
ANNEX A
FMSiS CONSULTATION ASSESSMENT 

Analysis of Responses to the Consultation Document

BASIC INFORMATION
	How have respondents responded?

	Response Types
	Responses

	On-Line
	85
	38%

	Off-Line
	0
	0%

	Paper based
	60
	27%

	Email
	77
	35%

	Total 
	222
	100%


RESPONSES INFORMATION 
	Information
	Responses

	Key Responses
	1
	0%

	Confidential Responses
	51
	23%

	Acknowledgements Requested (Sent)
	77 (77)
	35% (100%)

	Future Contact
	100
	45%


RESPONDENT INFORMATION QUESTIONS
	Please tick one of the boxes that best describes you as a respondent.

	OPTIONS
	RESPONSES
	ACROSS CONSULTATION

	Headteacher
	99
	45%
	45%

	LA
	54
	24%
	24%

	Other (please specify)
	19
	9%
	9%

	Governor
	14
	6%
	6%

	School
	14
	6%
	6%

	Schools Forum
	9
	4%
	4%

	Bursar
	7
	3%
	3%

	National Organisation
	6
	3%
	3%

	Total
	222
	100%
	100%


CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
	Q 1.  Do you see value in aiming for consistent standards across schools in financial management?

	There were 220 responses to this question.

	
	LA
	School
	Headteacher
	Bursar
	Governor
	Schools Forum
	National Organisation
	Other (please specify)
	Total

	Strongly agree
	31
	0
	8
	3
	3
	5
	5
	6
	61
	28%

	Agree
	21
	13
	85
	4
	4
	4
	1
	11
	143
	65%

	Neither agree nor disagree 
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2%

	Disagree
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	3
	1%

	Strongly Disagree 
	0
	1
	4
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	9
	4%


	Q 2.  Do you agree with the favoured timetable for Primary, all Middle schools and Special schools meeting the Financial Management Standard?


40% of Primary, Middle and Special schools by March 2008;


80% of Primary, Middle and Special schools by March 2009; and


All schools by March 2010.

	There were 219 responses to this question

	
	LA
	School
	Headteacher
	Bursar
	Governor
	Schools Forum
	National Organisation
	Other (please specify)
	Total

	Strongly agree
	18
	0
	0
	1
	2
	5
	3
	4
	33
	15%

	Agree
	21
	9
	52
	2
	7
	3
	1
	6
	101
	46%

	Neither agree nor disagree 
	3
	2
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	11
	5%

	Disagree
	8
	1
	9
	0
	0
	1
	2
	4
	25
	11%

	Strongly Disagree 
	4
	2
	34
	3
	3
	0
	0
	3
	49
	22%


	Q 3.  Or would you rather see implemented the alternative timetable for schools meeting the Standard:


Middle and Primary schools with total revenue budgets of over £700K (approx. 6200 extra schools) by March 2008;


Middle and Primary schools with total revenue budgets of over £450K (approx. 6100 extra schools) by march 2009;  and 


All remaining schools, including Special Schools (approx. 5500) by March 2010.

	There were 214 responses to this question

	
	LA
	School
	Headteacher
	Bursar
	Governor
	Schools Forum
	National Organisation
	Other (please specify)
	Total

	Strongly agree
	5
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	11
	5%

	Agree
	3
	1
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	11
	5%

	Neither agree nor disagree 
	5
	0
	4
	0
	2
	0
	0
	3
	14
	7%

	Disagree
	19
	1
	5
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3
	40
	19%

	Strongly Disagree 
	19
	12
	80
	3
	8
	3
	3
	10
	138
	64%


	Q 4.  Do you think it is important for schools to receive a formal assessment of whether they meet the Financial Management Standard?

