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Introduction

The Schools Forum undertook a review of the Funding Formula in 2007 and the changes recommended were implemented in 2008 to cover the 2008-2011 government funding cycle.  Since the last review additional demands have been placed on schools, and staff and governing bodies periodically raise issues about the appropriateness of current distribution methodologies.  The Local Authority also wished to consider how the schools formula might support some of its main objectives, in particular the Every Child Matters agenda.   A further significant consideration was that the DFE launched a review into the way it would distribute resources to LAs from 2011.  For these reasons it was felt that a further review of the Essex schools funding formula should be completed before the 2011-2014 funding cycle. Due to the uncertainties introduced by the government around the future role of LAs in school funding, the review was suspended September 2010.
Perhaps the most important area for the review has been the relative funding levels of the primary, secondary and special phases and whether the weightings between the key stages (as well as the values) continue to be appropriate.

The relative levels of primary and secondary funding are based on detailed work, undertaken in 1999 by a group of primary and secondary headteachers supported by independent educationists and finance professionals. The review at that time identified a target primary: secondary funding ratio of £1 for each primary aged pupil to £1.36 per secondary aged pupil. Funding changes were implemented over a number of years to arrive at that ratio. 

Since 1999 there have been significant changes to resource requirements, some of which have applied across all phases, some to one or other, or to both phases but to a different degree.  The Authority has made a series of changes to funding levels to reflect these specific changes with the result that the current primary: secondary funding ratio is £1:£1.31.  In other words, there has been a significant shift in the ratio, toward the primary sector, over the period to reflect the additional demands placed upon the sector.

The primary: secondary funding differential determines how the total resource available to schools through delegated budgets is split between the two sectors. The remainder of this consultation concerns how resources are allocated within each sector.
The government announced a 4 year spending plan for schools in December 2010 when it announced that the following specific grants would be mainstreamed with Dedicated Schools Grant:

· School Standards Grant;
· School Standards Grant (Personalisation);

· School Development Grant;

· One to One Tuition;

· Extended Schools;

· Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant;

· National Strategies

· School Lunch Grant.

Due to the short timescale between the announcements to mainstream specific grants and the issue of budget shares for 2011-12, the government was content for LAs to apply the former specific grant distribution methodologies for one year.
In undertaking the original review the Schools Forum’s vision for the review was “the Essex Formula for Financing Schools will enable each and every school to offer a quality of education to each and every child, which meets their individual needs whilst acknowledging the finite funding available”. 

In meeting the vision, the review needed to address the following factors:

· An entitlement for all – the principle driver delivering resources into school budgets is the Key Stage Funding Unit (or Age Weighted Pupil Unit) – the current formula ascribes different weightings to key stages 1 to 4.
· Attainment – currently educational performance is represented within the formula by reference to levels of success through the Key Stages.  The emphasis has been on those children whose educational outcomes need to improve.
· Social deprivation – currently deprivation factors in the Essex Formula make reference to the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI).  The national IDACI tables are used to map pupils (as recorded on school census) to their Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) using their individual home postcodes.   An average IDACI score is calculated for each school reflecting overall social deprivation of pupils attending the school.
· Economic – a number of factors reflect upon a school’s geographic or demographic circumstances, an example might be London Allowances.
· Pupil differentiation – reflects the way in which the authority addresses the issues of Special educational needs, and children looked after.
· Pupil specific – reflects the way pupils move into, out of and within the County.
· School differentiation – reflects on site and size issues.
· School Circumstances – reflects upon funding requirements for opening, closing, amalgamating and reorganising schools.
Meetings of the Schools, Children and Families Directorate Management Team and the Schools Forum Formula Review Sub-Group produced specific areas for review and/or issues which the review should take into account, which included:

· Timing of Key Stage 1 funding
· Children and Young People’s Plan Outcomes – 5 strands from Every Child Matters
· Teaching Cost Adjustment
· Federations and Leadership
· Key Stage Funding (including Foundation stage)
· Quality Factor (reference to the national scheme – DCSF website 2009)
· Vocational diplomas (use of baseline funding and then specific top ups)
· Small schools
· Impact of potential loss of SATs data as an attainment measure
· Primary/Secondary funding differential
· Private Finance Initiatives’ (under Building Schools for the Future)
· Value for Money judgements 
A Formula Review Working Group (FRWG) consisting of representatives of schools staff and governors was set up to receive and consider detailed proposals.  The FRWG reported to a Formula Review Steering Group (FRSG) which in turn informed the Schools Forum of the main considerations and possible initiatives.

