New School Funding Arrangements from 2006-07

Report on the responses to the Consultation Document

Introduction

1. In July 2004, the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) published its Five Year Strategy for Children and Learners.   The Strategy included proposals to introduce new school funding arrangements from April 2006:

a. a new ring-fenced grant from DfES to local authorities for school funding;

b. three year budgets for schools, aligned to the academic year and geared to pupil numbers; and

c. a new Single Standards Grant.

2. These proposals were developed in consultation with the Department’s national partners, including representatives of headteachers, school governors and local authorities.  Then in February 2005, the Department launched a consultation seeking views from a wide range of interests on the detailed proposals, including local authorities, Schools Forums, headteachers, school governors, bursars, and a range of national organisations and bodies.  
3. The consultation period closed on 13 May 2005.  The consultation documents are still available
 for those who wish to read this report alongside the proposals.

About the analysis

4. This report presents an analysis of the 757 responses received by the end of the consultation period.  As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Similarly, some respondents may not have indicated a preference using the framework of responses provided in the response form but instead offered views which have also been analysed and are summarised in the report.

The respondents
5. The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Headteacher:
187

Local Authority:
168 

School:
105

Schools Forum:
73

Other:
67

Bursar:
57

Governor:
56

Teacher:
14

Governor Association:
12

Headteacher Association:
10

Teacher Union:
4

Parent:
4 

6. Those which fell into the ‘other’ category, included the response by the F40 group, Parliamentary Candidates, Consultants, the Catholic Education Service and the majority who offered no respondent type.
Overview

7. There were 757 detailed responses received at the close of the consultation on 13 May 2005.  There was also a number of late responses received after the consultation closed which have been considered but are not included in this analysis.  The consultation also generated a significant number of campaign letters initiated by the F40 group of local authorities or by a local campaign in Devon.  At the date of this report, 1656 campaign letters in total had been received.  The campaigners called for consideration of an alternative approach to the current distribution of school funding to local authorities, which they believe does not treat them equitably.
8. Respondents generally welcomed the proposals for the new school funding arrangements from 2006-07.
9. Proposals to supply forward budget information were well received.  Respondents were, however, more interested in receiving advance notification of budgets than they were in having academic year budgets.  Respondents were strongly against accounting on both an academic and financial year basis as they felt the additional complexity, workload, and costs outweighed any advantages.
10. Most respondents agreed that the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) should be adjusted in response to changes in pupil numbers.  On balance, respondents felt  that a move to up-to-date pupil numbers for the allocation of the DSG was a good idea, but that the use of lagged pupil numbers should be retained for schools with falling rolls.
11. Respondents were also happy for the unit of resource for funding and the non-pupil indicators to be fixed for the three year period.

12. Respondents felt that the fairest way to fund the floor increase was by a ceiling plus a damping block.  There was significant support for a cash floor as well as one on a per pupil basis to protect authorities with rapidly falling rolls.
13. Respondents welcomed the ability to vary the split between the Individual Schools Budget and the centrally retained items in the Schools Budget as long as this was with the agreement of the Schools Forum.  On balance, respondents favoured setting the Minimum Funding Guarantee at or above cost pressures so that schools would at least receive a ‘no growth’ budget.  Respondents were mostly content that a local authority could change its local funding formula once it had been set as long as this was with the agreement of the Schools Forum.  Those that disagreed felt it went against the principle of stability and predictability.
14. Respondents favoured a system that allowed relevant data to be updated in the final budget as it was felt to be unrealistic not to allow some variations during the year.  Respondents also liked the idea of a budget that was more predictable for the forthcoming year but more responsive for later years.
15. Most respondents felt that the Schools Forum working with the local authority should decide on the approach used to update indicative budgets as they could better reflect local circumstances.  Respondents strongly agreed that funding for named Special Educational Needs pupils should not be included in school budget forecasts for future years, commenting that the funding should follow the pupil.

16. The majority of respondents felt that the best option to avoid turbulence when Teachers’ Pay Grants were included in mainstream funding was to allow an authority to take a flexible approach between option a) Allowing the funding to flow through an authority’s formula and letting the Minimum Funding Guarantee moderate any turbulence and option b) Allowing an authority to include a factor in their formula to continue the current distribution.
17. The majority of respondents agreed that a small number of specific grants should be retained to offer targeted support for activities that required support on a continuing basis.  The majority of respondents did not believe that any more of the existing grants than proposed should be made part of the amalgamated (Standards Fund) grant.  A number of responses to the consultation concentrated specifically on the ICT grant as respondents felt that there was insufficient mention of it in the consultation document.  