	There were 201 responses to this question

	
	LA
	School
	Headteacher
	Bursar
	Governor
	Schools Forum
	National Organisation
	Other (please specify)
	Total

	Yes
	42
	12
	90
	4
	10
	6
	5
	14
	183
	91%

	No
	4
	0
	2
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	10
	5%

	Not Sure
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	8
	4%


	Q 5.  What problems or issues do you see, if any, for Primary, Middle and Special Schools in meeting the Standard?

	See annex B for summary responses.


	Q 6.  Would you be able to seek assurances that all schools meet the Standard over the proposed timetable within existing resources, either through external assessment or other processes?

	There were 172 responses to this question

	
	LA
	School
	Headteacher
	Bursar
	Governor
	Schools Forum
	National Organisation
	Other (please specify)
	Total

	Yes
	20
	9
	76
	4
	6
	6
	2
	8
	131
	76%

	No
	23
	1
	7
	1
	2
	1
	1
	5
	41
	24%


	Q 7.  Do you have any other comments?

	See annex B for summary responses.


Annex B

Financial Management Assessment
Analysis of the responses to the Consultation

INTRODUCTION
This report is based on 222 responses to the consultation document launched on 10 July 2006 with a closing date of 2 October 2006.

This report includes an overview of the responses received with suggestions and comments made by respondents in answer to each question.   Annex A which provides a quick view analysis of responses by respondent type.  

The organisational breakdown of respondents is as follows:

	Options
	Responses
	% Across Consultation

	LA
	54
	24%

	Headteacher
	99
	45%

	School
	14
	6%

	Governor
	14
	6%

	Bursar
	7
	3%

	Schools Forum
	9
	4%

	National Organisation
	6
	3%

	Other
	19
	9%

	Total
	222
	100%


SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
Q1.  Do you see the value in aiming for consistent standards across schools in financial management?
There were 220 responses to this question.

61 (28%) strongly agreed, 143 (65%) agreed, 4 (2%) neither agreed nor disagreed, 9 (4%) strongly disagreed & 3 (1%) disagreed. 

Majority of the respondents said that they see value in aiming for consistent standards across schools in financial management which would increase public confidence in transparency.  It was also suggested that the primary benefit is good governance which should be applied to all schools, without exception.  They saw this as the cornerstone to raising the profile of finance within school. Schools account for approximately 50% of the revenue expenditure and ensuring consistently good standards across all schools will give a high degree of confidence that public money is being well spent and providing value for money in a key public service.

It would also ensure a consistency of approach from LAs and other organisations when dealing with schools.  A closer scrutiny of schools’ financial management arrangements and compulsory minimum financial management standards was welcomed.  

Having a nationally recognised and required standard would make it easier for LAs to raise standards, provide guidance and support on best practice procedures of financial control in schools.  Implementation of the FMSiS in all schools would enhance financial planning and control and thereby lead to better value for money through effective procurement and thorough planning.  When effective financial management is in place in all schools, the best use is made of resources to help raise educational standards. 

There is a need for confidence in the proper use of public expenditure, and it is desirable that schools demonstrate that they are following best value principles. It was also suggested that there were many benefits to be derived by Head teachers, Governors and LA staff from defining a national standard for financial management in schools.  

A small minority of respondents said that having looked through the documentation; they thought it was totally impractical to make the Standard compulsory. There were concerns that the current assessment process contained a high level of subjectivity which would make it difficult to see how a consistent standard could be demonstrated.  It was said that small schools would find it almost impossible to meet the Standard in its current format and increasing the subjectivity would significantly dilute its objectives and the assurance that could be gained from it.  Some said that primary schools do not have the capacity to manage the same financial standards as secondary schools.  One size does not fit all and there is likelihood that we would be over-burdening small schools with an excessive bureaucratic load.
Schools and governors would see both the self assessment and the external assessment process as unnecessary bureaucratic burdens.  They said that as a governing body they were not financial professionals and are not financially qualified to operate the new scheme.  Lack of resources (mainly staff time and financial expertise) and recruitment and retention of governors who have the necessary financial competencies would make it difficult in meeting the Standard in its current format.   They said that there should be local discretion on the implementation of financial controls and systems in place to allow for the difference in staffing levels in different size schools. Any watering down of requirements from schools would reduce the value of the Standard. The Standard would become eroded and be unable to fulfil its prime objective and financial management in schools would not have progressed.

