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Introduction

This report has been based on 1,619 responses to the consultation document. 
As some respondents may have supported more than one option for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.  There were specific issue campaigns, responding to a single question only, as well as responses by letter rather than through the consultation return. The comments made by letter have been included in the summary of responses to question 48.
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

	Parent / Carer:
	562

	Other*:
	267

	Academy:
	211

	Maintained School:
	168

	Individual Local Authority:
	114

	Governor Association:
	79

	Teacher:
	75

	Schools Forum:
	56

	Early Years Setting:
	27

	Trade Union/ Professional Body:
	25

	Local Authority Group:
	19

	Charity:
	13

	Teacher Association:
	3


*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included: respondents who did not identify a type; individuals; school business managers; other schools or colleges; MPs; Trusts and other organisations or associations.
The report starts with an overview, followed by a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

Annex A provides a statistical analysis of responses by respondent ‘type’. Comments expressed by less than 5% of respondents appear in Annex A only.  

Annex B lists all organisations responding to the consultation document.  

Overview
Just over half of those responding to the first question felt that using a notional budget for every school was the best option as this would be fair and transparent and would be a move towards what was described as a long-awaited national baseline for school funding.  There was some concern that an option based on the pupils in each local authority (LA) area simply provided a funding formula for LAs and that it would leave the current system unchanged.  Respondents generally supported the formula factors identified in Question 2 as long as they are responsive to local need.  Just under half of all respondents to Question 4 agreed that setting a range of allowable primary / secondary ratios around the national average was the right approach but it was noted that using historical data would simply replicate existing poor practice.

Just under half of respondents to Question 5 suggested that LAs should calculate budgets and then tell the Education Funding Agency (EFA) how much Academies should be paid, although most Academies preferred the alternative approach of the EFA calculating Academy budgets.  There was strong support from Academies for autonomy and independent control of how their budgets were calculated.  Respondents to Question 6 on the whole did not agree that the changes to Schools Forums would achieve greater representation and stronger accountability.  They felt that it was important that all groups needed to be represented fairly but considered that ensuring the agreement of all groups to a decision would lead to deadlock.

Opinion was divided on the options for providing scrutiny and challenge at a national level as set out in Question 7.  Some respondents felt that having the EFA check compliance duplicated processes that already existed and that the LA could fulfil this role.  

Most respondents to Question 8 thought that Free Schools should move to a new funding system straight away as they should be funded the same as all other schools.  Half of all respondents to Question 9 agreed the factors included in the fair funding consultation were correct and the majority of other respondents suggested that some of them were.  There was some discussion about the inclusion of a factor to reflect English as an Additional Language (EAL) when a factor for Special Educational Needs (SEN) was not included.  Some respondents suggested that pupil mobility and protection for small schools should be included.

On the question of which measure should be used to allocate deprivation funding, more respondents supported the wider coverage provided through the Ever 6 FSM measure, which would include pupils eligible for FSM in the previous six years. There was however some concern about using Free School Meals (FSM) as a deprivation indicator when it was known that some parents whose children were entitled to it did not claim it.  Other deprivation indicators were put forward for consideration.

Opinion was divided on whether £95,000 was sufficient as an amount for a primary school lump sum, as raised in Question 11.  Some respondents said that a flat rate was too simplistic and that this could be too high or too low depending on a school’s individual circumstance. 

Slightly more of those responding to Question 13 favoured a sparsity measure over a primary school lump sum as they felt this would target resources to need more closely.  Respondents also suggested that a flat rate lump sum could help to protect schools that were not viable.

Over two thirds of respondents to Question 15 supported a combined approach to calculating the Area Cost Adjustment (ACA), which included a high level of support from residents of Haringey. There was still a majority in favour of this approach with the Haringey responses removed.  Most respondents to Question 16 welcomed the inclusion of an EAL factor in the national formula and over half thought it should be time limited, with three years as the preferred option.
Opinion was divided on the options in Question 18 for transitional arrangements with support evenly matched between providing stronger budget protection for schools, which means slower progress towards funding reform, or moving more quickly to a new formula. 

Three quarters of those responding to Question 19 agreed that there were some school services that could be retained centrally if there is local agreement by maintained schools.  There was concern that it would be difficult for LAs to reinstate, if needed in the future, services which may be lost if not provided centrally. 
A majority of respondents to Question 20 gave qualified support to the proposed split of functions between the blocks. It was thought that the support given to schools in financial difficulty, for example, should not be included in the schools block and that current arrangements should remain which provide funding on a targeted basis.  The majority of respondents to Question 21 supported the suggestion that Local Authority Central Spend Equivalent Grant (LACSEG) funding should be calculated on a national formula basis as a way of removing funding discrepancies between LAs.

Over two thirds of those responding to Question 23 supported the principles for funding high needs children and young people. Nearly half of those responding to Question 24 supported a base level of funding per pupil but there was uncertainty about whether £10,000 was the correct level to apply.
Just over half of respondents to Question 26 supported the idea of a base rate of funding in the post-16 context and even more agreed that LAs should be responsible for funding high level costs over £10,000 in line with their commissioning responsibilities.  

Of those responding to Question 29, just over 40% agreed that funding for high needs children should be based on a place-led system as this allowed for the retention of skilled staff.  It was suggested that funding on pupil numbers would create funding uncertainties, possibly resulting in staff redundancies, if numbers of pupils fell.  There was some support for the use of a combination of places and numbers.

Opinion was divided for on the method of funding Special and Alternative Provision (AP) Academies and Free Schools, with some supporting funding through the commissioner only and others supporting a combination approach of EFA and commissioner.  Just under half of those responding to Question 34 agreed that deprivation was linked more to AP than to SEN but over a third was unsure as to the best link. 
The majority of respondents to Question 35 agreed that, in the short term, the allocation of funding to the high needs block should be based on historic spend, as it would allow for continuity of provision.  Most respondents to Question 36 agreed that post-16 funding should also become part of the local authority high needs block over time but said that there was a need for transition.  

The majority of respondents to Question 38 agreed that AP should be treated alongside SEN for funding purposes but a small proportion thought that AP and SEN were distinct issues and should not be treated the same.

Just under half of all respondents to Question 40 supported a simpler and more flexible Early Years Single Funding Formula (EYSFF) that was responsive to local demands.  Just over a quarter of those responding preferred the current system or commented that as the current system was new, further evaluation was needed before reaching a decision. Most of those responding to Question 42 supported the funding to LAs of free early education on the basis of a formula and that it should be based largely on the same factors as the schools formula.

Of those responding to Question 45 more supported the Ever 6 option for determining eligibility for the Pupil Premium on the grounds that this option included more pupils. It was seen as a more inclusive method which would address the issue of the declining numbers taking FSM in secondary schools.

Finally over half of those responding to Question 47 supported the implementation of these reforms in 2013-14 or as soon as possible on the grounds that delay would perpetuate the inequalities in the current funding arrangements.  However, nearly a third of respondents proposed waiting until the next spending period as it would allow more time to plan for the changes.

Summary
Chapter 1 - The National Funding System

In paragraphs 1.8 to 1.14 we discuss two ways we are considering using to calculate the schools block:

a) A formula based on the schools within the area and the pupils within those schools (“school-level”);

b) A formula based solely on the pupils within the area (“local authority-level”).

Q1
Would you prefer the formula to be based on:
a) a notional budget for every school; or
b) the pupils in each local authority area?
There were 797 responses to this question.

School    444 (56%)     LA    277 (35%)     Neither    23 (3%)     Not Sure   53 (6%)
Just over half of all of those responding to this question preferred option (a) which proposed a formula based on the schools within the area and the pupils within those schools, for calculating the schools block, rather than the option (b) proposal for a formula based solely on the pupils within the area. There was some concern that instead of a national funding formula for schools, what was being proposed was a national funding formula for LAs.  It was commented that funding under option (a) would be transparent and fair but that option (b) represented a continuation of the current system with 152 separate LA formulae used to fund schools.
141 (18%) respondents supported decision making at the LA level or School Forum level as this allowed some local flexibility.  This would enable the LA and Schools Forum to ensure resources were driven towards addressing school specific and local issues through the local formula.  It was commented that the LA was well placed to determine key issues relating to individual schools.  
103 (13%) respondents considered that option (a) made the funding system more transparent in that it provided a notional budget for every school.  Providing notional school budgets would also help move the system closer to a national funding system for 5 to 16 year olds.
61 (8%) respondents suggested that there should be maximum delegation to schools, with no modification to factors that form part of the national formula such as basic entitlement or Additional Educational Needs (AEN). It was suggested that these proposals undermined the intention to give schools greater autonomy and an ability to set their individual priorities.  It was suggested that any LA role in determining funding allocations could result in uncertainty and unacceptable variations in budgets, thereby undermining Academy status.
60 (8%) respondents said that option (a) would be more complex and that a notional budget for each school might cause confusion or raise expectations as to the level of funding schools might receive. In practice, the funding could be aggregated and some funding used to meet the costs of other local priorities such as Private Finance Initiatives (PFI) or Special Educational Needs (SEN).  It was suggested that school level indicative budgets served no purpose as they did not relate to the actual budgets allocated to schools using the locally agreed formula and might leave LAs open to challenge. 

Chapter 2 - The Schools Block - system

Local flexibility

In paragraphs 2.6 to 2.9 we discuss local funding formulae and propose reducing the number of formula factors which local authorities can apply. We suggest that the local formula factors could cover:

a. Basic entitlement per pupil (currently Age-Weighted Pupil Units)

b. Funding for additional educational needs (AEN) (e.g. deprivation, SEN)

c. Rates

d. Exceptional site factors (e.g. split site, PFI and rent)

e. Lump sums for schools 
Q2
Do you agree that these are the right formula factors to retain at a local level?
There were 748 responses to this question

All
333 (45%)
Some
309 (41%)
None
61 (8%)
Not Sure
45 (6%)
Just under half (45%) of all respondents who answered this question supported the retention of all of the listed factors at a local level and a further 41% supported some of them.  Respondents considered it beneficial to streamline additional factors which could be taken into account and welcomed the reduction from the current 38 factors to a more manageable number. It was suggested, however, that there needed to be a sufficient amount of local flexibility to ensure that the local formula remained needs-led, transparent and equitable. It was suggested that if only five factors were permitted they should be sufficiently flexible to cover the majority of local circumstances.
61 (8%) respondents, the majority of which were from Academies, did not support the retention of any local level factors to maximise decision making powers at school level.  It was commented that all schools and Academies needed to know that their funding allocation would be fair and transparent and would not vary depending on which LA they were in.