18. The majority of respondents agreed with opting for stability in the first two years of the amalgamated grant.  Respondents welcomed the stability that it would bring.  The proposal to bring together the Standards Fund and the School Standards Grant from 2008 was strongly supported.
19. The majority of respondents supported the proposal that, with the agreement of the Schools Forum, local authorities could increase the level of holdback to be used for coordination and collaboration purposes by top slicing the new Single Standards Grant.
20. Opinion was divided as to whether the Financial Management Standard should become compulsory.  It was thought that if introduced it would improve the quality of financial information.  Other respondents were concerned at the amount of time involved in meeting the requirements of the Standard.
21. Respondents suggested procurement deals which would be suitable for schools and other ways schools could become more efficient in the use of their resources.

Summary of Responses to Questions

Three year budgets for schools - financial framework

Q1
Do you agree that it would be helpful to schools to receive forward budget information for at least two academic years as well as at least two financial years to aid forward planning? 

22. There were 658 responses to this question.

209 (32%) Strongly agree

227 (35%) Agree 

68 (10%) Neither agree nor disagree  

69 (10%) Disagree


85 (13%) Strongly disagree

23. The majority of respondents agreed that it would be helpful to schools to receive forward budget information for at least two academic years as well as at least two financial years to aid forward planning.  Respondents were happy that this would enable them to plan more effectively for the future, and this was seen as a positive step.  It was seen as particularly helpful for schools who needed to plan staffing structures against falling rolls.
24. The majority of respondents who disagreed did not necessarily disagree with receiving advance notice of funding, but were against receiving budget information for both academic and financial years.
25. Of the respondents who commented, those that agreed with academic years budgeting 28 (4%) were significantly outnumbered by those who disagreed 165 (25%).  55 (8%) respondents agreed with multi year budgets, but many on the premise that these were not on an academic year basis. 
26. 58 (9%) respondents said that the accuracy of forecasts was important.

Q2
Are there other ways in which either DfES or local authorities could help to extend schools’ ability to plan ahead effectively?

27. There were 327 responses to this question.
28. 135 (41%) respondents said that more notice of new initiatives would enable them to plan more effectively.  Respondents wanted more notice of initiatives including the publication of proposed criteria and clarity on the length of time funding would be available.  76 (23%) also wanted fewer initiatives and short term funding.  Respondents noted that it was unhelpful to receive ‘start up’ money for initiatives that were withdrawn leaving schools to continue to fund initiatives from their main budget.
29. 61 (19%) suggested it would be helpful to avoid further changes in the funding system and that following the introduction of new proposals there should be a long period of stability without further change.  Respondents also noted that DfES could stop introducing and changing grants during, and late in, the year and bring the grant system into line with budget planning.  41 (13%) respondents suggested earlier publication of information on formulae and criteria of new initiatives would be helpful, giving schools time to plan.
30. 56 (17%) respondents suggested simplifying and streamlining funding would give them more predictability.  It was suggested that some funding streams should be incorporated into mainstream funding. 
31. 31 (9%) respondents suggested an earlier notification of admission numbers would be helpful.
32. 27 (8%) respondents were concerned about delays in allocating funds.  Late allocations of money caused problems and led to funds not being used as effectively as they could be.
33. 25 (8%) respondents noted in their comments that they would like the funding and academic years to match.
34. 18 (6%) respondents suggested a standard financial accounting package that would allow audit by the DfES and the electronic transfer of funds and reports. It was suggested that this could be independent of the LEA.
35. 16 (5%) respondents wanted more freedom and flexibility when spending money allocated to them.  Respondents said that schools had individual needs and that they should simply be held accountable as to how they spend it.

Q3
Which funding year would be the most helpful for giving schools funding information for the academic year: August to July or September to August?  

36. There were 527 responses to this question.

August to July 47 (9%) 

 September to August 419 (79%) 

61 (12%) did not choose a given answer but made other comments as detailed below.

37. The majority of respondents felt that a September to August funding year would be the most favourable as this would be aligned with both teachers’ contracts and pay and involve fewer financial adjustments.  It should be noted that many respondents did not favour either choice but had answered in the context that funding would be moved to one of the choices.
38. 88 (17%) respondents suggested in general that Learning and Skills Council (LSC) funding should align with school funding whatever system was chosen. 
39. 66 (13%) respondents said that their preferred funding year was April to March. Respondents said that schools were happy with the present system and that moving to another funding year would involve work to be done when no staff were in school.

Q4
Do you agree that the approach of having funding increases in September, with funding allocations aligned to the academic year, is sensible? 

40. There were 617 responses to this question.

127 (21%) Strongly agree

154 (25%) Agree
69 (11%) Neither agree nor disagree  

137 (22%) Disagree 

130 (21%) Strongly disagree

41. There was a fairly even split between those who agreed that the approach of having funding increases in September, with funding allocations aligned to the academic year, was sensible, and those who disagreed.  Many of those who agreed did so in the context that there would be a change in funding years.  A number of respondents noted that as planning was based on an academic year it would make sense to do this.
42. Those who disagreed felt that this would mean two year end closures and that this would add additional work for school staff.  143 (23%) respondents noted in their comments that two year ends would increase costs and complexity and they did not wish to do it.

