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1.
Purpose of the Report
1.1
To consider the outcomes of the consultation with members of the Forum  on proposals contained in the November 2007 consultation on School Funding arrangements 2008/9  (the Consultation).
2.       
Background

          
The Consultation, which closed 21st December 2007, covered 18 proposed changes to School Funding arrangements for 2008-9. These are summarised under the following headings;
      
a)  
Pay Progression Funding 2008-9 to 2010-11
     


Threshold Funding
   


Value of Threshold allowance   
   


Transitional support

   


UPS2 Funding

    


Primary support bases     


b) 
Funding for deprivation & Additional Educational Needs for 


Nursery pupils  

c) 
Mainstream SEN Funding arrangements for Predictable Needs
   


Nursery pupils – Prior attainment
    


Change to secondary school split
    


Transitional protection (Primary)

    


Transitional protection (Secondary)


d) 
Changes to floor area funding
           
IAMS floor area data
           
Simplifying the Formula for Floor Area Funding
           
V/A Schools Fire Insurance

e) 
Freezing Grounds Area Data     

f)  
CRB checks in schools – charges to schools.

g) 
New Special School Funding Model.



Implementation of new Special school Funding Formula
   

Transitional Protection

   
 
Special school place numbers

3.  
Responses

3.1     
There has been a good response to this consultation. Responses have been received from 154 respondents (30% of schools) and are included in this analysis.  This was in line with the 157 responses received to last year’s consultation on changes to schools funding arrangements.  An analysis of responses is attached in appendix A.  A detailed listing of comments is available from the author.
3.2   
With the exception of proposal 18 regarding special school place numbers, schools were broadly in agreement with all of the proposals. 

The following paragraphs outline the responses to the individual 
proposals.
4.  
Pay progression funding 2008-9 to 2010-11
4.1
These proposals concerned the transfer of the remaining elements of pay progression funding into the school funding formulae. This is a requirement of the DCSF. 
4.2
Threshold funding


A strong majority of respondents agreed with the proposal to add a new Threshold Allowance to the funding formula for all schools. 71% of respondents to the consultation agreed with this proposal. 
4.3
Value of Threshold allowance


There was less concensus on the proposal to fix this threshold allowance at £3,000 per full time equivalent employee contained in proposal 2.  48% of respondents agreed with this proposal with 34% against this proposal.
Concerns were raised that the distribution of pay progression funding via the School funding formula will make it increasingly difficult for schools with a relatively high proportion of teachers passing through the threshold during the financial year to manage this aspect of their budget. It was felt by some schools that the phasing out of the Threshold Allowance and inclusion of the funding in AWPU and AEN would lead to its reduction in real terms and that the transparency of the allowance would protect funding in this area.
As funding for all other teacher costs is distributed through other formula factors such as AWPU and AEN , the Authority believes that in the long term that funding should be provided through the AWPU and AEN values.  To minimise funding turbulence the Authority wishes to manage the move from a traditional funding allocation to formulaic sharing of this budget by freezing the allocation and transferring the inflationary increase through to AWPU and AEN.  AWPU and AEN deliver a share of available resources to schools based on values and distribution factors. Any increase in those resources will increase that share.
4.3  
Transitional report
Whilst the proposal for transitional support for Nursery and Primary schools was supported in those sectors, concerns were raised amongst the small number of respondents from the Secondary and Special sectors about the source of the £100k to fund this. This will be funded from a projected underspend in the 2007-8 specific school contingency budget.
4.4 
UPS2 Funding

Across all sectors, a majority of respondents agreed with the proposal to transfer resources for UPS2 progressions in nursery and primary schools to the teaching components of the AWPU and AEN elements of the formula from April 2008. However within the primary and nursery sectors approximately 1/3rd of respondents disagreed with this proposal. Only one respondent gave a reason expressing a preference to transfer all UPS2 funding to the AWPU allocations. AWPU is used as the basis for distributing the great majority of teaching related resources with a minor element reflected in AEN.
4.5 
Primary Support Bases

An overwhelming majority of respondents (47%) including 67% of primary sector respondents, agreed with the proposal to modify the funding formula for primary support bases to incorporate the funding to pay for pay progression costs. 

5.
Funding for social deprivation & AEN for Nursery pupils
5.1
A strong majority of respondents agreed with the proposal to use IDACI scores of nursery pupils  in each school for distributing nursery social deprivation and non statemented SEN funding (proposal 6).  This included 66% of respondents from the Primary sector. 
5.2
However the result was less clear amongst the Nursery sector with 5 agreeing and 4 in disagreement.  Concerns were raised about the impact on nurseries who are anticipated to be disadvantaged by this change.  The Minimum Funding Guarantee will tend to provide protection for those schools who lose funding as a result of the change.
6. 
Mainstream SEN Funding arrangements for Predictable Needs 
6.1
Following the introduction of predictable SEN funding arrangements to  mainstream schools from April 2007 and ongoing research by the working group, a number of proposals were included in the Consultation.
6.2
Nursery Pupils – Prior attainment


This proposal sought agreement to replace the distribution of the funding allowance for prior attainment for nursery pupils in primary schools with a distribution based on the proportion of nursery pupils on roll at School Census date. 73% of respondents from the primary sector agreed. It should be noted that 4 of the 7 responses from the Nursery Sector on this proposal disagreed with this proposal raising concerns that this could lead to under resourcing in the important area of early intervention.  
6.3 
Change to secondary split
Schools were in overall agreement (42% of respondents) that the budget split between predictable and exceptional needs be amended to 15 hours. 85% of secondary schools who responded on this proposal agreed to the change.

