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Introduction

This report is based on 512 responses to the 
consultation document. 

As some respondents may have offered a number of options 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.  

The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Local Authority




91

Early Years Provider



85

School Leader




77

Schools Forum




56

Joint Local Authority and Schools Forum

40

School Governor




36

14-19 Provider




36

National Organisation



24

Other*






21

Bursar/School Business Manager


15

Parent






12

Teacher or Support Staff Union

 
  8

14-19 Partnership



  
  6

Headteacher Association



  4

Other School Staff




  1

*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included Excellence Clusters and The f40 Group.

Of those who indicated they were a school respondent, the breakdown was as follows:

Primary




61

Secondary




49

Nursery




37

Other*





  9

Special                                                       6

*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included Middle Schools and those which fell into more than one category

Of those who indicated they were an early years provider, the breakdown of settings was as follows:

Early Years Provider – Private

60
Early Years Provider – Voluntary 

28

Children’s Centre



  5

There were 5 campaigns.  These were from:

· Respondents supporting the f40 group (1169 received) which considered that the current funding distribution was unfair and penalised children in the lowest-funded authority areas.

· Schools in Cheshire (38 received) who were in favour of retaining the ‘spend plus’ method for distributing the Dedicated Schools Grant.

· Schools in Bedford (35 received) who responded to most of the questions within the consultation.

· De Lisle College, Leicestershire (19 received) which stated that schools in Leicestershire were under-funded and made particular reference to De Lisle College.

· Respondents connected to The Association of Learning Providers (12 received) who stated they agreed with the response submitted from the Association of Learning Providers.

· Schools in Camden (5 received) who were in favour of retaining the ‘spend plus’ method for distributing the Dedicated Schools Grant.
There were also a number of responses received after the closing date of the consultation which could not be included in the numeric analysis presented in this report but which have been fully considered.

Overview

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed with the proposals in the consultation document.  

The majority of respondents favoured the removal of the ‘proportionality test’ from the criteria used by local authorities (LAs) and Schools Forums to decide whether there should be a contribution from the centrally retained Schools Budget to LA combined services budgets in support of Every Child Matters (ECM) outcomes.  It was stated that the test was difficult to prove and complex to administer but respondents said that if the test was to be removed some form of guidance would be required on how the changes would impact on local decision making.

Most respondents stated that they preferred the spend plus method of distribution saying that it provided stability and allowed schools to react to changes gradually.  In contrast respondents who opted for the single formula considered it to be a more transparent method than spend plus and ensured that the most deprived were not disadvantaged.

Most respondents agreed that the pupil number count used for Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) allocations should be moved from January to the preceding autumn.  Many respondents commented on the timing of the data used saying that it allowed more time to calculate budget allocations.  It was also considered that moving the pupil number count back would allow the DSG to be confirmed before the distribution of the budget.

The majority of respondents agreed that funding should be targeted at pockets of deprivation in less deprived authorities, with most stating that the per pupil grant method should be used for distribution.

The vast majority of respondents agreed that authorities should be allowed to agree with their schools, changes to the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) methodology affecting up to 50% of their schools as opposed to the current 20% limit.  It was stated that this approach would be a far more flexible way of operating and would allow for local discretion.

Most respondents agreed that Schools Forums should have non-schools members representing the early years sector and 14-19 partnerships, and that the current maximum proportion of non-schools members should be raised to above 20%.  However, there were concerns regarding the size of the Forum and respondents felt that  this should not be mandatory.

On the funding of pupils taking diplomas in key stage 4, most respondents agreed that the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) funding methodology should be used as the basis for setting the cost of partnership provision to schools.  It was noted that local discretion would be needed in order to reflect varying costs of provision and that any system would need to be transparent and equitable.

The majority of respondents agreed that LAs should introduce a standardised method for calculating the unit of funding for early years provision but suggested that further work was needed to ensure that neither private, voluntary or independent (PVI) or maintained settings were disadvantaged.  However, there were a number of concerns with the suggested timing, with respondents stating that it was too soon for this to be introduced for the coming Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) period.

The majority of respondents agreed that LAs should use the same methods to calculate pupil numbers in both maintained and PVI settings suggesting that there were too many anomalies in the current system and this would help to simplify it.  There were, however, concerns regarding the proposed time frame.  Respondents also agreed that a single budget calculation point for early years provision should be retained in the maintained sector as it would help to reinforce stability.  Of the suggested options given to improve the alignment of the funding systems between maintained schools and PVI providers, most respondents opted for the guaranteed minimum.

Most respondents agreed with the proposal to move to a single formula for funding the free entitlement across maintained and PVI providers stating that it would enable local authorities to commission flexible provision.  It was considered, however, that it could lead to uncertainty for maintained nursery schools. 