Q5
Do you think that the benefits of accounting on an academic year as well as a financial year basis outweigh the extra costs involved? 

43. There were 638 responses to this question.

36 (6%) Strongly agree

47 (7%) Agree 

30 (5%) Neither agree nor disagree  

125 (19%) Disagree


400 (63%) Strongly disagree

44. The majority of respondents disagreed that the benefits of accounting on an academic year as well as a financial year basis outweighed the extra costs involved.  Many respondents said that they could not see any benefits in doing so.  Respondents noted that sixth forms already worked to a different accounting year and that if this system was brought in some schools could possibly be working to three different accounting years.
45. 227 (36%) respondents were concerned about the additional costs that would be associated with accounting on both academic and financial years.  Respondents also felt that the estimates in the consultation document of the cost of closing school accounts twice were understated. 
46. 220 (34%) respondents said that accounting for both year ends would be time consuming and create additional work.  Respondents also thought that the additional amount of work involved went against the Government’s objective of a work life balance and delivery of the Government’s efficiency targets following the Gershon Report. 184 (29%) respondents questioned why they would need to account on an academic year as well as a financial year basis.

Q6
Do you have any further comments on the proposals to give schools three year budgets aligned to the academic year?

47. There were 243 responses to this question.
48. 110 (45%) respondents reiterated that they preferred budgets based on financial years.
49. 68 (28%) respondents could not see any advantage in having two separate budget cycles as this would lead to additional work. 54 (22%) also disagreed with having to close accounts twice, again stating that they were unhappy with the additional complexity and workload.
50. 52 (21%) respondents said they welcomed the initiative.  Respondents’ comments suggested that they welcome the provision of forward budget information and more certainty in their budgets.
51. 31 (13%) respondents said they would prefer a budget based on academic years.
The new Dedicated Schools Grant

Q7
Do you agree that allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant should be adjusted in response to changes in pupil numbers, rather than being based on the initial pupil numbers used, without updates? 

52. There were 613 responses to this question.

175 (29%) Strongly agree

293 (48%) Agree

75 (12%) Neither agree or disagree  

45 (7%) Disagree


25 (4%) Strongly disagree

53. The majority of respondents agreed that the allocation of Dedicated School Grant (DSG) should be adjusted in response to changes in pupil numbers.
54. 58 (9%) of respondents said that there needed to be measures to protect schools that had falling rolls particularly for schools that have a significant shift in numbers. A number of respondents stated that they thought the DSG should reflect changes in pupil numbers but that there should be no claw back adjustment.

55. Respondents noted that:

· Many schools had missed out on the funding of pupils such as travellers

· This approach was fairer but made planning more difficult

· There should be a way of funding schools without worrying about numbers.

56. 48 (8%) of respondents stated that there were particular problems for schools with high pupil mobility, again adding that schools had missed out on funding in the past for pupils such as travellers or temporary placements.
Q8
Should allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant continue to use lagged pupil numbers or move to up-to-date actual pupil numbers?

57. There were 569 responses to this question.

245 (43%) Lagged pupil numbers

318 (56%) Actual pupil numbers

6 (1%) did not choose a given answer but made other comments as detailed below

58. The majority of respondents favoured a move to up to date actual pupil numbers.  Respondents who favoured this put forward the following reasons;

· Up to date numbers was a fairer methodology.
· All elements of funding should use up to date data

· Actual pupil numbers helped schools that were fully subscribed

· One LEA noted that in their particular circumstances, actual pupil numbers would improve their funding allocation.
59. Respondents who felt that lagged pupil numbers should be used noted that lagged numbers enabled them to manage a decline in pupil numbers.  It was also noted that fluctuations in pupil numbers needed to be flattened to avoid instability in funding and employment.
60. 49 (9%) respondents said that lagged pupil numbers should be used for schools with falling rolls.  Respondents stated that there should be an increase of funding if a school roll increased but a small number 37 (7%) also added that there should be protection for schools with falling rolls. 

Q9
If allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant use up-to-date actual pupil numbers, should we continue to use lagged pupil numbers for authorities with falling rolls?