135 (18%) said there was a need for local discretion, transparency and accountability and that simplifying local formulae was incompatible with the requirement for fairness and responsiveness to local need.  Respondents were concerned that the list of acceptable factors may not be sufficient to meet the needs of pupils and schools.  It was suggested that limiting the number of formula factors reduced local determination and limited the Schools Forum ability to respond to changing or local circumstances.

87 (12%) respondents said that local modification should be restricted to those factors that had not been included in the national formula. They said the categories could be restricted to exceptional factors such as rates, split site issues and PFI payments.  They said these were all highly transparent there would, therefore, be no need for negotiation and agreement in a local forum.

85 (11%) respondents did not support the inclusion of a basic entitlement per pupil (currently Age-Weighted Pupil Units). It was suggested that the calculation of basic pupil entitlement calculated at LA level in was incompatible with the concept of a national funding formula.  Respondents also commented that the basic pupil entitlement covered basic fixed costs that had to be paid to run any school, such as buildings maintenance, and that varying these would undermine stability in school funding. 
77 (10%) respondents said that no funding elements should be removed from the schools block.
64 (9%) said that more information or detail was needed and that their view would depend on the determination and weighting applied to the funding formula.  Respondents commented that:

· it was unclear how funding for pupils with SEN in mainstream schools would be calculated under these proposals;
· the terms 'rates' and 'lump sum for schools' were not clearly defined;
· there was insufficient detail about the factors and this made it difficult to make an informed judgement. For example, some asked for more detail about the weighting within AEN;
· the factors were broadly correct but agreement would depend on the way in which the basic entitlement per pupil was calculated; and
· there were unresolved issues around funding for AEN, especially how these were defined by various indices of deprivation.
47 (6%) did not support a lump sums for schools. It was not clear what costs a lump sum factor was meant to cover and there was concern that it could be varied at an LA level.

Q3
What other factors, if any, should be able to be used at local level or could any of these factors be removed?
There were 442 responses to this question 
100 (23%) respondents were concerned about pupil mobility. They noted that some schools, such as those near to military bases, those adjacent to Gypsy, Roma and Traveller settlements and some in inner city areas were particularly affected by pupil mobility. It was suggested that LAs should be permitted to include a mobility factor, where relevant, with Schools Forum approval.

78 (18%) respondents said that all factors except rates, PFI and split site issues should be removed.

64 (14%) respondents supported the inclusion of a factor at the local level to reflect staffing issues.  It was suggested that costs for teachers who had moved to higher pay scales should be taken into account as these costs were often substantial and schools had little control over them.  Other respondents suggested existing arrangements, which provided funding at the local level for Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs), should continue in a new funding system.

62 (14%) supported specific funding for EAL pupils as it was thought that there was strong evidence to suggest the need for additional support.
54 (12%) said that there should be a formula factor to reflect AEN, including low level SEN. Respondents wanted the needs of children with low incidence, high cost SEN also to be reflected as it was thought that their needs were not being met through the funding formula due to their uneven distribution and high cost.  It was commented that a high proportion of children with low incidence SEN did not have statements of SEN even though many would have high support needs that could be costly to schools.
53 (12%) suggested that prior attainment or progress data could be used to determine funding, which was considered to be as accurate a measure of AEN needs as deprivation. 

47 (11%) respondents supported premises funding as a factor.  Respondents were aware that repair, maintenance and utility costs varied greatly between schools. It was suggested that schools were particularly affected by the cancellation of the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme, with those in LAs close to a final approval of plans tending to have more dilapidated buildings and higher maintenance costs.  Respondents also suggested including in a local level formula a factor that included floor area. This would recognise that a large amount of a school’s premises costs, such as caretaking, maintenance and cleaning, did not change in line with pupil number changes.  It was commented that not having a factor to reflect premises costs would create funding turbulence for many schools. 
45 (10%) respondents supported protection for schools with large falls in pupil numbers, to help them manage their budgets effectively.  

38 (9%) respondents supported a factor for pupils from underachieving minority ethnic groups.  
33 (7%) respondents suggested that exceptional site costs needed to be included.  Some schools were sites of special interest or even had listed buildings and there were additional costs associated with their upkeep.  It was commented by some that, on gaining Academy status, they did not receive sufficient funding for their upkeep.  

30 (7%) supported the retention of all of the factors.

28 (6%) supported the use of a lump sum at local level.

27 (6%) supported including admission costs within a school based formula for schools that managed their own admission arrangements.
26 (6%) thought that additional costs for schools in rural areas, such as additional transport costs, should be reflected in a formula.

25 (6%) supported the need for a factor for pupils who not only had EAL, but were completely new to the English school system.

22 (5%) did not support any of these factors at the local level as these would be adequately picked up in a national funding formula.


Paragraphs. 2.12 to 2.14 discuss primary/secondary ratios:

Q4:
Do you think that setting a range of allowable primary / secondary ratios around the national average is the right approach to ensure that there is consistency across the country?
There were 712 responses to this question.
Yes
316 (44%)
No
255 (36%)
Not Sure
141 (20%)

Just under half of all respondents agreed that setting a range of allowable primary / secondary ratios around the national average was the right approach to ensure that there was consistency across the country.
108 (15%) suggested that using historical data would simply replicate existing poor practice and 84 (12%) said that actual figures should be used.  Respondents suggested that the figure of 1:1.27 quoted in the consultation document was flawed because it took no account of the number of pupils in each key stage and was based on an historical average.  Respondents therefore highlighted the need to update the ratio regularly to reflect demographic changes.  Respondents commented that the proposed methodology, which applied a historically based ratio, would not allow for a regular review or the ratio.

99 (14%) considered this proposal to be reasonable as it allowed for flexibility at the local level to respond to local need. Respondents suggested giving LAs flexibility to determine the ratio of secondary to primary school funding in total or to allow for LA determination for some elements of the formula, such as the basic entitlement.

74 (10%) respondents suggested that further information was needed before they could make a decision on this proposal, mentioning that:
· ‘the impact of this proposal at individual school level is a major concern here as it was not clear what this would achieve’;
· ‘we are not told what the range of ratios might be and therefore cannot come up with a consensus’;
· ‘questions need to be asked about whether the ratio of 1 to 1.27 between primary and secondary spending is right and whether there is an intention to further weight the funding for individual year groups in primary and secondary’;
· ‘Is this relating to the AWPU element of the schools budgets, or is this the total budget per pupil?’ and
· ‘does this imply that there will no longer be an integrated formula for primary and secondary?’
38 (5%) respondents said that there were differences between the primary and secondary phases that needed to be taken into account.  For example, it was mentioned that a high secondary to primary ratio could be used to help raise attainment in underperforming secondary schools.  They also suggested that historical differences in primary and secondary ratios might be due to particular local factors such as sparsity and suggested further analysis of the variances associated with the primary/secondary ratio when developing national ratios. 
Arrangements for Academies

Paragraphs. 2.17 to 2.22 discuss options for the future of calculating Academies’ budgets. Option (i) suggests that local authorities could calculate budgets for all schools in the area and then tell the EFA how much Academies should be paid; and option (ii) that the EFA could calculate Academies’ budgets using a pro-forma provided by local authorities setting out their formula factors.
Q5
Do you think we should implement option (i) or (ii) when calculating budgets for Academies?
There were 734 responses to this question.
(i) 346 (47%)

 (ii) 287 (39%)
Other
58 (8%)
Not Sure 43 (6%)
Just under half of all respondents supported the first option for calculating Academy budgets, which suggests that LAs could calculate the budgets for all schools in the area. Nearly 40%, however, supported the option that the EFA could make the calculation.  

189 (26%) respondents considered the first option, the LA based option, to be less bureaucratic and easier to administer.  It was suggested that a system where the LA calculated budgets for all schools in its area would be open and transparent and would support accountability.  It was also suggested that this option could deliver budgets more quickly and accurately as it would remove the potential for inaccuracies in EFA calculations.  It was commented that, as the decision to become an Academy or remain as a maintained school should not be driven by the prospect of financial advantage, it should make little difference to Academies which body calculates their budgets.

91 (12%) respondents said that Academies wanted independent control of how their budgets were allocated and that the LA should not be involved in the process.  There was concern that if LAs were allowed to determine Academy budgets there was the possibility that they could favour some schools at the expense of others. Respondents commented that it would undermine the principle of autonomy for Academies if LAs were to have control of Academy budgets.
50 (7%) respondents pressed for a national formula, stating that this would best support Academy independence, and commented that neither option presented suited Academies.  A national formula for funding Academies should be based on pupil-led characteristics with Academies receiving their proportionate share of their LA general funding grant. 

43 (6%) respondents considered that Academies should be funded in the same way as maintained schools and saw no rationale for funding them differently. It was suggested that this approach would remove any financial incentive or disincentive when deciding whether to become an Academy.
39 (5%) respondents commented on issues relating to the Local Authority Central Spend Equivalent Grant (LACSEG):
· option (i) would involve extra work at LA level which was not recognised in the current and proposed LACSEG calculations for Academies;
· the amount of LACSEG funding removed from LAs should be reduced to recognise that these functions were being managed for schools; and
· there was concern that, as more schools converted and more funding was taken from LAs in respect of LACSEG, the capacity of LA staff to do this work for LA maintained schools would reduce.
Ensuring accountability and fairness

Paragraphs 2.23 to 2.26 discuss options to improve the working of Schools Forums -  whether the main groups on the Forum should all separately have to approve a proposed formula and whether the Forum should have more decision making powers. 