In addition, consultation meetings have been held with:

· School staff and governors covering each of the four quadrants of the County;
· The Essex Primary Heads Association (by quadrant);
· The Association for Secondary Heads in Essex (by quadrant);
· The Essex Special School Heads;
· The Essex Governors Executive;
· Network Consortium Managers;
· The Directorate Leadership team.
A Specific Grants Review Group was established following the 11 May 2011 Schools Forum to review the distribution of former specific grants. The group is made up of Schools Forum Headteachers and Governors (or their nominees) and LA officers.

The SGRG has proposed that:

· The following grants be delegated to support social deprivation – School Standards Grant (Personalisation); and elements of School Development Grant;
· The following grants be delegated on the basis of Key Stage Funding – School Standards Grant; ICT in Schools; Specialist Schools; LIG; Extended Schools (Subsidy and former Parent Support Advisers), National Strategies and School Lunch Grant; 
· The following grants continue to be held in contingencies and targeted to both schools and academies – Advanced Skills Teacher; Gifted and Talented summer schools; one to one tuition; extended schools (sustainability); ethnic minority achievement grant; a small contingency to support underperforming schools and pupils formerly met from national strategies including ECAR and ECOUNTS; and

· Unallocated contingencies be devolved to schools and academies in the following financial year.
Written comments on the proposals are requested by Friday 6 January 2012 at the latest, and once all of these have been collated a report will be taken to the Schools Forum meeting of 11 January 2012.  This will enable any agreed changes to be implemented in school budgets commencing 1 April 2012.

1 Overview of the proposed Changes on School Funding

1. The primary to secondary funding differential has been reviewed; there is no evidence to support a change to the differential.

2. The Key Stage funding units need to be considered on a sector basis (Primary and Secondary) rather than across the whole school population. On this basis the Essex Key Stage 1 compared to Key Stage 2 ratios are in line with national evidence. Key Stage 3 to Key Stage 4 ratios are also in line with other local authority resource allocations. 
3. The Lump Sum factor be based on an objective assessment of the baseline costs all schools must meet regardless of the numbers of pupils on roll.
4. Small schools be redefined as:
· a primary school with fewer than 210 pupils on roll;

· an infant school with fewer than 90 on roll; and

· a junior school with fewer than 120 on roll.

5. The small school factor takes account of the revised definition and be used to support the additional teaching costs that small schools typically incur (the small schools subsidy).
6. Whilst the view of the consultants employed to deliver the review was for its abandonment, the Teaching Cost Adjustment be retained on a “self financing” basis for schools with less than 210 pupils on roll if they choose to be included in the factor.
7. Resources be withdrawn from the Primary School overall budget to facilitate the funding of KS1 on the basis of current numbers in the classroom rather than the existing retrospective approach.

8. The anomaly within the AEN and SEN formulas which overfunds schools for children with severe and complex needs whilst under funding support for children with Moderate Learning Difficulties be corrected. The correction will result in a transfer of resources from SEN to the AEN factor.

9. The funding of severe and complex needs through the revised SEN factor reflects a realistic level of on-costs.

10. Former specific grants which supported social care issues be delivered through the AEN factors in future; and the remainder of former specific grants be allocated through Key Stage Funding.