61. There were 535 responses to this question.

318 (59%) Use lagged pupil numbers for schools with falling rolls

201 (38%) Use actual pupil numbers for schools with falling rolls

16 (3%) did not choose a given answer but made other comments as detailed below
Note: the structured response form was ambiguous and should have referred to authorities with falling rolls, not schools.  The response totals may therefore be unreliable.
62. The majority of respondents felt that if allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant used up-to-date pupil numbers then lagged pupil numbers should be used for schools with falling rolls.  
63. Those who preferred lagged numbers were concerned that staffing levels were based on pupil numbers and that with lagged numbers any reduction in funding might result in the need to reduce staffing numbers.  It was suggested that using lagged numbers would provide schools with more planning time to adjust staffing. 
64. 51 (10%) respondents felt that there should be some sort of limited support for schools with falling rolls.
65. 26 (5%) said that lagged numbers allowed better use of resources. 
66. Those who preferred actual pupil numbers for schools with falling rolls again stated the need for protection if there was a reduction in pupil numbers.

Q10
Given that pupil numbers will be updated, will it be helpful to fix the unit of resource for the funding distributed to local authorities for the three year period?

67. There were 583 responses to this question.

134 (23%) Strongly agree

319 (55%) Agree
65 (11%) Neither agree nor disagree  

35 (6%) Disagree


30 (5%) Strongly disagree

68. The majority of respondents agreed with the proposal to fix the unit of resource for the three year period.
69. Respondents welcomed the fixed unit as they thought it offered some predictability and would help in planning school budgets.  A number of respondents raised “F40” issues, stating that they wanted an equal unit of funding for all authorities.  One respondent said that they did not wish to be fixed at a low level of funding for three years.
Q11
Do you agree that the non-pupil data indicators should be frozen for the three year period based on an average of the latest actuals?

70. There were 554 responses to this question.

47 (9%) Strongly agree 

228 (41%) Agree 

112 (20%) Neither agree nor disagree  

137 (25%) Disagree


30 (5%) Strongly disagree

71. Half of the respondents were happy with non-pupil data indicators being frozen for the three year period. 40 (7%) of respondents stated that they would prefer a rolling average of the last three years.

72. Respondents also noted that:

· Three years was a long time for the data to be used

· There may be a need for retrospective funding for schools whose non pupil data has increased significantly

· There would be problems at the end of each three year period.

73. 28 (5%) of respondents said that non-pupil data needed to change to reflect changes in circumstances, events, external changes etc.

Q12
How do you think the floor increase should be funded: solely through a ceiling or through a damping block as well?

74. There were 472 responses to this question.

132 (28%) Ceiling only 
313 (66%) Ceiling plus damping block  

27 (6%) did not choose a given answer but made comments as detailed below.

75. The majority of respondents favoured a ceiling plus a damping block as it appeared to be the fairest way of funding the increase in the floor and would also spread the cost of the ceiling.
76. Respondents also said that:

· Any floor should be funded solely by those on the ceiling

· It is unfair to penalise all LEAs

· A ceiling plus damping block would enable the funding to move more swiftly towards the formula.

77. A number of respondents felt that the question was either unclear or they did not fully understand it.  It was suggested that examples should be provided to clarify the point.

Q13
Should there be a cash floor, as well as one on a per pupil basis, built into the system to protect authorities with rapidly falling rolls?

78. There were 486 responses to this question.

60 (12%) Per pupil floor 
425 (88%) Per pupil floor and cash floor
1 (1%) did not choose a given answer 

79. The majority of respondents wanted a per pupil floor and a cash floor to protect authorities with rapidly falling rolls.  A small number of respondents did not understand the question. 
Q14
Do you have views on what transitional arrangements are needed to ensure that there is no adverse impact on the rest of the local government finance system when DSG is introduced in 2006-07? 

80. There were 81 responses to this question.
81. 45 (56%) respondents were concerned that there should be some form of transitional funding and that if there was not then this could lead to an increase in council tax.  It was felt that any transitional funds should be met from central government and not via inter-authority transfers through a ceiling mechanism or other means. 20 (25%) respondents commented that any system of transition should be kept brief, with one respondent noting their concern that there was no indication as to the duration of the transitional arrangements.
82. Respondents were also concerned that councils that had topped up school budgets through council tax should be free to continue to do so. 13 (16%) of respondents stated that the total amount taken out of the Revenue Support Grant to fund Dedicated School Grant should not reflect this top up.

Q15
Do you have any further comments on the proposals for the Dedicated Schools Grant? 

83. There were 164 responses to this question.
84. 105 (64%) respondents raised a number of F40 issues asking the department to address current funding distribution.  Respondents wanted to see a move to a standardisation of the pupil unit across the country, and thought that the proposal not to review the distribution formula was unacceptable.  Respondents wanted the DSG to ensure there was an adequate basic entitlement per pupil.
85. 34 (21%) respondents disagreed with the DSG commenting as follows.
· There was concern that local authorities that currently put more than the Schools Formula Spending Share (SFSS) into their Schools Budget should not be deterred from doing this.  Respondents were also concerned that these authorities would see this advantage eroded over time.
· If the DSG was to be created by a direct transfer from Revenue Support Grant (RSG), this left little to distribute through the formula.