The majority of respondents agreed that separately identifying funding for the early years entitlement would help to ensure that the free entitlement was funded appropriately.  There were concerns, however, that in doing this flexibility could be reduced and the simplicity of the DSG would be eroded.

There were a number of issues that the majority of respondents disagreed with.  These included the proposal that the assessment of cost pressures feeding into the MFG should take account of efficiency savings.  Respondents felt that the MFG and efficiency savings were separate issues and needed to be treated as such.  Respondents also disagreed that this should be taken further and reduce the MFG to below average cost pressures stating that this could result in a real terms reduction in some school budgets.

Most respondents also disagreed with the introduction of a levy on balances saying that any such measure could be counter-productive.  It was suggested that it could lead to schools spending unwisely to avoid the levy and it could result in well managed schools being penalised.  

Summary


Q1 
Do you agree that the 'proportionality test' should be removed 
from the criteria used by local authorities and Schools Forums to 
decide whether there should be a contribution from the centrally 
retained Schools Budget to local authority combined services 
budgets in support of ECM outcomes?

There were 340 responses to this question.

138 (40%) strongly agreed


104 (31%) agreed
37 (11%) neither agreed or disagreed

28 (8%) disagreed



33 (10%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents supported the removal of the ‘proportionality test’ from the criteria used by local authorities (LAs) and Schools Forums to decide whether there should be a contribution from the centrally retained Schools Budget to local authority combined services budgets in support of ECM outcomes.  The test was considered to be difficult to prove and complex to administer.  It was suggested that if the ‘proportionality test’ was to be removed some form of guidance would need to be provided ‘regarding the practical implications of the change for local decision making’.  However, some respondents felt that if the test was to be removed it could ‘reduce the responsibility of the schools forums and [could] lead to potential leakage of [Dedicated Schools Grant] DSG into non-school spending’. 

53 (16%) respondents stated that if the ‘proportionality test’ was removed it would allow the LAs and Schools Forums greater flexibility in deciding how their funding and resources could be used.  It was stated that this would help schools in delivering the Every Child Matters (ECM) agenda in their local areas.  CIPFA and the Audit Commission both commented that the proportionality test was impractical in accounting terms.


Q2 
Which method of distribution would you prefer for the period 
2008-11: Spend plus or single formula? 

There were 326 responses to this question.

209 (64%) opted for spend plus


117 (36%) opted for the single formula

Respondents who indicated they preferred the spend plus method of distribution said that it provided a measure of stability and allowed schools to react to changes gradually.  Some suggested that it would be preferable to use the spend plus method for a transitional period which would allow time to develop a more practical and equitable way forward in future years.  

There were a number of criticisms of the spend plus method.  These included that it was based on year on year historic data and therefore could not reflect changes in local circumstances and that it needed to be more open and transparent.

Two campaigns supported the spend plus method of distribution.  These were from schools in Cheshire (38 responses) and schools in Camden (5 responses).
The respondents who preferred the single formula method of distribution stated that it was a sensible long term aim and would ensure that the most deprived were not disadvantaged.  It was also considered to be a more transparent method than spend plus and provided a clear link between resources and need.

There were criticisms of a single formula approach.  These included that this would create ‘winners and losers’ and that it could result in a reduced allocation of funding, particularly for the 14-19 and early years sectors.

Several respondents considered that the distribution method had not long been changed and it was therefore too soon to be looking into changing it.

Q3 
Should we move the pupil number count used for Dedicated 
Schools Grant allocations from January back to the preceding 
autumn? 

There were 359 responses to this question.

81 (23%) strongly agreed

109 (30%) agreed
52 (15%) neither agreed or disagreed
59 (16%) disagreed


58 (16%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents agreed that the pupil number count used for DSG allocations should be moved from January to the preceding autumn as respondents could envisage the benefits of knowing with certainty the actual final level of DSG when planning and setting their budget.

73 (20%) respondents commented on the timing of the data used.  It was noted that by moving the date back it allowed more time to calculate budget allocations but it was stated that there could be an issue over the time lapse between the pupil count and associated funding.  One respondent said ‘success depends on systems being in place to capture and cleanse the data at an early stage’.  It was also suggested that to allow for the settling of the intake after the summer holidays some point in October would be the preferred time for the pupil number count to take place.

54 (15%) considered that moving the pupil number count back would allow the DSG to be confirmed before the distribution of the budget.  It was suggested  that this could strengthen stability and certainty in the school funding framework.  Respondents also said that it could save work for the LAs as they would no longer have to estimate the DSG and then recalculate budgets once the final DSG was known.

43 (12%) stated that the pupil number count should be left as it is.  It was considered, that as it was only the second year of using the single pupil count there should be no change for the time being.  It was felt that January pupil numbers were the most up to date funding units that best reflected the costs of school services.