11. The Minimum Funding Guarantee be the vehicle for moderating the “winners” and losers” effect of formula change; except that the Secretary of State be asked for permission to exclude the current Excellence in Cities and Behaviour Improvement strands of School Development Grant from MFG. 
2. Consultation on the School Funding Formula 2012-15
The primary: secondary funding differential and Key Stage weightings within the primary and secondary sectors.
The primary: secondary funding differential determines the way in which resources are split between the primary and secondary sectors. The differential is reviewed each year. See Introduction above. 
Key stage (KS) weightings deliver the vast majority of funding into schools, in 2011-12 accounting for 67% of Primary (including nursery) and 75% of secondary funding (including post 16).
An analysis of Key Stage Weightings for the Primary and Secondary sectors against statistical neighbours shows that the relative weightings for Essex are not significantly different i.e. the relative values for each key stage are consistent with the patterns seen in other similar authorities. 
	LA Statistical Neighbours
	KS1
	KS2
	
	KS3
	KS4

	Essex
	1.02
	1
	
	1
	1.21

	Kent
	1.06
	1
	
	1
	1.13

	West Sussex
	0.96
	1
	
	1
	1.22

	Hampshire
	1.02
	1
	
	1
	1.29

	Worcestershire
	1.00
	1
	
	1
	1.24

	Bedfordshire
	0.99
	1
	
	1
	1.16

	Swindon
	1.00
	1
	
	1
	1.29

	North Somerset
	1.04
	1
	
	1
	1.14

	Warwickshire
	1.01
	1
	
	1
	1.08

	Staffordshire
	1.00
	1
	
	1
	1.00

	Leicestershire
	0.98
	1
	
	1
	1.20


Analysis of the key stage values reflects current teaching and learning requirements in each key stage and also suggests that the differences between key stage funding are consistent with expectations:

It is proposed that the current overall primary: secondary funding ratio is kept under review as the changing expectations of the sectors are identified, and that the Key Stage AWPU values remain unchanged.
Lump Sum Funding

The purpose of the lump sum is to provide all schools, irrespective of size, with a contribution to the basic costs of operating a school.  In 2010/11 the lump sum is £70,260 for primary schools and £327,592 for secondary schools.  The consultation has shown that the main issues relating to the lump sum are a lack of clarity over which elements of funding are included in the lump sum and how it has been formulated, and for the primary sector in particular, how the lump sum reflects issues relating to small schools, and how it relates to other supplements for small schools.

It is therefore proposed that the lump sum will be recalculated to reflect those basic costs of running a school which are not directly connected to pupil numbers.  This will include allocations toward the costs of:

· Headteacher 
· Management and Leadership 
· Administration and technical support (including ICT support)

· Premises related costs
· SENCO

Applying this approach generates Lump Sums of £77,448 for each primary, and £267,231 for each secondary school.

This is a relatively small change for the primary lump sum, but a more significant change for the secondary lump sum.  The funding released by the secondary lump sum will be redistributed within the overall secondary sector funding.

Funding Small Schools (Primary Sector only).
1. The small schools factor.

We propose that the authority simplifies the forms of small school protection as follows:

· Essex moves to a common definition of a small school based on efficiency of class size, viz that a small school is any school of less than the equivalent number to one form entry.  A small school would therefore be an infant school of less than 90 pupils; a junior school of less than 120 pupils; or a primary school of less than 210 pupils.

· There will be a per pupil amount which reflects the additional teaching costs that small schools typically incur (the small school’s subsidy) – as outlined below.
· All schools will continue to receive a lump sum (see Lump Sum Funding) which meets the unavoidable costs associated running a school – the increased value of the proposed lump sum will provide all small schools with additional support; 
· All schools with under 210 pupils will continue to be eligible for the revised teaching cost adjustment (see section below).
It is proposed that the additional per pupil funding for the small school’s subsidy factor be based on the systemic, incremental costs faced by small schools in relation to teaching the curriculum i.e. the higher teaching costs which such schools tend to incur, and the smaller class sizes they are often required to teach.  The protection factor is calculated by looking at average teaching costs per pupil for a range of different class sizes / school sizes and comparing this with the average teacher costs for schools not classified as small. 

The subsidy is allocated on a sliding scale, such that as pupil numbers increase, the per pupil subsidy and the total amount allocated to a school decreases i.e. an increase in the number of pupils by one will result in a reduction in the amount per pupil allocated to each school through the small schools factor. 