86. 27 (16%) respondents stated that they did not like the centralisation of school funding. However the majority of these respondents were from Coventry and their comments were all very similar.  They were concerned that under the new proposals they would receive a smaller increase in funding.  One respondent was concerned that it was unclear when an LEA would have to declare any intention to add council tax funding to the DSG.  If this was just before the year began it would undermine predictability and planning.
87. 13 (8%) respondents said that they welcomed the introduction of the DSG.
Three year school budgets: the distribution of school funding from local authorities to schools

Q16
Do you agree that the split in the Schools Budget between the Individual Schools Budget and the central items set at the beginning of a three year funding period could subsequently be varied with the agreement of the Schools Forum if circumstances changed? 

88. There were 597 responses to this question.

241 (41%) Strongly agree

257 (43%) Agree

36 (6%) Neither agree nor disagree  

32 (5%) Disagree 


31 (5%) Strongly disagree 

89. The majority of respondents agreed with the idea of varying the split in the schools budget between the Individual Schools Budget and central items if circumstances changed.  
90. 132 (22%) respondents felt that it was important to retain local flexibility as it was impossible to plan for all eventualities at the beginning of a three year cycle.
91. 88 (15%) respondents reiterated that this should only be in agreement with the Schools Forum.  Respondents noted that changes should only be made in exceptional circumstances and that if there were frequent changes it would go against the idea of stability and predictability.

Q17
Would you prefer a Minimum Funding Guarantee that continues to be set at or above cost pressures, or a lower value that would allow changes in a local authority’s formula to flow through more rapidly? 

92. There were 531 responses to this question.

291 (55%) At or above cost pressures   
234 (44%) Lower than cost pressures 

6 (1%) did not choose a given answer but made comments as detailed below

93. The majority of respondents agreed that the Minimum Funding Guarantee should be set at or above cost pressures rather than lower than cost pressures.  Respondents stated that the objective of the Minimum Funding Guarantee was to ensure that schools received at least a no growth budget and provide stability. 34(6%) respondents said that the Minimum Funding Guarantee should be set at cost pressures.  Respondents also noted that:

· The Minimum Funding Guarantee should include costs associated with workforce reform

· The Minimum Funding Guarantee should ensure that schools received sufficient resources to meet increased costs.

94. Those who wanted the Minimum Funding Guarantee set at a lower value felt that the Guarantee might distort the operation of the local formula, so that local issues could not be properly addressed. 31 (6%) respondents said that the Minimum Funding Guarantee would militate against formula changes.  
95. Respondents also said that:

· The Minimum Funding Guarantee needed to be set at a lower level otherwise present inequalities would be perpetuated.

· Opting for a guarantee above cost pressures would reduce the incentive for schools to consider improving their efficiency.
Q18
Do you agree that local authorities should be allowed to change their formulae once three year budgets have been set, under exceptional circumstances and with the agreement of their Schools Forum? 

96. There were 608 responses to this question.

260 (43%) Strongly agree

231 (38%) Agree  

23 (4%) Neither agree nor disagree  

70 (11%) Disagree


24 (4%) Strongly disagree 

97. The majority of respondents were happy that formulae could be changed with the agreement of the School Forum under exceptional circumstances.  Respondents felt that there needed to be flexibility in the system to respond to local circumstances.  Respondents asked if there was any intention to provide information on what constituted exceptional circumstances.

98. 109 (18%) respondents noted in their comments that they would only want changes to be made with the agreement of the Schools Forum.
99. Those who disagreed that local authorities should be able to change their formulae said that:

· It worked against the principle of stability and predictability. 

· If circumstances were so exceptional then the agreement of DfES should be required or all schools should be consulted.

Q19
Which do you think is more important: a system which allows schools to predict their future budget with more certainty, but is less responsive to changes in circumstances; or a system which allows all relevant data to be updated in the final budget? 

100. There were 555 responses to this question.

222 (40%) More certain but less responsive to change   

306 (55%) Less certain but more responsive to change

27 (5%) did not choose a given answer but made other comments as detailed below 

101. The majority of respondents favoured a system that was less certain but more responsive to changes in circumstances.  Respondents agreed that it was unrealistic not to allow some variations during the year when schools plan on an annual basis.  

102. Those respondents who wanted a more certain budget felt that the point of these proposals was to offer some degree of stability and that a more certain budget would enable this. Respondents also said that:

· It would be ideal to have both but certainty is preferable to responsiveness

· This would allow meaningful planning to be started

103. Other respondents suggested both answers and stated that there should be a balance between the two systems where budgets were reasonably certain but would allow for adjustments to be made, if necessary.

Q20
Do you agree that it would be sensible to have more predictable arrangements for updating the budget for the forthcoming year, and less predictable but more responsive arrangements for the years further away? 