Q2.   Do you agree with the favoured timetable for Primary, all Middle schools and Special schools meeting the Financial Management Standard?

40% of primary, Middle and Special schools by March 2008;

80% of Primary, Middle and Special schools by March 2009; and 

All schools by March 2010.
There were 219 responses to this question.

33 (15%) strongly agreed, 101 (46%) agreed, 11 (5%) neither agreed nor disagreed, 49 (22%) strongly disagreed & 25 (11%) disagreed. 

Majority of the respondents agreed with the favoured timetable.  They preferred this option to the alternative timetable but would like more local discretion and flexibility between years providing 100% of schools achieve the target within 3 years. Authorities would like to see planned audit cycles to be maintained where they have chosen to assess compliance through the Internal Audit team.  Schools with lower financial standards should be targeted first.  

This option would produce a reasonable balanced assessment workload in each year and allow LAs flexibility to manage that work according to local circumstances. Capacity to train and support schools can be more easily managed within a tailored approach at LA level.  Any system, given the availability of resources, personnel and financial, could be implemented within the time slot in the specified phase of the feasibility study.  Poor financial management should not be tolerated but should already be picked up at audit.

Some respondents disagreed with this option and said that they would disagree with any timetable making this Standard compulsory in primary schools. Even where schools are prepared to make payments for training and consultancy support, it may not be possible for LAs to provide the volume of support needed in larger authorities. They said that training must be provided and funded centrally so that schools are ready for implementation. The issue is that many schools will not have a sufficient number of governors conversant with financial practices in schools to feel confident enough to scrutinise the process.  Regular and rigorous audits would enable schools to improve their financial management.  There were concerns that if schools were placed in an Ofsted category, improvement of the provision for pupils should remain its highest priority.  

Q3.  Or would you rather see implemented the alternative timetable for schools meeting the Standard:

Middle and Primary Schools with total revenue budgets of over £700K (approx. 6100 extra schools) by March 2008;

Middle and Primary schools with total revenue budgets of over £450K (approx. 6100 extra schools) by March 2009; and 

All remaining schools, including special schools (approx. 5500) by March 2010.
There were 214 responses to this question.

138 (64%) strongly disagreed, 40 (19%) disagreed, 14 (7%) neither agreed nor disagreed, 11 (5%) strongly agreed & 11 (5%) agreed.

Majority of the respondents disagreed with making this compulsory in primary schools and therefore disagreed with any timetable. However, whichever timetable is implemented would increase stress on school administration.  They said that it does not reflect the capacity to support schools through providing guidance that schools would need to achieve the Standard and carry out external assessment.  They preferred that the proposal was dropped altogether for primary schools.  They also said that Special schools should not be in the last tranche and they should also be considered according to size of budget like primary schools if this option is agreed.

It was mentioned that this option was more restrictive and wrongly assumes all LAs match the overall national position in relation to school size.  The size of the budget is arbitrary and does not allow for sensible flexibility.  Individual authorities should make decisions about implementation as they know their schools best.

Very few respondents said that this option was a far more sensible method of phasing the implementation.  It would give small schools that have a greater problem in meeting the standard time to get the appropriate structures in place to deliver it.  It would make sense to roll out a programme which follows on from existing monitoring procedures and allows a sequence which introduces the new standards in line with existing rolling cycles avoiding repetition and unnecessary workload.  They said that it is still too bold to plough right across the board before there has been an effective and reflective evaluation of the pilot. 