The following provides a graphical representation of the support delivered:
Primary Schools of less than 210 pupils
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As examples primary schools would receive the following support from the small school factor:

	Number of pupils 
	31
	64
	105
	143
	191

	Support through the small school factor
	£25,659
	£17,287
	£10,324
	£6,782
	£2,569


Infant schools of less than 90 pupils. 
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As examples infant schools would receive the following support from the small school factor:

	Number of pupils 
	31
	43
	55
	78
	85

	Support through the small school factor
	£25,659
	£21,100
	£18,519
	£9,086
	£4,126


Junior Schools of less than 120 pupils.
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As examples junior schools would receive the following support from the small school factor:

	Number of pupils 
	31
	55
	70
	99
	113

	Support through the small school factor
	£25,184
	£18,519
	£16,692
	£9,213
	£3,505


A full analysis of the small schools proposal can be found in the paper ‘Small Primary Schools v5’ submitted to the FRWG.

2. Teaching Cost Adjustment
The current teaching cost adjustment meets a proportion of the higher teacher costs incurred by schools with less than 300 pupils.  Where such schools have higher than average teacher costs, they are compensated on a sliding scale which provides up to 90% of the difference between the schools’ average cost, and the average across the primary phase.  This is funded in part by clawing back funds from schools (of all sizes) with lower than average teacher costs.

Despite the advice of the consultants for the abandonment of the Teaching Cost Adjustment, the view of the Schools Formula Working Group was that it should be retained. The consultants felt that the TCA did not sit comfortably with the principles of formula funding schools.
It is proposed that the teaching cost adjustment be self-funding and restricted to schools with fewer than 210 pupils on role regardless of the type of school (i.e. that non-small schools are not required to contribute). It would operate as follows:

· The average teaching cost for schools with less than 210 pupils (as defined above) would be calculated;
· Schools from within the schools with less than 210 pupils group with higher than average teaching cost would be compensated for a proportion of their higher costs by re-allocation of funds from those schools within the group with lower than average costs;
· The level of compensation would depend on the available funding i.e. the amount available from the schools with lower than average costs.
· Thus, if the value of the salary differential in the schools with lower than average costs was £500k, and the value of the salary differential in the schools with higher than average costs was £1m, the schools with higher than average costs would be compensated for 50% of the difference (allowing for a tapering mechanism from schools with 120 pupils to 210 pupils to avoid a cliff edge).
3.  Key Stage 1 Class Size Support

Class sizes in KS1 are restricted by statute to a maximum of 30.  Additional funding – Key Stage 1 Class Size Support – is therefore provided to schools whose actual KS1 numbers exceed the KS1 class size multiples for which the school has been funded.   Funding is delivered as a proportion of the average teacher cost for primary schools (£37,957 in 2010/11).  The funding is currently restricted to schools with more than 120 pupils on roll.

The principle of KS1 class size support is accepted.  However, from the perspective of schools there is a timing issue: funding is based on class size variation on a term by term basis in the previous year; this was not an acceptable approach to some schools.  
It is proposed that the KS1 Class Size Support operates as follows:

· Schools would be funded for the summer term on the basis of the January PLASC, 

· A contingency would be created and held centrally from the existing KS1 class Size Support targeted allowance;

· Any school which qualified for support based on the September intake, again based on census returns, would also qualify for support, but only for the Autumn and Spring terms.

· Schools will not be double funded through the pupil numbers contingency.

This approach would enable funding to be provided based on in-year numbers.  However, it would mean that schools would be subject to a degree of uncertainty within their budget allocations at the start of each financial year i.e. it would not be possible for the authority to finalise all allocations for KS1 support until after the September census.

A full analysis of the KS1 Support proposal can be found in the paper ‘KS1 Class Support v5’ submitted to the FRWG.
Additional Educational Needs (AEN)/SEN Funding
Two issues were considered as a part of the original review, revisited by the Specific Grant Review Group:
· The correction of the funding anomaly for statemented special needs support between 5 and 12.5   
· The staffing costs on-cost rates applied to SEN support.