6.4 
Transitional protection (Primary)

There was strong agreement to proposal 9 to extend transitional protection in primary schools for 3 years on a tapering basis.71% of primary school respondents agreed to this proposal

6.5 
Transitional protection (Secondary)

The Secondary sector supported this proposal for transitional protection in secondary schools with 84% of secondary schools supporting this view.

7. 
Changes to floor area funding
7.1
This section of the consultation made a series of proposals on floor area funding in schools.

7.2 
IAMS Floor area data

There was strong agreement (81%) with the proposal to use the Integrated Asset Management system to provide data for use for funding purposes. The Authority would like to clarify two particular issues which have arisen through the consultation.
The first issue is the management of in year changes to floor area for funding. It must be clarified that data held on IAMS as at school census date will be used to fund the individual school budget share for the financial year it supports. There will be no in year adjustments. Any in year developments will be funded from the next financial year, provided that the detail is included in IAMS at School census date.
The exception to this will be where there has been an increase in floor area as a result of a Prescribed Alteration. This will be reflected in the budget share of the school for the proportion of the financial year in which the alteration is proposed to taken effect.
Schools have also raised questions about the exclusion of children centres from the floor area data used for funding. Funding for children centres includes an element for accommodation costs. Given this, such areas are therefore excluded from the floor area funding data. 

7.3 
Simplify the Formula for Floor area funding

This proposal received strong support with 71% of respondents to the Consultation in agreement. There were some concerns raised amongst Special schools about the funding of residential areas. This was as a result of the misclassification given on the IAMS database for these areas. This is now being addressed.

7.4 
Voluntary Aided Schools Fire Insurance
A strong majority of respondents agreed with the proposal to raise Voluntary Aided fire insurance funding to the same level as that of other schools.

7.5 
Freezing grounds area data

This proposal received strong support from respondents to the consultation with 83% of those who expressed an opinion in agreement.

8.
CRB checks in schools
8.1 
This proposal asked schools to express an opinion on which was their preferred choice of charging mechanism for CRB checks in schools. Whilst 51% of the respondents to the consultation preferred option B ( a buy back system based on the amount delegated) over option A ( a fixed charge plus pay as you use (PAYU) for each CRB check), this result is mainly influenced by the Primary sector with a divided opinion being expressed by the Secondary and special sector and a preference for option A in Nursery schools. However, respondents from the Nursery sector did raise concerns at the disproportionate effect of this proposal on their schools due to the higher staffing/pupil ratio requirements.
8.2
A number of respondents raised the issue of the costs of CRB checks and extended school activities. Concerns were raised about the impact financial liabilities for CRB checks in Hub schools. The Authority believes that the charges for CRB should be met from the funding streams received and managed by the hub school for extended activities. Expenditure in excess of these resources reduces budgets available for school purposes whether held centrally or at individual school level. 

8.3
The Authority believes that option A , PAYU, takes into account the many different decisions that may be taken in schools of a similar size. This will bring transparency to the cost and revenue streams for this service.  A sector approach could be taken to the implementation of the charging mechanism. This would allow option A to be partially implemented and potentially inform a wider implementation a later date. 
8.4
The Forum is asked to determine the charging mechanism for CRB checks in schools from 2008/9.

9. 
New Special School Funding Model
9.1
This set of proposals focuses on the work carried out by the Special Schools Funding review group to establish a new Special school funding model.

9.2 
Implementation of the New Special School funding Formula.


There was strong support for this proposal amongst special schools (82%). However three schools disagreed. Where schools in other sectors expressed a view, this was one of agreement.

9.2 
Transitional Protection


The response to this proposal for transitional protection also received strong support from Special schools (82%) and those other schools who expressed a view. 

9.3 
Special school place numbers

There was a strong response to this proposal with a strong majority (71%) of respondents who responded on this specific issue against the proposal. 
9.4
Comments received indicate that a key concern was in respect of the proposed reduction in places at the Southfield school, Hatfield rather than in respect of all the proposed place number changes. Two of the responses from Councillors specifically objected to the proposed reduction in places in Southfield.

9.5
The context from which the Authority had proposed the reduction in planned places was the persistent presence of unfilled places at the school. Special schools are largely funded on place numbers and funding unfilled places is an inefficient and inappropriate use of resources.

9.6
Since publication of the proposed reduction in places at Southfield from 80 to 75 at September 2008, and 70 at September 2009, pupil numbers have increased substantially to 76. It is not yet clear for how long these numbers will continue.

9.7
The School Funding regulations provide that special schools must be funded for at least the number of pupils on roll at the January PLASC date. Assuming that all pupils currently on roll are still on roll at January PLASC date, this will mean that Southfield will be funded for 76 places.

9.8
In view of the recent increase in pupil numbers the plans for future place number changes will be reviewed during 2008 and any change from September 2009 will be consulted on during the autumn term."

9.9
Following the consultation, it has been agreed that the proposed reduction in place numbers at Larwood will not be implemented. It is intended to proceed with the reduction of 5 places at Heathlands. However, the Authority will be reviewing the implications of a potential increased demand from neighbouring London boroughs. 
10.
Conclusions
10.1
This paper examined the responses to proposal 1-18 of the November 2007 consultation on School Funding proposals for 2008-9. The Schools Forum is requested to endorse these proposals and to determine the charging mechanism from the options given in proposal 15 and discussed in paragraph 8 of this report.
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