Q6
Do you think these options would help to achieve greater representation and stronger accountability at a local level?
There were 737 responses to this question.
Yes
201 (27%)
No
341 (46%)
Not Sure
195 (27%)

Just under half of all respondents to this question did not believe the options listed would help achieve greater representation and stronger accountability at a local level.

207 (28%) respondents said that the School Forum must represent all groups fairly suggesting that it should act with the interest of all children regardless of their setting.  Respondents commented that if Forums were given new powers then there needed to be adequate channels for all schools to feed in their views to the decision-making process and for them to be represented fairly.  Respondents supported extra powers and independence for Schools Forums providing that they were completely independent and representative of all schools and Academies in the area.
Some respondents noted that there was a risk in shifting the emphasis in the decision-making power of a Schools Forum as it might create a block on decisions in cases where there were differing interests. They also asked how local accountability could be strengthened without undermining the freedoms and autonomy given to Academies.
194 (26%) respondents believed that if it was necessary for each of the main groups to independently approve the proposed formula, disagreements might prevent important changes from being passed. Respondents said that any proposal to bring in a requirement for particular groups to have a right to veto any proposed formula had the potential to undermine the extent to which schools worked in partnership to achieve the best outcome for all pupils.  

89 (12%) respondents specifically mentioned in their comments that they were happy for Schools Forums to have more decision making powers.  They believed that the proposed national and local discretionary powers should be sufficient to give these Forums the appropriate levels of control on decision-making.
78 (11%) respondents said that in their opinion Schools Forums worked well and did not agree that these Forums were not representative of schools in the area. Some respondents reported their own positive experience of participating in a School Forum and suggested that the proposals might undermine Forums that were operating effectively.
55 (7%) did not wish Schools Forums to have more decision making powers as it was suggested that they are not accountable or representative at the local level.  Respondents believed that decision-making was best placed with the LA. Others commented that giving more decision-making powers would make little difference, in practice, to some LAs which already effectively delegated decision-making to Forums.  

Paragraphs 2.27 to 2.31 discuss functions the EFA could provide to ensure scrutiny and challenge at a national level. They are (i) checking compliance and/or (ii) acting as a review body.

Q7
Do you think we should implement option (i), (ii), both or neither?
There were 635 responses to this question.
Option (i)
65 (10%)
Option (ii)
79 (13%)
Both
194 (31%)
 
Neither
180 (28%)
Not Sure
117 (18%)

Opinion was evenly divided between those who felt that both options should be implemented and those who felt neither option should be implemented.
100 (16%) respondents considered that having the EFA checking compliance or acting as a review body potentially duplicated any scrutiny or audit process that currently existed.  Respondents suggested that there should be no need for a compliance checking role if LAs and Schools Forums were working appropriately. and added bureaucracy and delay to the process.  Respondents also felt that the current section 251 forms could adequately capture the information required for checking compliance. 
52 (8%) suggested that Schools Forums should be able to provide the scrutiny needed.   They said the Forum was best placed to ensure local decisions were fair and equitable to all schools and Academies.  

49 (8%) said that, regardless of who checks for compliance or acted as a review body, there should be some form of independent scrutiny.  They said that there needed to be an overarching body to ensure compliance with regulation and fairness and it could be seen as inappropriate that decisions made by democratically-elected bodies could be overruled by officials of an agency.  

41 (6%) respondents were concerned about the capacity of the EFA to complete compliance checks within a satisfactory timescale and that having EFA scrutinizing could result in unnecessary delays.  

37 (6%) respondents suggested that if a national funding formula was in place with little or no local flexibility for core school funding then there would be no need for any body to check compliance or act as a review body.


Arrangements for Free Schools

Paragraphs 2.33 to 2.35 discuss arrangements for the funding of Free Schools:

Q8
If we introduce the new system in this spending review, do you think that (i) Free Schools should remain on the Free School methodology for 2013-14 and 2014-15 or (ii) move straight away to the overall funding system?

There were 569 responses to this question
Option (i)
68 (12%)
Option (ii)
415 (73%)
Not Sure
86 (15%)

The majority of respondents supported option (ii) whereby Free Schools would move straight away to the overall funding system.  

Those supporting option (i) to keep Free Schools on the Free School methodology for 2013-14 and 2014-15, suggested that doing so would allow a degree of stability and an opportunity for them to plan a secure transition.

215 (38%) respondents said that it was important that Free Schools should be funded the same as other schools. They said that Free Schools must move to the same funding formula as other schools as soon as possible and in line with processes for any other new school. This should serve to strengthen their local position and release new start-up funding for more Free Schools.

However, some respondents suggested that initial start-up costs for Free Schools needed to be taken into account for a set period of time but that they should expect to be part of the national funding formula by the end of that period.

Chapter 3 - The Schools Block – formula content

In paragraphs 3.3 to 3.6 we discuss formula content and propose that the new formula could consist of:

· A basic per-pupil entitlement

· Additional funding for deprived pupils

· Protection for small schools 

· An Area Cost Adjustment (ACA)

· English as an Additional Language (EAL) 


Q9
Are these the right factors to include in a fair funding formula at a national level?
There were 680 responses to this question
All
343 (50%)
Some
295 (43%)
None
4 (1%)

Not Sure 38 (6%)
Half of all respondents agreed that the factors listed were the right ones to include in a fair funding formula and a further 43% believed that some of them were. Opinion on the inclusion of EAL and protection for small schools was split with opinions both for and against being put forward. Some respondents felt that the additional funding for deprived pupils needs to extend to cover underachieving groups, including children who are from Gypsy, Roma and Traveller backgrounds to take account of their significant underachievement as a group.
68 (10%) had concerns about the provision of funding for SEN. It was commented that:

· in the absence of a specific factor for SEN it was important that schools were clear about which elements of their delegated budget were meant to cover SEN;
· it was unclear if schools were meant to fund pupils currently on school action and school action plus from the basic pupil entitlement.  If so, there was concern that it might not offer the level of support necessary to meet individual needs; and

· if EAL was proposed as a factor then a factor for SEN should also be included.
60 (9%) respondents did not think the case for an EAL factor was sufficiently strong for inclusion  Some respondents commented that many children with EAL achieved good results without long-term support.  

58 (9%) respondents mentioned pupil mobility and in-year growth in pupil numbers as factors needing consideration as they imposed a considerable demand on resources for those schools affected.  Some respondents suggested a strong link between high pupil mobility and lower attainment.
57 (8%) respondents supported the inclusion of an EAL factor in the short term which would reduce the likely cost burdens at the later stages of education.  Some respondents mentioned the additional pressure on school and LA budgets when pupils with EAL arrived during the school year.
54 (8%) supported a factor to protect small schools suggesting that this protection should extend to secondary schools, particularly those in sparsely populated rural areas.  Respondents said that sufficient funding needed to be provided for small schools to allow them to provide a full complement of staffing.   Respondents noted that closing or amalgamating small schools would result in increased travel time for pupils, and would mean the loss of the school as the focus of the community.

54 (8%) respondents were against an Area Cost Adjustment (ACA), commenting that:

· the ACA was too complicated and of doubtful merit. If included at all it should be limited at most to London where teachers’ pay and conditions required schools to pay staff more;
· the ACA was applied unfairly and some schools that needed it were not entitled to it as it was applied on a whole authority basis rather than on need; and
· ACA payments seemed to be a reflection of a system where those who ‘shout loudest’ or have influence get the most funding.
44 (6%) respondents did not support the need for protection for small schools suggesting that:

· there was a danger that excessive protection for small schools (especially in the secondary sector) disadvantaged pupils in larger schools and was poor value for money;
· small schools were currently given too much protection, even when they were near to towns and sparsity was not a consideration for them;
· protection for small schools could lead to a disproportionate re-allocation of resources both locally and nationally to small primary schools that were financially and educationally unviable; and
· LAs could use small school protection to preserve inefficient small schools rather than take the difficult and unpopular decision to close them.
43 (6%) respondents supported a factor to reflect the specific issues for pupils from underperforming ethnic groups.  
42 (6%) respondents supported a basic per pupil entitlement with extra funding for pupils requiring additional support in the classroom.  Respondents stressed the need to ensure that the basic entitlement was adequately funded, which would otherwise undermine the formula’s operation.

Deprivation

Paragraphs 3.14 to 3.17 discuss possible indicators we could use in a national formula for reflecting deprivation.

Q10
Do you agree that we should use Ever FSM to allocate deprivation funding in the national formula? Should this be Ever 3 or Ever 6?

There were 676 responses to this question 
Ever 3
148 (22%)
Ever 6
244 (36%)
Neither
159 (24%)
Not Sure
125 (18%)
Although opinion was divided on the best method for allocating deprivation funding in a national formula, Ever 6 was the most popular with 36%.

172 (25%) respondents questioned the reliability of FSM data as not all of those entitled to it actually claimed.  Respondents suggested that the level of registration for FSM fell as children transferred to secondary school.  It was thought that FSM still carried a stigma for some families and that deprivation funding should be based on eligibility for FSM rather than FSM registration.
144 (21%) respondents considered other statistical measures to be more accurate.  It was suggested that the Department revisit the hybrid approach proposed in the March 2010 consultation on the future of school funding or that a combination of deprivation measures could be used so that funding did not rely on one data source.  Measures put forward instead of FSM included:
· Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI);
· Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD); and
· A Classification of Regional Neighbourhoods (ACORN).
74 (11%) said an Ever 6 measure would better address the issues around the under-reporting of pupils. This was a particular concern at secondary level. 

Small school protection
Paragraphs. 3.19 to 3.28 discusses funding protection for small schools, suggesting that a £95,000 lump sum would be sufficient to provide protection, that it should be applicable to primary schools only and should adopt Middle Super Output Areas to derive the sparsity factor. If a local authority formula is used a choice between a lump sum payment and a sparsity measure is offered and there is also discussion on whether the threshold for eligibility should be narrowed so that sparsity funding is focused on the most sparsely populated areas.
Q11
If we have a school-level formula, do you agree that £95,000 is an appropriate amount for a primary school lump sum?