The correction of the funding anomaly for statemented special needs support between 5 and 12.5   
Funding for Statements of Educational Need (SEN) has always assumed that schools meet the first 5 hours of individual support for each pupil from their delegated budget through Key Stage funding.
In 2008 the new funding formula for pupils with Additional Educational Needs (AEN) was put in place. As a result of the new formula, an unforeseen anomaly was introduced. In addition to the 5 hours of support delivered through the Key Stage Funding unit, 7.5 hours of support was met through the AEN factor for ALL pupils with SEN. However, pupils in receipt of more than 12 hours support have attracted funding for ALL hours in excess of 5 through the SEN factor. This represents over funding of 7.5 hours for pupils and students with complex and severe needs and an underfunding of up to 7.5 hours for pupils with Moderate Learning Difficulties or those on School Action or School Action Plus.
It is proposed that to correct the anomaly, £4.293 million (representing the first 7.5 hours of SEN support for pupils with severe and complex needs) be transferred from primary SEN funding to primary AEN and allocated equally between prior attainment and social deprivation, and £3.835 million be transferred to secondary AEN in the same way.
	Sector
	Gainers
	Losers
	Maximum Gain
	Maximum Loss
	Maximum Gain per Pupil
	Maximum Loss per Pupil

	Primary
	214
	251
	£31,453
	£27,791
	£145.00
	£168.00

	Secondary
	38
	40
	£117,778
	£72,842
	£77.00
	£218.00


The gainers and losers are based on the profile of SEN as at the January Census 2010; the profile of SEN provision is volatile and the incidence of winners and losers will change year on year.

Staffing costs - on-cost rates.
Over the years, employer local government pension and NI rates have increased; the rates applied to SEN hourly rates have not been increased to reflect these extra costs.

It is proposed that £649,000 be transferred from primary Key Stage Funding to Special Educational Needs within the primary sector to meet on-costs which support over 12.5 hours at 21% and an equivalent £523,000 to secondary SEN from secondary Key Stage Funding.
Former specific grants mainstreamed with DSG from 2011-12.

Specific grants were allocated in 2011-12 broadly in line with the grant methodologies in place in 2010-11.  In considering a way forward for 2012-13 and onwards, the Review Group was of the view that the grants be assimilated into the existing formula factors. It considered Key Stage Funding, Social Deprivation factors and the Lump Sum as possible vehicles for distribution, however, in the light of the work undertaken by the earlier Formula Review Working Group in identifying the costs met by the lump sum, the lump sum was disregarded.
The Specific Grants Review Group agreed some important principles in allocating grants into 2012-13:

· The overall sector values of former specific grants remain within each sector; and
· For modelling purposes 11-15 student numbers have been applied. This recognises that the Dedicated Schools Budget funds statutory aged pupils only with the YPLA funding post 16 provision.

The review highlighted the range of per pupil funding received on a school by school basis from specific grants:
	Sector
	Median per pupil
	Average per pupil
	Maximum per pupil
	Minimum per pupil

	Primary
	£442
	£473
	£2,039
	£286

	Secondary
	£543
	£566
	£1,096
	£408


The Working Group considered allocating the total of grants on a strictly Key Stage per pupil basis, but determined that the following was more appropriate. 
The SGRG concluded that it would be more appropriate to target the following grants which supported social deprivation through the AEN factors of the Essex Formula: 
SSG(P); School Development Grant (general) (above a level of per pupil funding enjoyed by all schools), EiC and BIP with the remaining specific grants delegated in 2011-12 delegated in future through the Key Stage Funding Unit. 
This distribution spreads EIC and BIP resources (£5.908 million) more evenly across schools with deprivation issues at the expense of those schools holding these resources.
It is noted that smaller secondary schools with significant levels of specialist school funding will se a reduction in resources, but, subject to the transition proposal of the Minimum Funding Guarantee of minus 1.5% overall.
Extended Schools (Subsidy and Parent Support Advisers) – (£5.4 million) – this grant was delegated on a per pupil basis in 2010-11. Despite its focus on children from socially deprived backgrounds, it was considered appropriate to delegate this funding on the basis of Key Stage funding going forward to take account of the current school funding environment.
Specific Grants centrally managed, for targeted distribution to schools and academies.
The Working Group considered that the grants retained centrally in 2011-12 (set out at Annex A to this consultation pack) and totalling £11.589 million going forward be retained as they have proved successful in raising educational outcomes through this approach. The Working Group noted that if the consensus supported retention of these contingencies that a direct funding relationship between the LA and academies would be needed.
Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG)
The MFG was put in place in 2006 in response to concerns about the impact of changes to grant distribution nationally; the MFG protects schools from significant reductions to budgets. In order to fund the protection offered, schools which would have benefited from formula change will see that improvement to their budget ”capped”.
The proposals set out in this consultation are set around principles, but it is acknowledged that schools will need time to adjust spending plans if they are to respond to higher or lower levels of income.
It is proposed therefore that NO transitional arrangements be considered alongside these proposals, rather, the MFG be used to support the transition to the new formula.