104. There were 595 responses to this question

115 (19%) Strongly agree

373 (63%) Agree

66 (11%) Neither agree nor disagree  

39 (7%) Disagree


2 (0%) Strongly disagree 

105. The majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that it would be more sensible to have more predictable arrangements for the forthcoming year and more responsive arrangements for years further away.  Respondents liked the idea that there would be some predictability in the system as this was seen as important to help schools plan.  Respondents noted that:

· Predictability was vital and important to schools

· Short term precision with longer term indication seemed very sensible.

Q21
Which of the following three options do you think local authorities should use to update the indicative budget?

106. There were 587 responses to this question.

a)
Pupil number changes applied to Age Weighted Pupil Units (AWPU) only 96 (16%)

b)
Pupil number and non pupil data 141 (24%)

c)
An approach to be decided locally  350 (60%)

107. The majority of respondents favoured a local approach, believing that the Schools Forum working with the LEA was best placed to reflect local circumstances.  One respondent noted that Schools Forums were set up to help guide funding distribution to reflect local needs and that a national approach would not meet the needs of each local authority.  Respondents also noted that:

· It was important that the most financially significant items had the facility to be changed.

· As this was a new system yet to be tested in a practical situation it may be best to let LEAs decide locally how best to manage indicative budgets.

108. Respondents offered the following further comments:
· Using AWPUs alone reinforced phase differentials.  Pupil number and non-pupil data was seen as more consistent with needs based funding

· A national agreement would allow a fairer approach

· Using option a) would give the greatest predictability.

· Pupil numbers should be the key driver but in the context of a basic entitlement per pupil.

Q22
Do you agree that funding for named SEN pupils should not be included in school budget forecasts for future years? 

109. There were 595 responses to this question.

246 (41%) Strongly agree

231 (39%) Agree

38 (6.5%) Neither agree nor disagree  

42 (7%) Disagree


38 (6.5%) Strongly disagree 

110. The majority of respondents agreed that funding for SEN should not be included in school budget forecasts for future years. 34 (6%) of respondents noted specifically in their comments that SEN should be removed from the school budget. 
111. A further 72 (12%) respondents stated that SEN funding should follow the pupil.  Respondents also said that projecting SEN expenditure was a difficult task and as they believed that SEN funding should follow the pupil, it should not be included in school forecast budgets.

Q23
Which is the best approach to avoiding turbulence when Teachers’ Pay Grants are included in mainstream funding? 

112. There were 573 responses to this question.
a)
Allowing the funding to flow through an authority’s formula and letting the MFG moderate any turbulence 96 (17%)

b)
Allowing an authority to include a factor in their formula to continue the current distribution 124 (22%)

c)
Allowing an authority the flexibility to take an approach between options a) and b) 353 (61%)

113. The majority of respondents felt that allowing an authority to take a flexible approach between options a) and b) was the best option.  Respondents stated that local flexibility was important and 54 (9%) said that these decisions should be subject to the approval of the Schools Forum.  One respondent commented that although this was the best short term solution it was important that option a) was eventually achieved.  Respondents also said that:

· Funding for teachers’ pay grants would be eroded if the money was not identified separately

· Schools would face difficulty identifying cost pressures if they did not know what funding was available for threshold payments

· It was important that schools did not have to divert funds from other sources.

Q24
Do you have any general comments on the approach local authorities might take to giving schools three year budgets? 

114. There was a limited response of 44 responses to this question.  The most popular issues were:

· 25 (57%) To provide budget information as soon as possible

· 9 (20%) To use pupil number trends over time as a basis for forecasting

· 6 (14%) LEAs to benchmark similar school budgets with those in similar authorities.

· 5 (11%) To standardise the budget format nationally

· 3 (7%) To provide 3 year pay deals for teachers

· 2 (5%)  Better primary to secondary balance in funding.
The new Single Standards Grant
Q25
Do you agree that we should retain a small number of grants to offer targeted support and for activities that require support on a continuing basis?

115. There were 631 responses to this question.

133 (21%) Strongly agree

359 (57%) Agree

49 (8%) Neither agree nor disagree  

64 (10%) Disagree


 26 (4%) Strongly disagree 

116. The majority of respondents were happy that a small number of grants would be retained to offer targeted support for activities that required support on a continuing basis.  There was some concern over the number of grants that would be kept and 66 (10%) suggested that the number of separate grants was kept to an absolute minimum.  Respondents also stated that the grants should be used for a specific purpose with a defined time limit and that schools should not have to worry about grants being suddenly withdrawn.