There were 626 responses to this question
Yes
179 (29%)
No
206 (33%)
Not Sure
241 (38%)
Opinion was divided as to whether £95,000 was an appropriate amount for a primary school lump sum.

106 (17%) respondents considered a flat rate lump sum as too simplistic, which did not take account of an individual school’s needs.  It was suggested that a flat rate lump sum could result in some schools receiving more than they need and that it would be better to calculate it for each school. 
44 (7%) supported a higher lump sum, suggesting that small schools found it extremely difficult to manage their finances and were at the mercy of small changes to pupil numbers and unplanned expenditures which were not of their making.  Other respondents commented that £95,000 was lower than the amount currently provided by their LA.
40 (6%) considered that a lump sum would in some cases keep open unviable schools that were not able to offer an adequate level of educational provision because of their low pupil numbers. It was suggested that funding for small schools should be limited to subsidising schools in rural areas where no alternative provision would be available.  

39 (6%) respondents made the point that most rural schools were small out of necessity, usually because of their geographical location.  They also said that small schools need to be supported as they played a vital part in the rural economy and had a much broader role than education in the communities they served. It was stressed that the funding of them should not be viewed solely from an education standpoint.
Q12
Do you agree that the lump sum should be limited to schools with Year 6 as the highest year-group? 
There were 603 responses to this question.
Yes
278 (46%)

No
216 (36%)

Not Sure
109 (18%)
Just under half of all respondents to this question supported limiting a lump sum to schools with year 6 as the highest year group.  There was concern that limiting the lump sum to year 6 could jeopardise first schools and middle schools but this resulted from a misunderstanding that schools would need a Year 6 cohort to qualify.  
87 (14%) supported a lump sum for secondary schools in recognition of the higher costs of operating small secondary schools.  It was suggested that these schools did not benefit from economies of scale and that they needed to retain subject specialist teachers regardless of the number of pupils in a class.   
66 (11%) respondents stressed the need for lump sum protection for first or middle schools.


Q13
If we have a local authority-level formula, should we use a primary school lump sum or the sparsity measure? 
There were 585 responses to this question.
Primary school lump sum   211 (36%)
   
Sparsity measure
231 (40%)

Neither


25 (4%)

Not Sure
118 (20%)
Opinion was fairly evenly divided about whether to apply a school lump sum or a sparsity measure in an LA level formula.  

49 (8%) respondents supported a sparsity measure as, by definition, it would provide more resources to the most sparsely populated areas rather than providing a fixed rate to each primary school in the area that met the eligibility criteria.   Respondents also commented a sparsity measure would allow the LA to make decisions relating to the needs of the local population. 
48 (8%) respondents supported the continuation of schools in rural areas and the need for additional funding for them.  It was stressed that whatever measure was used, it must ensure that rural schools received sufficient funding.  Some respondents considered that the link between school size and sparsity made a sparsity factor more sensible. However, they felt it would depend on how this was applied and the value attached to it.  
Q14
If we have a sparsity measure, do you think we should narrow the sparsity threshold as described above?
There were 513 responses to this question.
Yes
233 (45%)

No 112 (22%)
Not Sure
168 (33%)



Just under half of all respondents to this question supported the narrowing of the sparsity threshold if a sparsity factor was adopted. It was commented that narrowing the threshold could help to focus funding on those areas with the most significant sparsity issues. 
Those not supporting a narrower threshold considered that it risked excluding support to small schools in areas of low, but not acute, population sparsity and that it might be too destabilising for LAs.
30 (6%) respondents said that narrowing the sparsity threshold too much would result in a windfall for some authorities at the expense of others.
Area Cost Adjustments

Paragraphs 3.29 to 3.33 (and annex D) discuss approaches to calculating the area cost adjustment.

Q15
Which option should we use to calculate the Area Cost Adjustment: the current GLM approach or the combined approach? 

There were 910 responses to this question.
GLM approach
101 (11%)
Combined approach
653 (72%)
Other


63 (7%)
Not Sure
93 (10%)
This includes responses of a campaign by residents of Haringey supporting a combined approach to calculating the Area Cost Adjustment (ACA).  319 campaign’ responses were received. Not including these the results were:

591 responses to this question.
GLM approach
101 (17%)
Combined approach
338 (57%)

Other


62 (11%)
Not Sure
90 (15%)
The Haringey campaigners made the case that Haringey local authority had been underfunded for a number of years.  They said that they were one of six boroughs in London that suffered a mismatch between the funding they received and the staffing costs their schools had to pay as they were classified as inner London for teachers’ pay band purposes.  They requested that the Department adopt a combined approach to calculating the ACA as this would increase the funds available in all of Haringey’s schools and narrow what they saw as an unjustifiable gap between funding for schools in Haringey and neighbouring London boroughs.  
402 (44%) respondents suggested that there was a GLM pay band mismatch, however, if the Haringey responses were removed this fell to 83 (14%). 
The general view was that the combined approach allows a more accurate consideration of costs related to teachers while continuing to cover costs relating to support staff. There was also warning that careful consideration will be needed in respect of the operation of the ACA across each of the funding blocks as the cost drivers will be different. An argument in favour of the GLM approach is that it is more clear and transparent.
English as an Additional Language and Underperforming Ethnic Groups

Paragraphs 3.34 to 3.38 considers what further factors of underachievement there might be for school age pupils and proposes the inclusion of an EAL factor in a national formula.

Q16
Do you agree that we should use an EAL factor in the national formula?
There were 654 responses to this question
Yes
484 (74%)

No
116 (18%)

Not Sure
54 (8%)
The majority of respondents supported an EAL factor in the national formula so that the EAL needs of children were met as early and as fully as possible.  Respondents also suggested that any measure introduced needed to take into account the range of different languages spoken. It was mentioned that over 300 languages were currently spoken collectively in London schools.

Some respondents commented that whilst there was a need for additional funding for EAL children in the short term, once they had become familiar with the language they did not underperform.  Others suggested that EAL was only relevant if it was linked to a special educational need and that this could be more of an issue for a local formula rather than a national formula.
45 (7%) respondents considered deprivation to be a more important consideration than EAL.  Whilst respondents accepted that there would be an additional cost for new arrivals who could not initially speak English, the evidence suggested that this was a short term cost and over the life of the pupil’s education would require less financial input than for other vulnerable groups. They considered that if EAL was included within the national formula it should be at a low rate and should be of short duration, reflecting a temporary rather than permanent need.
35 (5%) said that the timeframe for the provision of funding for EAL must be backed up by relevant research and be evidence based. 


Q17
Do you agree that this should cover the first few years only? How many years would be appropriate?

There were 623 responses to this question
Yes
359 (58%)

No
187 (30%)

Not Sure
77 (12%)
The majority of respondents felt that EAL funding should be provided for the first few years only.  Of those who stated a preference the best supported option was for three years as detailed in the table below.
	Years
	No of Responses
	%

	1
	5
	1 %

	2
	92
	15 %

	3
	134
	22 %

	4
	15
	2 %

	5
	42
	7 %

	10
	4
	1 %


61 (10%) respondents considered EAL to be an issue that remained with children throughout their education and therefore supported a long term EAL factor which provided support throughout their school life.  Respondents suggested that although pupils were able to quickly acquire the communicative aspects of English language, they took much longer to acquire the academic language needed to succeed at higher levels, and ongoing support for this was essential.

52 (8%) respondents said it was important that the length of support was calculated from when a pupil first entered the school system and was not simply limited to the primary phase. It was noted that a small but significant number of pupils with EAL first entered the school system in the secondary phase and their needs should be taken into account.

Transitional Arrangements

Paragraphs 3.39 to 3.41 discuss transitional arrangements to minimise turbulence.


Q18
Do you think we should:
(a)   Continue with a maximum decrease of -1.5% per pupil each year and accept that this will mean very slow progress towards full system reform; or
(b)  Continue with a -1.5% per pupil floor in 2013-14 but lower it thereafter so that we can make faster progress?
There were 652 responses to this question.
Option (a)
226 (35%)
Option (b)
221 (34%)

Neither  106 (16%)
    
Not Sure
99 (15%)
Opinion was evenly divided between option (a) and option (b).  

Those supporting option (a) suggested that the collective impact of all the changes proposed could be considerable and that allowing time for these changes was necessary to avoid turbulence in the school system. Respondents suggested that the reductions would translate into redundancies, re-working of premises, and substantial changes in school business practices all of which took time to implement.  A slower, more secure arrangement enabled proper planning for any changes that needed to be made. 
Those supporting option (b) considered that a slow transfer to the new funding system would almost outweigh any benefit of changing the system at all; noting that if the formula was fairer, progress towards it should be as fast as possible.  
130 (20%) respondents proposed delaying changes or ensuring that transitional arrangements were in place to ensure change was implemented in a measured and controlled way. This would allow sufficient time for establishments to reorganise and avoid falling into deficit.  Respondents also stressed the need to move slowly so as to protect jobs and school performance.  Some respondents supported delay until the next Comprehensive Spending Review period to see whether more funding would be available for schools.  
85 (13%) supported a more rapid change to system reform suggesting that further delay, while protecting some schools, would disadvantage others who would benefit from the change. It was suggested that providing three year budgets would help schools plan for changes, and would be particularly relevant for schools who would receive a decrease in funding.
45 (7%) respondents stated that it was difficult for them to comment on this question without knowing the proposals for post-16 funding.   They also sought a better understanding of the combined impact of all the proposals and suggested that they would need to see the shadow modelling, and work through what this meant for individual schools, before taking a view on the realistic pace of change.

Chapter 4 - Central services and defining responsibilities 

Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.7 discuss the development of a funding model, having first defined the respective responsibilities of maintained schools, Academies and local authorities. The model would clarify what elements of funding would be delegated to schools or centrally retained for maintained schools, if there is local discretion.