42 (12%) were of the opinion that this could be an issue for early years providers.  It was stated that the autumn term was the quietest term for early years providers and they would struggle to continue if their funding was based on the pupil count for this period.  It was also considered that this could prove to be an issue amongst primary schools as there would be no recognition of pupils who were admitted to reception classes on a staggered entry basis.


Q4 
In the long term, which method of counting under 5s would you 
prefer: headcount or provision based?

There were 306 responses to this question.

161 (53%) opted for headcount

145 (47%) opted for provision based

The respondents who indicated a preference for the headcount method of counting under 5s considered it to be less bureaucratic, simple to carry out and consistent with other sectors.  However, disadvantages of this system were said to be that it was not flexible enough and could be seen as a disincentive to admit children throughout the year as funding would not be received for those children.  It was stated that this could particularly be an issue for the private, voluntary and independent sector (PVI).

The respondents who favoured the provision based method stated that it provided stability, ensured a reliable income, allowed the redistribution of funding and had the ability to match future funding to whatever provision was required.  However, respondents suggested that this method could encourage providers to have empty places and that it was a much more complex and bureaucratic system to administer.

In general, respondents indicated a need for consistency across sectors no matter which system was to be used.

There were a number of respondents who did not favour either system and suggested different options, including having a combination of the two. 


Q5 
Which method of transferring funding for academies should we 
use: the current method or the recoupment method?

There were 240 responses to this question.

160 (67%) opted for the recoupment method 
80 (33%) opted for the current method


Respondents who favoured the recoupment method considered it to be fairer and a more transparent system.  However, it was thought to be a more burdensome and bureaucratic method than the current one.

Respondents who preferred the current method of transferring funding for academies stated that it was a simpler arrangement and allowed academies to run their own central system.  It was also suggested that the current system recognised that academies had a greater range of financial responsibilities.  However, it was considered that this was not a fair system and could allow for funding to be removed from other schools within the locality.

There were a number of respondents who indicated that neither system was satisfactory.

It was suggested that academies should not be awarded additional funding, that all providers should be treated consistently and any system employed needed to be transparent.


Q6 
Should pupils at academies for whom individually assigned SEN 
resources are allocated, be included on form 8B?

There were 278 responses to this question.

125 (45%) strongly agreed


118 (42%) agreed
29 (10%) neither agreed nor disagreed


5 (2%) disagreed



1 (1%) strongly disagreed 
The vast majority of respondents agreed that pupils at academies for whom individually assigned SEN resources were allocated should be included on form 8B stating that this would provide consistency and was the most appropriate way to include them.

Q7 
Should we consider using geographical based indicators such as 
Acorn and Mosaic in the distribution of DSG?

There were 329 responses to this question.

57 (17%) strongly agreed


71 (22%) agreed
80 (24%) neither agreed or disagreed


79 (24%) disagreed



42 (13%) strongly disagreed

Many respondents were in favour of using geographical based indicators in the distribution of DSG.  However concerns were expressed regarding the use of Acorn and Mosaic as they were not in the public domain and lacked transparency.  A number of respondents commented that all such measures have strengths and weaknesses and it might be preferable to use a combination of measures, rather than relying on any one measure.  


Q8 
Are there other deprivation indicators that we could consider?

There were 167 responses to this question.

Respondents offered a variety of suggestions for other deprivation indicators that could be considered.  These included:

· Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)


80 (47%)

· Pupil mobility






41 (24%)

· Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index

28 (17%)

· Rural issues






21 (12%)

· Free School Meals (FSM)




17 (10%)

· Postcode






16 (9%)

· English as an Additional Language (EAL)

16 (9%)

· Fischer Family Trust data




10 (6%)

· Child tax credit





  8 (5%)

· Looked after children data




  8 (5%)

Other suggestions included pupil attainment, Special Educational Needs (SEN) data and Super Output Area (SOA) information.


Q9 
Should we seek to target funding at pockets of deprivation in less 
deprived authorities?

There were 355 responses to this question.

128 (36%) strongly agreed


96 (27%) agreed
35 (10%) neither agreed or disagreed
52 (15%) disagreed
44 (12%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents agreed that pockets of deprivation in less deprived authorities should be targeted and emphasised that all pockets of deprivation should be targeted no matter whether they were in heavily deprived or affluent areas.

29 (8%) respondents stated that all support should be pupil focussed and targeted at the pupils who would benefit from it the most.  It was stated that equality could only be achieved if funding was allocated on individual need.


Q10
If so, which method of distribution should we use? 

There were 211 responses to this question.

155 (73%) preferred the per pupil grant method
56 (27%) preferred the threshold based method

There were no emerging issues for this question.