117. A small number of respondents mentioned “F40” issues and said that the emphasis should be on providing a basic entitlement per pupil. This would require as few separate grants as possible to be retained and the money should be shared out equally.  One respondent noted that grant funding streams must be equitably distributed and not targeted on the LEAs who already receive significant amounts of grant.  A number of respondents were concerned that grant 31 (ICT) did not feature in the consultation and wanted it retained in their current structure.  Respondents also thought that:

· Individual schools were best placed to judge what they needed for their situation and not LEAs or Government

· There should be more transparency in the grant formula. 

· There should be no bidding culture as bidding was time consuming and wasted resources.

Q26
Could any more of the existing targeted grants be made part of the amalgamated grant? 

118. There were 444 responses to this question.

Yes 164 (37%)  
No 280 (63%)

119. The majority of respondents did not believe that any more of the existing grants should be made part of the amalgamated grant.  A number of respondents questioned what had become of grant 31 (ICT) and the implications of devolving it and added that it was essential for it to continue. 
120. A number of respondents who did feel that more targeted grants could be made part of the amalgamated grant suggested that all of them could be added into the main budget.
Q27
Do you agree that we should opt for stability in the first two years of the amalgamated grant, by aggregating current Standards Fund grants without formula changes for that period? 

121. There were 601 responses to this question.

118 (20%) Strongly agree

342 (57%) Agree

81 (13%) Neither agree nor disagree  

42 (7%) Disagree


18 (3%) Strongly disagree 

122. The majority of respondents agreed that stability in the first two years of the amalgamated grant was a good idea.  Respondents said that there would already be turbulence in the next two years and that any measures to improve stability would be welcome.  Respondents also commented that schools should be assured that they would not receive any less funding than in previous years.

123. A small number of respondents wanted to see a reduction in the differentials between schools, noting that in their particular circumstances, stability meant perpetuating inequity.

Q28
Do you agree that we should move the existing School Standards Grant to a lump sum and per pupil basis during the transitional phase, with suitable damping arrangements to ensure stability? 

124. There were 601 responses to this question.

156 (26%) Strongly agree

353 (59%) Agree

59 (10%) Neither agree nor disagree  

20 (3%) Disagree


13 (2%) Strongly disagree 

125. There was widespread support for the proposal to move the existing School Standards Grant to a lump sum and per pupil basis during the transitional phase.  
126. 40 (7%) of respondents stated that this would be fairer to schools either side of the threshold.  Respondents were concerned that current bands produced a “cliff edge” and the loss of one pupil could have a disproportionate effect on funding.  
127. A small number of respondents again said that the emphasis should be on increasing the basic entitlement per pupil. 

Q29
Do you agree that the Standards Fund and the School Standards Grant should be brought together into a Single Standards Grant from 2008, using a formula that is pupil led and has a per school element to protect small schools, and a deprivation measure? 

128. There were 624 responses to this question.

96 (15%) Strongly agree

378 (60%) Agree

48 (8%) Neither agree nor disagree  

60 (10%) Disagree


42 (7%) Strongly disagree 

129. The majority of respondents agreed that the Standards Fund and the School Standards Grant should be brought together into a Single Standards Grant from 2008.  Comments included:

· Suggestions that the Standards Fund and the Single Standards Grant be merged into the DSG

· There was a need to consider how the Single Standards Grant should apply to special schools.

Q30
Do you agree that we should allow schools to agree, through their Schools Forum, to local authorities increasing the level of holdback for coordination and collaboration purposes by top-slicing the new Single Standards Grant? 

130. There were 652 responses to this question.

184 (28%) Strongly agree

240 (37%) Agree

49 (8%) Neither agree nor disagree  

88 (13%) Disagree


91 (14%) Strongly disagree 

131. The majority of respondents agreed that we should allow schools to agree, through their Schools Forum, to local authorities increasing the level of holdback for coordination and collaboration purposes by top-slicing the new Single Standards Grant.  76 (12%) respondents noted in their comments that this should only be in agreement with the Schools Forum and it should be clear what the money was being used for.   It was also noted that Schools Forum agreement should be requisite and not just consultative.  Respondents said that local authorities were committed to supporting collaborative approaches to improve schools, and these needed to be funded.  Respondents said that without the ability to retain funding centrally their ability to support collaboration would be significantly impaired.
132. 37 (6%) respondents did not believe that local authorities should top slice the Single Standards Grant.  Reasons put forward included:

· Too much money was taken and money was wasted employing staff to administer the funds

· Schools knew their own requirements and should be free to buy support from the LEA if they need it

· There should be no top slicing and as much money as possible should be put into schools.

133. A number of respondents 35 (5%) were concerned that this could affect the funding of partnerships giving examples such as the Excellence in Cities funding.

Q31
Do you have any further comments on the proposals for the new Single Standards Grant? 