Q19
Do you agree that some of these services could be retained centrally if there is local agreement by maintained schools?
There were 632 responses to this question.
Yes
473 (75%)

No
113 (18%)

Not Sure
46 (7%)
The majority of respondents supported retaining some central services if there was local agreement.  Although it was agreed that funding should generally go directly to schools there was support for the pooling of resources across the LA in certain cases.  By agreement schools could delegate this funding to the Schools Forum for determination and allocation.  Respondents said that, as the rationale for Schools Forums was to provide the local knowledge that was not available at the national level, they should be trusted to act in the best interests of pupils. This might include a determination to centrally retain some funding, including contingencies, to be targeted in the most appropriate way.  Some respondents were concerned that certain valuable services might become unviable if all funding was delegated and schools operated on a buy-back system and that once an LA lost the skills needed to provide services, they would be difficult to replace. An example provided was that of centrally-run services for Gypsy Roma and Traveller pupils which have specific knowledge of the needs of the communities, with professional expertise which is skilled on issues of attendance, admissions and supporting schools in training and inclusive curriculum developments.

Those who disagreed said that the general principle of funding should be to delegate as much as possible to schools and that schools should make the decision on whether to pool resources or not to buy back services.
66 (10%) respondents supported the need to retain services centrally to best meet the changing needs of schools and pupils, to provide specialist support where needed and allow economies of scale.  They said that this allowed for local flexibility to respond to local needs.

62 (10%) had concerns about the automatic delegation of funding for unpredictable need.  Respondents considered a blanket delegation of contingency funding to be less efficient and not a practical or fair way of managing and deploying resources.  

55 (9%) respondents supported using Schools Forums to agree to local changes commenting that they would have the local knowledge needed to distribute the funds fairly across the LA.
Paragraphs 4.8 to 4.13 set out details of the funding blocks which make up the funding model and their functions. Funding blocks for schools, High Needs Pupils, early years, central services and formula grant are proposed. 

Q20 Do you agree that the split of functions between the blocks is correct? If     not, what changes should be made?
There were 592 responses to this question
Completely Correct  



  86 (14%)
Broadly but 
some
changes required

335 (57%)
No

   




  39 (7%)
Not Sure





132 (22%)
The majority of respondents felt that the split of functions between the blocks was broadly correct.  

85 (14%) suggested that further information and clarification was needed noting the following:
· ‘we think there should be extensive consultation on these matters as the splits on Section 251 can be arbitrary. Without knowing the quantum of the funding in each area it is very difficult to assess the implications’;
· ‘it is unclear what the difference is in blocks 1a and 1b between “Support for pupils with low cost high incidence SEN below the threshold” (1a) and “Support for low cost high incidence SEN” (1b)’;
· ‘agree broadly but it is not clear how it is intended to fund children with complex needs in early years; these children will not necessarily "cost" more than £10k, however, their needs could not be met without additional resources in PVI settings’;
· ‘need to look at Block 4b to ensure Academies receive a fair share of this. Need to ensure clear and accurate information is available to the Schools Forum’; and
· ‘generally, consultation with the stakeholders to decide functions is required’.
61 (10%) respondents did not support the proposal for extra support to schools in financial difficulty or adding the allocation of contingencies to the core budget of Academies. It was considered that these budgets were available to support schools on a targeted basis when specified criteria were met and respondents did not believe they should be shared out to all schools.  

35 (6%) respondents noted issues they felt were specific to Academies, including:

· ‘a significant part of the cost of testing for admission to grammar schools that are now Academies is now borne by the Academies themselves. There is an argument for an element to be included in the delegated budget to cover this’;
· ‘it needs to be clarified how carbon reduction charges are to operate for Academies who cease to operate from local authority owned buildings, and the same question applies for PFI schools’;
· ‘although Academies have the responsibility for these elements rather than the LA, the costs to the LA of a number of these headings e.g. financial accounting returns, local government pension scheme administration and strategic human resource employer functions do not reduce in proportion to the number of pupils in Academies and cannot be sold as a service to Academies in order to recoup “lost” income’; and
· ‘contingencies are used for changes in special school numbers particularly in September.  Do not see why Academies should be entitled to a share of this. Funding for schools in financial difficulties is more difficult as it is not funding for all schools but is set aside– Academies should be no more entitled to a share than all other schools.’


Chapter 5 - Future arrangements for the Local Authority Central Spend Equivalent Grant (LACSEG) 

Paragraphs 5.1 to 5.9 discuss the future arrangements for the calculation of LACSEG.

Q21
Do you think the funding for LA LACSEG should be moved to a national formula basis rather than using individual LA s251 returns? 

There were 669 responses to this question.
Yes
421 (63%)

No
150 (22%)

Not Sure
98 (15%)
There was widespread support for the LACSEG funding to be moved to a national formula basis as respondents felt that current variations in LACSEG were a major cause of disparities in funding between schools.  Respondents believed that the current system for calculating LACSEG was over-complex and not always transparent as the LA did not see what funding went to an Academy in comparison to the funding taken from the LA.
54 (8%) said they supported this measure as it would remove the discrepancies between different LACSG levels.  

46 (7%) respondents commented that at present there were some enormous variations in year-on-year LACSEG figures produced by different accounting procedures. The continued use of individual LA section 251 returns was considered to be wholly inappropriate and extremely damaging to the Academy initiative.
42 (6%) suggested that funding should be allocated using a national formula which matched the actual transfer of responsibilities rather than the funding the LA received per pupil. They believed that any funding removed from LA budgets should be based on clearly demonstrable savings to authorities, not the LACSEG paid to individual Academies. There was concern that the DfE has not considered the true assessment of likely savings/income which authorities could make when a school converted to Academy status.  Some respondents considered that using the section 251 budget statements to calculate LACSEG meant that, for example, funding related to children’s social care was being paid to Academies which was inappropriate unless the Academies were taking on those responsibilities. 

Q22
Do you think the distribution mechanism should be changed to one that more accurately reflects the actual pattern of where Academies are located?


There were 619 responses to this question
Yes
377 (61%)

No
129 (21%)

Not Sure
113 (8%)

The majority of respondents supported the case for the LACSEG funding arrangements to more accurately reflect the actual pattern of where Academies were located.  Respondents believed that as the location of Academies and section 251 data was readily available, it would be relatively easy to undertake a LA level LACSEG calculation once a school opted for Academy status.  Respondents suggested however that a method for calculation needed to be developed which reflected both the additional costs to the Academy of the new functions and the actual reduction in costs to the LA.  It was commented that LAs with a small proportion of Academies should not be penalised and have to pay for LAs with a large proportion of Academies 
Of the 129 respondents who disagreed, very few put forward any written reasons. Some of the reasons put forward included:
· it would be more complex and make it more difficult to provide reliable longer term funding projections;
· it would be difficult to administer as the pattern is constantly changing; and
· it might seem more logical but it would produce undesirable turbulence in funding.

94 (15%) respondents noted in their comments that they felt that the proposals were the fairest option. 

Chapter 6 - Children and Young People requiring high levels of support

Principles

Paragraph 6.7 sets out the high level principles behind the proposals for funding children and young people with high levels of need. 

Q23
Is this the right set of principles for funding high needs children and young people?

There were 562 responses to this question.
Yes
396 (70%)

No
27 (5%)

Not Sure
139 (25%)
The majority of respondents agreed that the principles for funding high needs children and young people were the correct ones.  
46 (8%) respondents questioned who would be ultimately responsible for multi agency co-operation towards the same goals. They also asked how General Practitioner (GP) consortia would be held accountable for jointly commissioning and funding services for pupils with SEN. It was pointed out that if other agencies such as health and social care failed or delayed their response, children’s needs may not be met.  Respondents sought further clarity about the role of the commissioning body including how it could influence partners to contribute, for example, towards health costs such as physiotherapy and language therapy.
33 (6%) respondents asked how the principle of the commissioning body meeting the costs of education would work if parents were given individual budgets.  Respondents welcomed the principle that the preferences of parents or young people should be followed.  However, they suggested that it would be difficult to define ‘as far as practicable’ in a consistent way and considered it should be strengthened in light of the commitment in the SEN Green Paper to parental choice.  Respondents also suggested that the funding proposals were inconsistent with the SEN Green Paper. For example, in the funding proposals, principle 2 stated: ‘...the preferences of the parents or young person should be followed...’ yet the SEN Green Paper precluded parents from stating a preference for a non-maintained or independent special school.


A Base Level of Funding for High Needs SEN

Paragraphs 6.11 to 6.18 discuss proposals to set a base level of funding to reflect high needs SEN.

Q24
Would it be appropriate to provide a base level of funding of around £10,000 per pupil or place to all specialist SEN and LD/D settings, with individualised top up above that?
There were 573 responses to this question
Yes
266 (46%)

No
85 (15
%)

Not Sure
222 (39%)
Just under half of all respondents to this question agreed that it would be appropriate to provide a base level of funding of £10,000 with an individualised top up above that amount.  
137 (24%) respondents suggested that further clarification was needed, noting the following:

· it was not clear from the proposals if all settings were really included in this proposal;
· did ‘specialist settings’ include units/resourced provision in mainstream schools?
· how would the individualised top up be determined and by whom?
· how would flat rate base funding work with the complex SEN diversity in the school system?
· the paper did not address what the base level of funding was intending to cover;
· clarification was needed about the definition of high need SEN; and
· it was not clear how the independent special school sector got its basic place funding, given that it might take pupils from several LAs.
38 (7%) agreed with the base level per pupil and the principle of individualised top up but had some concerns about their implementation.
37 (6%) respondents asked how the proposals related to non-maintained institutions.
Q25
Is £10,000 an appropriate level for this funding? 