Per pupil funding is unlikely to change in cash terms over the next three years; the MFG limits a reduction in individual school budgets to 1.5% (after adjusting for pupil number changes). An example of how the MFG works in practice can be seen with each school’s S251 budget share issued each March.
Unchanged Factors

The review has focussed on those elements of the formula that have generated the greatest level of concern through the consultation process, or those which are known to be affected by external change.  All of the high value elements of the formula have been covered.  Some elements of the formula have therefore not been changed.  These are:
· Rent/Rates
· Sewage Treatment works
· Post 16 Funding (YPLA)
· Post-16 Correction
· Split-site
· Secondary small schools factor.
· PFI – LA contribution
· Special units (other than to propose further delegation from central funds)
· London Weighting
· Foundation/VA allocation
The review was also asked to consider the possibility of a quality factor.  This was rejected by the Formula Review Working Group and Formula Review Steering Group, and therefore not taken further. 

The overall impact of the changes.

The Schools Forum believes that the principles set out in this consultation pack are correct. 

However, the Forum recognises the impact these proposals may have for some schools at a time when resources have been frozen at 2010-11 levels. The Minimum Funding Guarantee will help to dampen the effects of the changes.

There is one part of the proposals where the MFG will not impact.  The targeted special educational needs factor is excluded from MFG whilst Additional Educational Needs (AEN) is affected. This can result in a material transfer of resources between schools. 

The Schools Forum and the SEN Sub Group both strongly favour the immediate implementation of the proposals for the correction of the anomaly in the current formula, contained in this consultation. Further, the Forum is of the view that the numbers of pupils and students with severe and complex needs in schools can vary so significantly from year to year, that there will always be significant fluctuations school by school in SEN funding.

However, the possibility of phasing in the change was discussed. By restricting the proposal such that 2.5 hours are transferred from SEN to AEN in Year one, increasing to 5 hours in year 2 and achieving the full aim of the proposal in year 3, the overall impact of the change in Year 1 is restricted to budget reductions of around 1.5% (the MFG protection level).

The Annexes to the Consultation highlight the anticipated implications of the overall proposals based on 2011-12 pupil numbers repeating in 2012-13 with both a “one off” transfer of the 7.5 hours and a transitional arrangement which reflects a 2.5 hour transfer in 2012-13.
Consultation Questionnaire: School Funding Formula 2012-15
How to respond to the consultation

Please answer some or all of the questions below in conjunction with the descriptions above.  You are welcome to add any further comments that you may have.  The responses will be collated and reported to the Schools Forum 11 January 2012 and agreed changes will be incorporated into the school funding formula for 2012 to 2015.

Please send your completed form by email or post to:

Yannick Stupples-Whyley
Finance Business Partner
County Hall

Telephone 01245 433171
Email: yannick.stupples-whyley@essex.gov.uk
This consultation closes on Friday 6th January 2012
	Your name:
	

	Your school:
	

	Your position with the school:
	Head / Deputy / Bursar / Governor / Other

	Your contact details:
	


1. Primary/Secondary/ Funding Differential
Given that the LA is given a fixed amount of money do you agree that the approach used to allocate the money available between primary and secondary schools is a reasonable one?
Yes
(

 
 No  (
 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you think changes should be made and why:

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Lump Sum Funding

Do you agree with the assumptions that have been made for the lump sum proposals for primary, secondary schools?

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate what you think is wrong and how the assumptions should be changed:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3. Funding Small Schools

a. Do you agree with the revised definition of a small school?

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would define small schools in Essex:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
b. Do you agree with the basis for the revised small school subsidy factor?

