where a school proposes to carry forward surplus balances in respect of planned projects or in order to avoid staff redundancies. Any future extension to these arrangements would be subject to consultation with schools.

The DfES changes to the Scheme in respect of the Financial Management Standard make achievement of the standard mandatory for all schools, enable the authority to set out how this should be demonstrated, and enable the authority to set the timetable for schools other than secondary schools. The DfES has already made it compulsory for secondary schools to meet the Standard by March 2007. The authority will discuss the arrangements for demonstrating compliance with the Standard, and the timetable by which this should be achieved, with the Schools Forum and the Headteacher reference groups.

The DfES changes in respect of the new “Notice of Concern” enable the authority to give notice to the governors of the school that there are serious concerns about financial management arrangements at the school and to specify how these should be resolved. The authority intends to discuss with the Schools Forum whether provisions should be added to DfES standard text to help resolve situations where pension contributions for school staff, or supporting information about contributions, are repeatedly inaccurate or late.

Further details of the changes directed by the DfES can be found on the Teachernet web site at:

http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/management/schoolfunding/schoolfundingframework/schemesforfinancingschools/

CONTROLS ON SURPLUS BALANCES

Background

The mandatory introduction of a clawback mechanism results from government concern at the high level of schools’ revenue balances nationwide. Revenue balances at March 2005 total more than £1.5 billion nationally, and Hertfordshire schools’ balances of some £41 million are amongst the highest of all authorities as a percentage of budget share.

The aim of the clawback mechanism is not to raise funds through clawbacks, but to ensure that the funding available is spent for the benefit of current pupils. The DfES are intending that high balances may only built up and retained for limited periods and for specific purposes. The authority carried out an informal consultation on this issue, “Review of school balances and proposed clawback arrangements” during summer 2006.

Although many of the aspects of the clawback scheme are constrained by the national directive, the proposals set out below look to establish additional flexibility for Hertfordshire schools within those national parameters, and are built on schools’ responses to the informal consultation conducted during summer 2006. The authority is in ongoing discussion with the DfES about the proposed variations to the national scheme, and will notify schools of the outcome when finalised.

The DfES has indicated that any necessary corrections for prior year commitments which had not been included in the year end accounts should be deducted before applying the balance control mechanism. Any amount clawed back from school balances must be used within the Schools Budget of the authority.

Normal Maximum Balance

The DfES has specified the normal maximum revenue balance that schools may hold at 5% of the budget share for secondary schools and 8% for other schools (or £10,000 if this is higher). Responses to the informal consultation carried out during the summer indicated that the majority of schools did not support the DfES approach of fixed percentages by phase. Schools expressed a preference for the authority’s view that the normal maximum balance should be calculated as proposed below. It is not yet known whether the DfES will permit this variation.

	Proposal 18
	Normal Maximum Balance
	All Schools

	It is proposed that the normal maximum balance should be set at 5% of school budget share plus 5% of School Standards Grant plus £20,000 for all schools.




Standards Fund balances

The DfES mechanism would allow schools to declare their Standards Fund balances and thereby exclude them from the limits on balances. This is because Standards Fund grants have their own rules on the nature and timing of expenditure. However, there is a practical difficulty in identifying unspent Standards Fund Grants as the requirement for schools to keep such records was dropped some years ago. Collecting such information would be an extra task for both schools and the Authority; this could potentially lead to significant inconsistencies between schools.

The Standards Fund Grants that schools commonly have balances on at 31st March are ICT in Schools and e Learning Credits. These are now classified as capital and therefore outside the scope of the clawback scheme. Most other standards fund projects are integral to the general revenue expenditure of the school.

Schools’ responses to the informal consultation carried out during the summer indicated an overall preference for a formulaic approach to estimating Standards Funds balances rather than the necessity to maintain records of separate balances.

	Proposal 19
	Standards Fund Balances
	All Schools

	It is proposed that an automatic exceptional item should be allowed for an estimated Standards Fund balance calculated as follows:

· 5% of the School Development Grant (excluding Specialist School funding); plus

· 5/17 of any Specialist School funding; plus

· Any Standards Funds allocations transferred to school bank accounts by the authority in January, February or March.




Balances held for Specific Purposes

These are the exceptional items for which schools, in defined circumstances, would be able to carry forward balances greater than the normal maximum level plus Standards Fund balances as set out above.

	Proposal 20
	Balances held for Specific Purposes
	All Schools

	It is proposed that the purposes for which exceptional balances may be held should be: 

1) Projects
Any amounts which the governing body of the school has declared to be assigned for specific purposes, and which the Authority is satisfied are properly assigned. The purposes for which amounts may be assigned must be significant identifiable projects for the benefit of current and / or future pupils. For example, replacement of a small number of computers due to wear and tear would not normally be considered such a project, whereas replacement of a full ICT suite which was purchased as a unit could constitute such a project. Amounts must not be retained beyond the period stipulated for the purpose in question without the consent of the Authority.

2) Consortia balances
Any revenue balance of a consortium of schools and other establishments which is held by the school because it is acting as the consortium hub. The balance must be in accordance with any reporting requirements of the consortium funding.
3) Funds to avoid staff redundancies
Amounts which the Authority agrees may be held to avoid staff redundancies in respect of a temporary fall in roll or during reorganisation. The Authority will require information which clearly shows why such protection cannot be provided from within the schools normal maximum balance.  




Timing of Balance Clawbacks

The Hertfordshire Scheme for Financing Schools has since 2005 included requirements for schools with high balances to provide information explaining the purpose for which those balances are held. Approximately 60 schools with the highest balances have been asked to provide financial plans at each year end which show how these balances will be used. Other schools have not been required to provide such information, even where their balances exceed the level specified by the DfES in their balance control mechanism.

	Proposal 21
	Timing of Balance Clawback
	All Schools

	It is proposed that the following timetable should apply:

Schools which were required to provide a high balance plan on the 2006 balance.

Other schools with balances above the normal maximum level

Authority requests financial plans

31 May

15 June

School provides plans to authority

13 July

30 September

Clawbacks notified to schools

3 September

19 October

Clawbacks deducted

30 September

31 December




	Proposal 22
	Use of Funds clawed back
	All Schools

	It is proposed to apply the clawed back funds to provide additional funds for the schools capital programme of the council.




	Proposal 23
	Separate Fund for Voluntary Aided Schools
	All Schools

	It is proposed that any balances clawed back from voluntary aided schools should be added to the Local Authority Co-ordinated Voluntary Aided Programme of capital expenditure (LCVAP).




Appeals process

The authority believes it would be appropriate to have an appeals process available to a school that disagreed with a decision to clawback some of its balance. Appeals would be considered only on the grounds that either :

· the authority had made an error in application of the clawback mechanism; or 

· the authority had unreasonably refused to accept a planned project as a valid exceptional item. 

	Proposal 24
	Appeals Process
	All Schools

	It is proposed that any appeal by a school against a balance clawback decision should be made to a panel comprising three members from the following as appropriate to the nature of the appeal:

· A member of the Schools Forum

· Head of School Effectiveness (for the relevant sector)

· Group Internal Auditor for Education

· School Funding Manager
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� The lump sum provides greater resources for smaller schools, consequently smaller sites would receive greater assistance.


� The detailed structure proposed by the school and reviewed by the Schools Forum includes 0.5 of an additional senior management team member specifically for site responsibilities at the second site. In broad terms, the secondary lump sum provides funding for a full time senior management team member.
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