There were 565 responses to this question.
Yes
          160 (28%)
  No-too high
38 (7%)
No-too low
 94 (17%)        Not Sure

273 (48%)





Just under half of all respondents to this question were not sure if £10,000 was an appropriate level for the funding.  Many respondents stated that although they supported the idea of a base rate it was difficult to state what amount would be acceptable without having a definition of what was included in the base.  Some respondents considered a baseline of £10,000 to be an arbitrary figure as for some young people with moderate needs this amount would be too great.  However for children with low incidence, high severity needs, £10,000 would only constitute a fraction of the necessary funding for a placement and would therefore have little impact on the overall resourcing of that placement.
Those supporting the £10,000 baseline considered the figure to be reasonable based on their experience, provided there was sufficient funding in the schools block to provide for the baseline.  Respondents also proposed re-examining the base figure periodically to ensure it stayed in line with actual costs.
81 (14%) said they would welcome further clarification about such issues as whether this funding related only to educational need or should reflect the holistic needs of the pupil, which may include dedicated health and social care inputs.  Respondents also asked how this would tie in with the SEN Green Paper and the idea of national banding levels.  Respondents also asked if an ACA would be applied to this figure as a simple flat rate would adversely affect those areas that had to pay higher staff costs.
Applying this approach to post-16

Paragraphs 6.19 to 6.21 discuss proposals for funding high needs pupils to post -16 pupils.

Q26
Is the idea of a base rate of funding helpful in the post-16 context? 
There were 510 responses to this question.

Yes
264 (52%)

No
37 (7%)

Not Sure
209 (41%)
Just over half of all respondents considered the idea of a base rate of funding helpful in the post-16 context as it would provide consistency of approach with the pre-16 sector. The current system was considered highly bureaucratic and made planning overly complex. Some respondents supported the extension of arrangements to cover high needs people up to the age of 25 as the specific needs of these individuals did not cease once they had left school provision.
Those respondents who were unsure said that whilst they agreed that there should be consistency in approach between pre and post-16 funding they considered the consultation document did not provide enough detail and it was not clear what the fit and linkage between the two sectors was.  It was suggested that the current costs of funding post-16 pupils was far more than the monies paid to LAs to cover them and wanted to know how the base rate would be calculated.  Respondents commented that the same principles should apply to pre and post-16 provision and that a clearer needs-led system was required.  
55 (11%) respondents said it was difficult to comment on this proposal as they did not feel they had sufficient information and much depended on such issues as the base rate, any top up arrangements and the relationship with other providers.
43 (8%) said that the funding should be viewed across the 0–25 age range and they believed that a single budget for high needs learners with SEN up to the age of 25, as described in the consultation document, was welcomed.

31 (6%) said that post-16 funding was more complex than pre-16 and respondents felt unclear how the proposals would work in practice.

Q27
Should local authorities be directly responsible for funding high level costs over £10,000 for young people in post-16 provision in line with their commissioning responsibilities?

There were 519 responses to this question.
Yes
315 (61%)

No
72 (14%)

Not Sure
132 (25%)


The majority of respondents agreed that LAs should be directly responsible for funding high level costs over £10,000 for young people in post-16 provision in line with their commissioning responsibilities.  
135 (26%) respondents said that for this to work, LAs needed to have sufficient funding to undertake the role properly.  
51 (10%) respondents said that LAs had the relevant experience to manage the funding and commissioning role and that with LAs in charge it was more likely that local provision would be developed that would better meet learners’ needs.  Respondents also commented that by extending to post-16 provision parents would have a better understanding of funding routes and more confidence in the system.
Q28
Do the proposed funding arrangements create risks to any parts of the post-16 sector?
There were 487 responses to this question
Yes
154 (32%)

No
35 (7%)
Not Sure
298 (61%)
The majority of respondents were unsure if the proposed funding arrangements created risks to any part of the post-16 sector. The commenting mentioned that:
· ‘the funding provided should meet the impartially assessed needs of the child or young person for whom it is provided’;
· ‘it is not possible to give a clear answer to this question in the light of the potentially very significant impacts of the separate consultation on post-16 funding’;.

· ‘traditional school 6th forms will be under threat as we move towards college style funding’;
· ‘schools teaching the International Baccalaureate will need special variations’;
· ‘I think all the proposed funding ideas for post 16 are a significant risk to school based sixth form provision’;
· ‘the biggest risk will be to Independent Specialist Providers if more local provision is created. Some learners will always have their needs best met by an Independent Specialist Provider and it is important that this provision still exists and is protected where it is of a high-quality and meets learner needs that local providers can not’;
· ‘variation in numbers could impact on providers significantly, especially for smaller more specialised providers’;
· ‘there is a risk that specialist provision will not be funded and local authorities will favour mainstream regardless of the wishes of parents or students’; and
· ‘diversity of provision is more expensive in rural areas and needs to be considered as a real cost e.g. SEN transport’.

77 (16%) commented that there was a risk of there being insufficient funding for LAs and therefore the funding provided to schools and other providers would not be sufficient to meet the needs of the children.

47 (10%) respondents said that it was not possible to give a clear answer to the question in the light of the potentially significant impacts of the separate consultation on post-16 funding and that they would welcome more information about government plans for post-16 education overall.
Funding by Places or Pupil Numbers

Paragraphs 6.22 to 6.26 discuss whether institutions providing for high needs children and young people should be funded on the basis of planned places or pupil numbers. It also sets out four options for doing so. 

Q29
Should institutions providing for high needs children and young people be funded on the basis of places or pupil numbers?
There were 554 responses to this question.
Places   227 (41%)
    Pupil numbers  183 (33%)     Not Sure    144 (26%)


More respondents supported a funding system based on places. It was commented that provision for high need pupils had historically been based on places to provide stability to the setting.  Respondents noted that staff in these settings were highly specialised and that the effective management of special provision relied on their retention.  They commented that to fund on pupil numbers could cause redundancies and staff movement and that the loss of this expertise might be difficult to replace once lost.

Those supporting a pupil number based system commented that this would encourage settings to be realistic in their planning and prevent any possible over provision.  It was suggested that the place based system which operated in non maintained special schools should be extended across other special needs providers to ensure that funding was allocated to those schools providing the best service, rather than to sustain schools with empty places.
58 (10%) respondents suggested adopting a combination approach of both places and pupils. It was suggested that funding on places would provide stability and would allow settings to budget long-term for staffing but using actual pupil numbers would mean greater responsiveness to demand. 
51 (9%) respondents expressed concern that pupil number fluctuations would have a destabilising effect on budgets and staffing.   Those supporting a pupil based system suggested phasing its introduction over time to reduce turbulence.
36 (6%) respondents supported a place based system, stressing the importance of staff stability and expertise.  
Options 
Given the various benefits and risks of these choices, we should consider how changes might be made over time, or develop a compromise position to reduce risks: 

 (a) continue funding places in the short-term but declare an aim of moving to fund actual numbers over time. 

 (b) fund on places, but reduce the number of funded places automatically if there is a high percentage of unfilled places for a certain period 

 (c) fund the larger providers on pupil numbers while leaving the smallest schools and units on a planned place basis. 

 (d) give the base funding of about £10,000 on a per place basis, while giving additional funding only for actual pupils.

Q30
Are any of options a-d desirable?

There were 470 responses to this question.
	Option
	No. (%)

	A
	32   (7%)

	B
	128 (27%)

	C
	29   (6%)

	D
	83 (18%)

	None
	30   (6%)

	Not sure
	168 (36%)


There was uncertainty over the best option to adopt with the most favoured option (b) securing support from just over a quarter of those who responded.

56 (12%)  suggested that a combination of b and d was preferable as these proposals would ensure stability through a base level of funding for places whilst also reflecting variations in actual pupil numbers.
Funding Special and AP Academies and Free Schools

Paragraphs 6.27 to 6.39 discuss how funding for special and AP Academies and Free Schools should be managed in the short-term and, in the longer term, whether funding should be routed through the Education Funding Agency (EFA) or the commissioner.

Q31
For the longer term, should we fund Special and AP Academies and Free     Schools:
a)    with all funding coming direct from the commissioner?
b)   with all funding coming through the EFA and recouped from the commissioner?
c)     through a combination of basic funding from the EFA and top up funding for individual pupils direct from the commissioner?
There were 492 responses to this question.
(a) 139 (28%)     (b) 41 (8%)  (c) 143 (29%)  Neither 12 (3%)  Not Sure  157 (32%)
Opinion was evenly divided between options (a) and (c) but more were uncertain about the proposals.  Many did not give any written reason to back up their choice.   

44 (9%) respondents said that LAs should calculate budgets for Academies in the local area, rather than the EFA, to avoid unnecessary replication and bureaucracy. They also believed that the funding should reflect local decisions with all the funding coming through the LA.

35 (7%) respondents said that option (b) was bureaucratic and added another level of activity that respondents could see no value in, diverting funding from where it was needed.

31 (6%) respondents preferred option (a) or (c). Respondents noted that option (a) reduced bureaucracy in the system as there would be no need for an intermediary to be involved in assessing or recouping funds for individual pupils. Option (c) would provide a degree of certainty in the system through the basic provision of funding for places.
24 (5%) thought that further clarification of the details was needed.
Q32
If we go for the combination funding approach, should we pass all funding through the EFA for a limited period while the school is establishing itself before moving to this approach?  
There were 449 responses to this question.

Yes
116 (26%)

No
186 (41%)

Not Sure   147 (33%)

186 (41%) respondents did not support this proposal commenting that:

· funding should be directed through LAs;
· the EFA involvement created an extra layer of bureaucracy;
· for Free Schools in particular, a determining factor of whether or not approval to open was given was the demand for places and willingness of LAs to place. If funding was given by EFA there was no way of testing out the real level of demand for a school and whilst it might protect schools through vulnerable early years it may also mask situations where there was no real local demand for the provision;
· consistent with the consultation paper’s aims to avoid perverse incentives for commissioners to favour one type of provider. funding arrangements should be the same for all providers from the date of the introduction of the new system; and
· there was nothing to be gained in moving funding between the LA and the EFA on the back of LA commissioning decisions.
116 (26%) respondents agreed with this question but offered few comments as to why, other than suggesting arrangements should last for a period of three years to allow schools to establish themselves.

147 (33%) respondents were unsure about the proposals. It was commented that the idea that passing all funding through the EFA for a limited period appeared attractive, but without a clear picture of numbers, locations and a view of some possible modelling it was difficult to form a sensible view.