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would define small schools in Essex:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
c.          Do you agree that the Teaching Cost Adjustment should be self funding and limited to small schools (as defined in the small schools section)?

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate whether you agree with the Teaching Cost Adjustment and if so how you would deal with it:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4. Key Stage 1 Class Size Support

Do you agree that KS1 Class Room support should be dealt with in-year and as proposed?

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would deal with it:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5. AEN: SEN Funding

a.
Do you agree that the anomaly created in the Essex Formula review 2008-9 should be resolved and that the funding for SEN support between 5 hours and 12.5 hours be delivered via the AEN formula?
Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
b.   Do you agree that the hourly rate for special educational needs reflect full on-costs and that the additional cost be met from Key Stage Funding?
.
If no please indicate how you would distribute such funding:

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
6. Mainstreamed specific grants:

a.
do you agree that the following grants be allocated through the LA’s Additional Educational Needs factors:

SSG(P); School Development Grant (general) (above a level of per pupil funding enjoyed by all schools), EiC and BIP. (£13 million – primary; £9 million – secondary?
Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would deal with it:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
b. do you agree that the following grants are delegated through Key Stage funding:

School Standards Grant; ICT in Schools; Specialist Schools; LIG; Extended Schools (Subsidy and Parent Support Advisers); School Lunch Grant (balance).

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would deal with it:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
c.
do you agree that the following grants be retained in school specific contingencies and devolved to schools during the year to reflect the objectives of the former specific grants:

· Advanced skills teachers;
· Gifted and talented summer schools;
· One to One Tuition;
· Extended Schools (sustainability);

· Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant;

· National strategies;

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would deal with it:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
7. Minimum Funding Guarantee

Do you agree that the MFG be used to support the transition from the existing funding formula to the new?

Yes
(

 
 No  (

 
No Opinion  (
If no please indicate how you would deal with it:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
8. Other Comments

Do you have any other comments you wish to make about the school funding formula?  If so please use the space below – continuing on a separate sheet if necessary.

Comment:

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Thank you for contributing to this consultation.










        Annex A

Specific Grants centrally managed, for targeted distribution to schools and academies.
The following proposals if agreed would result in the LA maintaining a direct funding relationship with schools and academies.

The Advanced Skills Teacher (£2.212 million reduce to £1.712 million) budget has been available to support schools which allow their ASTs to engage with other schools performing less well. The Head of Secondary Improvement is of the view that the scheme helps to improve educational outcomes and would support the retention of the budget going forward. However, the numbers of schools prepared to release their ASTs have dropped and the current budget (FYE) could be reduced from £2.202 million to £1.702 million.

Gifted and talented summer schools (£97,000) -The grant provides for a small number of summer events. To delegate the budget and expect schools to sponsor pupils which might benefit from these events and for those schools running them to collect income seems bureaucratic. The view of the SGRG is that these events are worthwhile in educational outturn terms.
One to One Tuition (£5.772 million) - The Review Group felt that the scheme had been very effective in improving educational standards and the view was that the current approach should continue.
Extended Schools (sustainability)(£3.050 million) - The LA retained sufficient resource in 2011-12 to secure the future of extended schools for one year. The SGRG is of the view that the initiative has been successful in parts of the County whilst in other areas the initiative has not developed.

The Schools Forum proposes:

· Extended Schools (Sustainability) funding be retained centrally and devolved to Local Delivery Groups for the next three years; and

· Local Delivery Groups consider whether or not to continue to sustain Extended School activities in a co-ordinated way; or

· Allocate the resource to the schools and academies which make up the Group, on a per pupil basis.

Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant (£638,000) - the grant was introduced to support underperforming groups; no formula factor currently exists which explicitly targets these groups. There will be some correlation with social deprivation, but the SGRG was of the view that the grant should be retained. However, the budget for EMAG is affected by schools transferring to Academy status and the (reduced) contingency would only be available to maintained schools.
National Strategies (£320,000) - The grant is targeted at underperforming schools and students. To delegate would dilute the budget to such an extent that the purpose would inevitably be lost. The grant includes the ECAR and ECOUNTS initiatives which have proved successful.
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