134. There were 103 responses to this question.
135. 62 (60%) respondents were concerned that funding for ICT had not been specifically mentioned in the consultation.  Respondents said that if the funds were not ring fenced then school broadband provision would suffer.
136. 27 (26%) respondents wanted LEA funding retained at current levels until 2008.
137. 10 (10%)  respondents said that although the Standards Funds had worked well in the past and that rationalisation was necessary, the Single Standards Grant was too great a rationalisation.  
138. 6 (6%) respondents wanted the Leadership Incentive Grant maintained and added that it had been an essential element in raising standards.
Strategic financial planning and management
Q32
Do you think that the Financial Management Standard should become compulsory? 

139. There were 564 responses to this question.

72 (13%) Strongly agree

157 (28%) Agree

93 (16%) Neither agree nor disagree  

156 (28%) Disagree


86 (15%) Strongly disagree

140. Opinion was divided as to whether the Financial Management Standard should become compulsory.  Those who thought that the Standard should become compulsory said that the quality of financial management would improve if the standard was introduced.
141. Respondents who did not think the Financial Management Standard should become compulsory said that although the toolkit was useful they did not wish the Standard to become compulsory.  Respondents offered the following comments:

· If the Standard was seen to be valuable its use would become widespread

· Audit requirements were already sufficient.

142. 64 (11%) respondents did not want the Financial Management Standard to become too bureaucratic.  57 (10%) respondents were concerned that if it was introduced there would be an additional drain on resources both at school and LEA level to implement it.  Respondents questioned whether training for the new system would be funded or provided free of charge. 
143. 41 (7%) respondents also said that it would be time consuming if made compulsory both for school staff and governors who would need to become expert in the system.

Q33
How could the Financial Management Standard and Toolkit and Schools Financial Benchmarking website be improved for users?

144. There were 175 responses to this question.
145. 99 (57%) respondents felt that the system could be simplified and made more user friendly, noting that it was complicated and lengthy.  Respondents asked for less jargon stating that not all governors had a background in finance and that it should be more accessible for non-specialists.  
146. 46 (26%) respondents mentioned issues relating to training in the use of the system.  Respondents suggested:

· Better quality, free training for both schools and LEAs

· Face to face development sessions where attendees could talk through queries.

147. Respondents generally liked the Benchmarking website although 40 (23%) respondents wanted to see more data on the system as it was not always possible for schools to find a match.
148. 14 (8%) thought user feedback would be helpful.  
149. 13 (7%) respondents wanted to see more good practice case studies.
150. 11 (6%) respondents felt that there should be more interactive elements included in the system.
151. 9 (5%) respondents wanted to see anonymity removed from the system.

Q34
What sort of procurement deals and arrangements would be most suitable for schools? 

152. There were 122 responses to this question.
153. 31 (25%) respondents wanted to see more flexibility and choice in the system so that schools had more choice over the goods and services they bought.
154. 25 (20%) respondents suggested a procurement and price benchmarking website where schools and companies could benchmark their best prices against a published price.
155. 24 (20%) respondents thought that it would be advantageous to negotiate better deals at LEA level.  It was said that there were a number of basics which were common to all schools, and that the LEA could arrange these centrally and drive down the cost.
156. 18 (15%) respondents said that centralised procurement could increase prices.  It was thought this could also reduce flexibility and did not support sustainability for local goods, tradesmen or suppliers.
157. 14 (11%) respondents said that schools would need to have confidence in the data concerning prices and availability.  Respondents wanted to be assured that the goods and services that they were purchasing were fairly priced and of good quality.  Respondents also noted that procurement should be simplified to encourage schools to participate.
158. 13 (11%) respondents said that their LEA currently did a good job and had their own procurement procedures that offered good value.
159. 10 (8%) respondents said that the use of websites for price comparisons and benchmarking would be beneficial.

Q35
In what other ways can schools become more productive and efficient in the use of their resources? 

160. There were 143 responses to this question.
161. 95 (66%) respondents suggested the pooling or sharing of resources between schools. Suggestions included:

· Pooling resources such as equipment that was infrequently used by the school

· Sharing specialised skills such as ICT

· Sharing best practice, perhaps through one day events organised by the LEA

· Collective buying; using economies of scale.

162. 19 (13%) respondents felt that three year budgets would help in the efficient use of resources by allowing schools to plan more effectively.
163. 14 (10%) respondents wanted the flexibility to find alternative suppliers for goods and services.  Allowing schools this flexibility would enable them to choose a supplier that offered them the product they wanted at a price they were happy with.
164. 9 (6%) respondents said that schools could make better use of their school premises as a resource.  Suggestions put forward for this were as extended schools or to hire out the premises e.g. sports halls or gymnasiums.  A small number of respondents suggested cost savings arising from using less electricity and water etc.
165. 9 (6%) respondents suggested using local suppliers more than centralised procurement.  It was said that better links with local suppliers and entering partnering arrangements could help reduce costs.
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