Constructing the High Needs Block for local authorities

Paragraphs 6.40 to 6.47 propose a new formula for determining the High Needs Block building on the research carried out for the Department by PricewaterhouseCoopers in 2009.
Q33
Given there is no absolute method of determining which pupils have high needs, and given local variation in policy and recording, is this approach to determining proxy variables acceptable? 

There were 505 responses to this question.
Yes
195 (39%)
No
124 (24%)
Not Sure
186 (37%)
Opinion was evenly divided for this question between those who agreed and those who were not sure.  

Those who agreed said that as, increasingly, pupils in special schools had complex learning and communication difficulties it made more sense to construct the high needs block with a greater emphasis on Disability Living Allowance (DLA) rather than deprivation.

81 (16%) made reference to DLA issues. Many suggested it was not appropriate to use DLA as a measure as it was difficult for some parents to access this allowance. This has resulted in some areas of high deprivation having a low proportion of claimants. It was also suggested that DLA did not necessarily reflect all types of high cost need.   

62 (12%) respondents said that further research was needed on this proposal and that whilst they believed that the data supported the Department’s conclusions, they wanted more information. It was also suggested that in the absence of an actual model it was difficult to compare it to existing funding arrangements.   

32 (6%) respondents suggested using other health and deprivation data, such as low birth weight, teenage pregnancy rates and the number of single parent households.

31 (6%) stressed the need to ensure sufficient funding was provided to meet need whatever method was chosen.


Q34
Do you agree that deprivation is linked more to AP rather than the wider SEN needs?

There were 503 responses to this question.
Yes
227 (45%)

No
107 (21%)

Not Sure
169 (34%)


Just under half of all respondents to this question agreed that deprivation was linked more to AP than to the wider SEN needs.  

Respondents made the following points:

· funding should reflect deprivation as children from low income families were adversely affected by lack of pre-school input due to transport issues and extra activities which more affluent children could enjoy;
· to be able to respond effectively more evidence of the impact of this proposal was needed;
· that the AP census should be used;
· previous work on setting up proxy measures for low incidence/high value SEN indicated that deprivation was not an accurate indicator of lower levels of SEN incidence;
· as opposed to the secondary sector, AP in the primary sector was often linked to SEN rather than deprivation;
· some AP students had issues that were not linked to deprivation or SEN but were more to do with mental health problems; and
· that the data seemed correct but further research was needed to ensure funding was properly targeted to those with the most need.
Paragraphs 6.48 to 6.49 suggest the need for substantial transitional arrangements in moving to a new formula as the formula will fail to reflect the spend of local authorities on high need pupils.  

Q35
Do you agree that in the short term we should base allocations to local authorities for the high needs block largely on historic spend?

There were 508 responses to this question.
Yes
338 (66%)
No
96 (19%)
Not Sure   74 (15%)

The majority of respondents supported the proposal on the grounds that funding for high needs pupils was complex and reflected local policies and basing allocations in the short term on historic spend would protect allocations thereby allowing for some degree of transition and continuity of provision.  
Some disagreed, making the case that in order to move towards the planned post-reform position it was necessary to move as swiftly as possible away from historic funding.  

83 (16%) respondents supported the case for transitional arrangements to prevent excessive turbulence if there was a significant change in funding methodology.

25 (5%) suggested that allocations to LAs for the high needs block needed to be based on current needs.

24 (5%) respondents said that basing the funding on historic spend meant that historical inconsistencies would remain in the system

Post-16

Paragraph 6.50 proposes aligning pre- and post-16 funding for high needs pupils over time.
Q36
Do you agree that post-16 funding should also become part of the local authority's high needs block over time, but that there might be a particular need for transitional arrangements?
There were 502 responses to this question.

Yes
346 (69%)
No
51 (10%)
Not Sure
105 (21%)

While the majority agreed with the proposal, some said that arrangements needed to ensure sufficient levels of funding and adequate resources.  Others thought that funding for high needs via the LA would help to provide stability and continuity of provision.  Some of those disagreeing with the proposal thought that the funding should be centrally or nationally allocated, while others offered no comment.
Many of those respondents who were not sure did not state their reasons. Some expressed concern about the levels of funding and others that further clarification was needed about the construction of the high needs block and funding for the higher level SEN before transferring post-16 funding. 

62 (12%) were concerned about the shortfalls in the current level of post-16 SEN funding and urged that this be addressed in any new formula.  There was apprehension that the 16-25 level of funding from the YPLA might be inadequate to meet the demand for services.

60 (12%) agreed that transitional arrangements were needed suggesting that the transition to a different pattern of provision would need to be well-managed to ensure that neither places nor providers were lost.  
50 (10%) respondents agreed that post-16 funding should also become part of the LAs high needs block.  They believed that the current arrangements lacked clarity, definition and role boundaries and stated that bringing funding into the high needs block would go some way to address the issue.
Q37
What data should ideally underpin the funding allocations both initially and for a potential high needs block arrangement?
There were 203 responses to this question.

Respondents offered a range of comments on factors which they thought should be taken into consideration.  The most popular answers are given in the table below. 

	Factors
	No. (%)

	Historic data 
	66 (33%)

	Pupil numbers
	53 (26%)

	Deprivation
	36 (18%)

	Funding based on needs
	35 (17%)

	Number of statements
	31 (15%)

	Same as pre-16
	31 (15%)

	DLA
	24 (12%)

	Pupil mobility
	13 (6%)

	Looked After Children (LAC)
	13 (6%)

	Young Carers 
	11 (5%)


28 (13%) respondents said that they needed more information to be able to comment more fully.
Issues Specific to Alternative Provision

Paragraphs 6.51 to 6.56 highlight issues specific to AP provision but suggest that AP should continue to be treated alongside SEN for funding purposes.

NB: Questions 38 is displayed together with question 39 in the document. 

Q38
Should AP continue to be treated alongside high needs SEN for funding purposes?
There were 479 responses to this question
Yes
284 (59%)
No
59 (12%)
Not Sure
136 (29%)

A majority of the respondents supported the proposal, although some did nonetheless consider that AP and SEN were two separate issues. Many did not give reasons for their support.

Some of those against the proposals considered that the issues between them were too dissimilar… It was suggested that AP should be considered as part of mainstream provision with additional resources allocated only for those who had SEN.  

Those who were not sure mentioned the more short term and unpredictable nature of AP as compared to SEN.   

56 (12%) suggested that some AP funding could be delegated to schools on the basis of prior attainment. It was felt however, that both should be included in the high cost pupil block.

Q39
What differences between them need to be taken into account?
There were 128 responses to this question.

65 (51%) said that AP tended to be shorter term than SEN.  It was also mentioned that AP was more unpredictable and more difficult to plan for.

39 (30%) thought that an analysis of the costs of the two different kinds of provision was required.  Examples of respondents’ comments included the following:
· ‘it is important to take into account that the cost of meeting the needs of some groups of young people in AP is much higher than others’;
· ‘these are very different needs with very different cost structures required to meet them’;
· ‘the link between AP and deprivation proxies will make devising a formula easier. More work is required at looking at costs’; and
· ‘the proxy indicators should be different and analysis of the unit cost of pupil referral units completed along with outcomes’.
26 (20%) needed further clarification before making a response. They asked for more analysis from the Department on the potential effects of treating the two separately.  There was also a request for a clearer definition of AP and a call for more research to be carried out before the development of the formula.

12 (9%) agreed the need to reflect differences between them but did not include details.

6 (5%) mentioned the differences in staffing needs for the different provisions.
Early Years

Paragraphs 7.5 to 7.8 set out current arrangements for early years funding and discuss whether the Early Years Single Funding Formula could be made simpler:

Q40
Do you agree we should aim for a simpler EYSFF? If so, how?
There were 522 responses to this question.

Yes
249 (48%)
No
140 (27%)
Not Sure
133 (25%)

Just under half agreed that a simpler EYSFF was needed.  Some respondents suggested the use of a single base rate with a deprivation factor. A number of respondents supported the retention of the current methodology on the grounds simplifying the formula too much would mean a move away from a needs-led approach.  A few stressed the need to reflect the more diverse needs of Private Voluntary and Independent (PVI) providers.  
106 (20%) wanted an approach which reflected local demand, transparency and accountability.  Although a simpler approach was preferred it should not be at the expense of allowing LAs a degree of flexibility to reflect local circumstances.  It was thought that funding supplements should not be removed completely and that the level of supplements should be locally determined.  Some respondents said that a lot of work had gone into developing their formula to suit their local circumstances and that a prescriptive national formula would compromise creativity.  It was also mentioned that there were differences between the needs of EYFSS settings in urban and rural areas.  

90 (17%) were satisfied with the current methods on transparency and simplicity grounds.  It was commented that it was a new system which needed time to bed down and that further turbulence should not be added to the system.
64 (12%) commented on the differences between settings in the PVI and the maintained sectors.  Respondents said that there were significantly different costs associated with the two sectors, differences in qualifications leading to disparate salary costs and variations in setting sizes.  They said that the formula needed flexibility to be able to reflect the diverse nature of the PVI sector and to recognise the costs in delivering the free entitlement in different settings. 

45 (9%) thought that funding could be consolidated into single base rate/basic entitlement, with a supplement to account for a deprivation factor.  A few said that it could also include some flexibility for additional supplements at local level or a discretionary lump sum.

Paragraphs 7.9 to 7.11 sets out options for improving the focus on tackling disadvantage and improving consistency in the support offered to disadvantaged children. 
Q41
How could we refine the EYSFF so that it better supports disadvantaged children?
There were 165 responses to this question.

Respondents offered a range of ideas. The most popular answers are listed in the table below.  
	Factor
	No. (%)

	Deprivation 
	72 (44%)

	Consistency for 2 year olds
	40 (24%)

	EAL
	24 (15%)

	IDACI
	21 (13%)

	Use of post codes/ACORN
	20 (12%)

	Pupil Premium
	18 (11%)

	Health indicators
	16 (10%)

	Low Birth Weights
	10 (6%)

	FSM
	10 (6%)


Bringing more consistency to free early education funding

Paragraphs 7.12 to 7.15 consider two options for continuing to fund local authorities for free early education: on the basis of their current spend or on the basis of a formula.