Q4.  Do you think it is important for schools to receive a formal assessment of whether they meet the Financial Management Standard?
Some respondents thought it was important for schools to receive formal assessment to meet the Financial Management Standard but said that only if there was an agreed structure and assessment criteria in place to ensure that the Standard was being consistently applied. Schools need to know that this is not a Local Authority only requirement, but a national one.   It would also be possible to identify best practice which would enable schools to learn from each other.  It will give governing bodies some certainty that appropriate processes are in place, or targets to work towards and accountability maintained.  The principle of the FMSiS should be to improve and raise standards of financial management for the benefit of schools, pupils and to ensure effective use of public monies.  Some said that schools will be encouraged by the authority to seek formal external assessments because it reinforces the message that high standards of financial management are essential to achieve value for money and accountability for the use of public funds.  It would be seen as a confirmation that the school is acting in the best interests of its stakeholders and to the best of its ability in financial terms.

Majority of the respondents thought that funding for implementing the Standard should be made available from central funds and there should be no cost implication to schools.  The cost of assessment would be an additional call on overstretched resources and it would be impossible for LAs to fund this.  A formal assessment may be helpful but it is not essential.  

Some respondents said that they would not get good value for money if the external assessment is carried out by a third party at a financial cost to the school.  However, they said that all public bodies should be assessed if they are a cause for concern.

Q5.  What problems or issues do you see, if any, for Primary, Middle and Special Schools in meeting the Standard?
There were 201 responses to this question.

183 (91%) said yes, 10 (5%) said no & 8 (4%) were not sure.

Majority of the respondents from schools envisaged problems and issues for primary schools (small schools). The biggest problem was the capacity both in numbers and ability in governors.  They found recruitment for governors difficult and this additional requirement would be seen to be a disincentive.  The skills level in smaller schools may be to a much lower level than secondary schools.  

Although many schools may already meet the Standard, the evidence that they do so is dispersed amongst staff and governors and among a variety of administrative systems and files.  Collating this information will be a significant administrative task.  Costs may rise as many schools buy into LA financial support services and this may not be adequate to demonstrate compliance with standards, therefore, more support may need to be purchased.                                                                          

However, some positive comments included: 

LA expected to see much of the Standard already embedded in current practices and in turn saw this as the next natural step.  The Standard is a good financial practice and all schools should be capable of meeting it. 

Q6.  Would you be able to seek assurances that all schools meet the Standard over the proposed timetable with existing resources, either through external assessment or other processes?
For LA respondents only
Additional resources would be required by Internal Audit to carry out the External Assessments.  Additional costs cannot be absorbed by the LAs.  Support to schools in using the Toolkit will require engaging schools at the earliest opportunity.  This is an ambitious programme.
LAs will have to work closely with the school to raise the Standard, but would unlikely be able to support large numbers of schools to raise standards within current resources.  The process for assessment will become embedded into current internal audit and other local authority performance management systems in the long term; however there is a real short term resource issue.  It is difficult to fully understand what the impact on Primary schools would be until the LAs have had an opportunity to understand the issues around the implementation of the FMSiS in secondary schools.

Q.7 Do you have any other comments? 
There were 172 responses to this question.

131 (76%) said yes, 41 (24%) said no. 

Majority of respondents raised concerns on the impracticality of making the FMSiS compulsory to primary schools.  They also stated that the consultation document did not make clear whether the Standard should also be applied to Nursery schools.  They said that the Standard while well meaning, is overly complex, particularly in the assessment process.  It was difficult to see why existing audit processes, if undertaken thoroughly, is not sufficient.  Resources required to meet the Standard will be considerable and that the process will not give good value for money.

It would have been preferable to wait and review the secondary school roll-out before making it mandatory for primary schools.  It is also disappointing that there does not seem to be any link to Ofsted.  This consultation seems poorly planned and timed.   It is important that the DfES feedback to authorities on the results of the high school external assessments after 31/3/2007, particularly the numbers of schools passing/failing for each authority in order that they can form a view from the overall national picture.
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