Q42
Do you agree we should allocate funding to local authorities on the basis of a formula?
There were 501 responses to this question
Yes
358 (72%)
No
61 (12%)
Not Sure
82 (16%)

The majority supported the allocation of the funding to LAs on the basis of a formula. Many felt that a formula approach would help to simplify the allocation of free entitlement funding. It was also felt that the spend-plus system perpetuated funding inequality between schools and LAs.

Those disagreeing with the proposal gave the following reasons: 
· they did not agree that the funding should go via the LA; 
· that there was too wide a variation in costs to make a formula viable;
· that EYSFF needed more time to embed arrangements and that a period of stability was needed; and
· a few wanted to keep the spend-plus system. 

Those not sure about the proposal mentioned that a decision would depend on how the formula was calculated. They commented that they would have welcomed the modelling of options, but nonetheless stressed that local needs and circumstances should be taken into account.

50 (10%) supported the inclusion of an ACA to take into account the varying costs of provision in different areas, including factors to acknowledge both sparsity and to reflect the high costs associated with areas such as London.

33 (7%) thought that this was a sensible approach which brought transparency and fairness to the system. 
Paragraphs 7.16 to 7.18 discuss how a formula to local authorities for funding early years would operate.

Q43
Do you agree a formula should be introduced based largely on the same factors as the schools formula?
There were 488 responses to this question.

Yes
310 (64%)
No
80 (16%)
Not Sure
98 (20%)

The majority supported the proposal to base the formula largely on the same factors as the schools funding formula.

Of those who were against the proposal, some supported more localised agreements and mentioned that there were considerable differences across the sectors. Others mentioned that there were significant differences in population increases across the country and the numbers should be based on ‘actual January plus an estimate for increases based on the previous year’s increase’.

Of those who were not sure a few mentioned the need for transitional arrangements or modelling to avoid disruption and a small number of respondents said that they would have liked to have known more to be able to comment more fully.

39 (8%) thought that the formula should include factors for sparsity and rurality, to ensure equality for children in those areas, and to aid sustainability for these settings.
Bringing greater transparency to free early education funding
Paragraphs 7.19 to 7.20 discuss what has been done so far to improve transparency and our plans for the future.

Q44
We would be grateful for views on whether anything else can be done to improve transparency.
There were 86 responses to this question.

51 (59%) welcomed a system of benchmarking and monitoring as a valuable tool.  It was thought that benchmarking of basic rates of funding would be helpful for comparison and review purposes, and would promote transparency.  It was proposed that a pro forma be used to outline individual LA early years funding and there was mention that LAs could publish the same data for schools.  It was suggested that benchmarking should make clear the role of government in fixing the funding allocations to LAs, to make clear that variations in funding were largely due to the way that central government funded early years provision.
36 (42%) considered that the current system or their local formula for EYSFF was already transparent and that providers understood how they were funded. 

Pupil Premium

Paragraphs 8.1 to 8.8 set out two options for extending the coverage of the pupil premium to include pupils previously eligible for Free School Meals: an ‘Ever 3’ measure or an ‘Ever 6’ measure which extend cover to those eligible for FSM at some point in the last three or six years.

Q45
What is your preferred option for determining eligibility for the Pupil Premium from 2012-13? Should it be based on the Ever 3 or Ever 6 measure?
There were 651 responses to this question.

Ever 3
186 (28%)
Ever 6
286 (44%)

Neither
109 (17%)
Not Sure
70   (11%)

Of the two options proposed, there was stronger support for the Ever 6 measure for determining eligibility for the Pupil Premium, which would extend eligibility for the Pupil Premium to those pupils who have been eligible for FSM at any point in the last six years. Some of those supporting the Ever 6 approach considered it a more fully inclusive measure that would address the issue of the declining take up of FSM at secondary school level. It was also considered to be a fairer approach in that it captured pupils that move off the indicator temporarily through parental inaction rather than changes in need. 

Those supporting Ever 3, which would extend eligibility for the Premium to those who have been eligible for FSM at any point in the last three years, pointed to the link with deprivation and a strong correlation nationally with underachievement.  There was some concern that the Ever 6 approach would continue to target funding at pupils beyond their actual need, as it would include pupils who may have been eligible for a short time only. In this case the Ever 3 measure was regarded as more responsive to changing need. 

Some considered that using FSM was not the best way to capture deprivation because of such factors as the level of under-reporting and changing family circumstances over time. Other deprivation factors were suggested, but none of these received more than 5% support. These are shown in Annex A.


Paragraphs 8.9 to 8.10 seek views on other issues for calculating the pupil premium, such as whether to reflect differences in funding already in the system. 

Q46
What is your preferred approach for calculating the Pupil Premium?
There were 316 responses to this question.

Respondents offered a range of views for their preferred approaches for calculating the Pupil Premium.  
The strongest support, representing 101 responses (32%) was for a flat rate Premium per pupil, which they felt was simple and transparent and would provide the same level of funding to all pupils regardless of where they lived. A few thought that it had not been in place long enough to comment on more fully.

84 (27%) supported an ACA applied to the Premium to reflect local variations in the cost of provision and, in particular, reflecting the high costs such as those in inner and outer London.  
25 (8%) did not support an ACA for the Pupil Premium and felt that the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) already provided for differences in higher labour costs.  A few respondents mentioned that they thought that inclusion of an ACA would mean a return to funding inequalities.
On the issue of which deprivation indicator to apply 52 (16%) supported the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) while 17 (5%) supported the use of IDACI. Comments made include the following:

· ‘indexes of Multiple Deprivation are a much more appropriate measure to fair distribution, these will pick up a greater proportion of need in rural areas’;
·  ‘FSM is a crude indicator and there needs to be some consideration of multiple deprivation indicators as an alternative measure’; and
·  ‘geographically based indicators of deprivation supplemented by additional factors (for example looked after children) are effective proxies because they can take into account a range of social and economic factors in addition to income and are not affected by the extent of take up of a particular benefit.’
25 (8%) supported the allocation of all deprivation through the Pupil Premium.  Respondents noted that:

· ‘it needs to be viewed in conjunction with the deprivation factor in any formula to ensure there is no double funding’;
· ‘the issue is the amount of 'double counting' because of funding elements within other aspects of the budget also related to deprivation. These need to be removed so that the premium is the one and only amount related to deprivation’;
· ‘including deprivation in the EFA and having a separate Pupil Premium seems overkill’; and
· ‘In the long-run all deprivation funding should be routed through the pupil premium’.
Timing for implementation
Paragraphs 9.1 to 9.4 consider the issue of when to begin the process of moving to a new funding formula.

Q47
Do you think we should implement the proposed reforms in 2013-14 or during the next spending period?
There were 714 responses to this question

2013-14
407 (57%)

Next Spending Period
214 (30%)

Neither
  28   (4%)

Not Sure
65 (9%)

Over half of those responding agreed that the proposed reforms should begin in 2013-14, although some said there should be more time for planning.

161 (23%) mentioned the need for time to manage transition and to enable schools and LAs to carry out modelling so as to plan effectively for the changes. Those supporting delay until the next spending period stressed the need for stability and to ensure that the implications of any movements in grant proposals were fully understood. It was pointed out that the legislation and financial settlements required would not be available in time for LAs to consult on a local funding formula in time for April 2013.  Comments included:

· ‘given the current instability from both public sector funding reductions, the Academies programme, and the SEN Green Paper, we strongly believe there is a need to tread with caution in bringing all these strands together’;
· ‘this would avoid confusion over budgets and allow local authorities and service providers time to plan for changes’;
· ‘this will allow a longer lead time in order to iron out any problems’; and
· ‘we are pleased the DfE is proposing to give sufficient information for schools to plan over a number of years.  It would thus seem sensible to give sufficient planning time for schools before these significant changes are finalised and introduced.’
132 (18%) supported early reform, commenting that any further delay would perpetuate inequalities in the current funding arrangements.  They stressed that that schools needed funding certainty and delaying could lead to further policy changes.

79 (11%) supported the proposal for a shadow budget, commenting that this would aid the implementation process, provide more information about likely impact and enable schools to start planning. Some respondents suggested that the shadow budget should include protection such as a cash floor.  
Q48
Have you any further comments?
There were 551 responses to this question.

405 (74%) of responses to this question were campaign responses from Waltham Forest.  These were mainly from parents who were concerned about a forecast deficit of around 1,200 school places in the area, by 2015, at both primary and secondary level.  They were concerned that the cancellation of the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme, which had included provision for additional school facilities in the local area, meant that these places would no longer be provided. There was uncertainty about how the Government’s £500 million nationally to address the issue would be distributed or whether there was a strategy to reflect long term demographic trends. The campaign was seeking immediate additional funds. There was also a proposal to amend the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) to recognise the cost of the physical resources needed to ensure a local area could provide places for incoming pupils.  The Government was urged to help local authorities in London tackle the shortage of school places through any changes made to the DSG.
70 (13%) supported the principle of a national funding formula, delegated directly to schools rather than LAs, but did not provide further details.

60 (11%) were concerned that the total effect of the changes to 11-16 funding and 
post-16 funding had not been modelled and so were not known. There was call for detailed financial models and more detail around outcomes which would allow for more comprehensive responses.  

55 (10%) expressed a preference for a national age-weighted minimum funding level per pupil, but many did not expand on their reasons for this.  There was a small campaign which mentioned that continuation of a ‘per pupil minimum funding guarantee’ at school level would help to smooth potential turbulence which these respondents felt could be detrimental to pupils.

Next Steps

The Government is grateful to all those who have responded to the important issues raised in the consultation. It recognises that there is a good deal of consensus around some proposals, such as the factors to include in both any national and local formulae, and the need for careful transitional arrangements. However, the responses also reflect a variety of views over some of the key aspects of the system. The Department is now working on developing further proposals in light of the responses.