Q11 
Would a grant for exceptional circumstances be a helpful addition 
to the flexibility of the system?

There were 353 responses to this question.

82 (23%) strongly agreed


184 (52%) agreed
36 (10%) neither agreed or disagreed
32 (9%) disagreed



19 (5%) strongly disagreed

68 (19%) respondents considered that robust and transparent guidance would need to be in place.  Particular reference was made to criteria being needed to define ‘exceptional circumstances’.  One respondent stated that ‘without tight criteria and clarity for all authorities it could become unfair and possibly open to abuse’.

46 (13%) felt that this would help with any sudden influxes of students.  Reference was made to the uncertain nature of the level of influx and distribution of migrant families.


Q12
How would you prefer the Central Expenditure Limit to be set: by 
the current method; or through the simpler comparison between 
cash increases in Dedicated Schools Grant and ISB?

There were 286 responses to this question.

108 (38%) preferred the current method
178 (62%) preferred the cash comparison method

There were a number of respondents who questioned the need for having a Central Expenditure Limit (CEL) at all.  It was stated that if Schools Forums were properly involved in decisions about centrally retained expenditure it should ensure that delegated funding was given sufficient prominence and growth.

48 (17%) respondents stated that they preferred the CEL to be set by the cash comparison method as they found it easier for School Forums to understand.  Following on from this, 35 (12%) stated that the current method was unclear, misleading and very difficult to calculate.

Reasons that were given by those who preferred the current method was that it was tried and tested and it was more flexible than the cash comparison option.


Q13 
Do you agree that we should remove the asymmetry from the 
Minimum Funding Guarantee methodology?

There were 314 responses to this question.

83 (26%) strongly agreed


180 (57%) agreed
34 (11%) neither agreed or disagreed
12 (4%) disagreed



5 (2%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents agreed that the asymmetry should be removed from the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) methodology but suggested that there should be safeguards in place to allow LAs and Schools Forums the discretion to work together to sort out any anomalies and make alternative arrangements.

Q14 
Do you agree that we should allow authorities to agree with their 
schools changes to the MFG methodology which affect up to 50% 
of their schools, as opposed to the current 20% limit?

There were 324 responses to this question.

120 (37%) strongly agreed


141 (44%) agreed
23 (7%) neither agreed or disagreed
25 (8%) disagreed



15 (4%) strongly disagreed

70 (22%) respondents stated that this approach would allow for local discretion and would therefore be a far more flexible way of operating.


Q15 
Are there other changes to the decision making process on MFG 
variations that you would like to see considered – such as 
requiring there to be a majority of both primary and secondary 
school representatives in favour of a proposal?

There were 66 responses to this question.

30 (45%) respondents considered that Schools Forums should act as a single group, taking a strategic view across all elements of education.  They did not agree with the suggestion of having a majority of both primary and secondary school representatives in favour of a proposal.  It was stated that this could prove divisive and unhelpful.

20 (30%) agreed with the above proposal stating that it appeared to be fair and democratic.  It was also suggested that Schools Forums should have representatives from the early years and the 14-19 sectors.

15 (23%) suggested that the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) should be phased out stating that it was no longer required.

Other issues that respondents commented on in relation to the decision making process on MFG variations included that there was no need for change, the system should be kept as it was and that the secondary sector was too dominant.
  

Q16 
Should we continue with the 1% headroom between the MFG and 
DSG minimum increase or should we reduce the margin?

There were 287 responses to this question.

246 (86%) preferred continuing with the 1% headroom
41 (14%) preferred that the margin should be reduced

The vast majority of respondents were in favour of the continuation of the 1% headroom between the MFG and the DSG minimum increase as they felt it allowed for flexibility.

23 (8%) respondents stated that LAs needed to have more discretion regarding the DSG to enable local decisions to be made on factors that were important to individual schools.
 

Q17 
Do you agree that the assessment of cost pressures feeding into 
the MFG should take account of efficiency savings, and thus lead 
to a lower level of MFG?

There were 312 responses to this question.

32 (10%) strongly agreed

80 (26%) agreed
41 (13%) neither agreed or disagreed
83 (27%) disagreed


76 (24%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents disagreed that the assessment of cost pressures feeding into the MFG should take account of efficiency savings, 36 (12%) respondents stressed that efficiency savings were needed.  It was stated that efficiency savings and the MFG were separate issues and should be treated as such.




Q18 
Should we go further than this, and reduce the MFG to below 
average cost pressures in the second and subsequent years of 
the CSR?

There were 305 responses to this question.

35 (11%) strongly agreed

78 (26%) agreed
47 (16%) neither agreed or disagreed
65 (21%) disagreed


80 (26%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents disagreed with this proposal.  It was considered that this could result in a real terms reduction in some school budgets.  There were also concerns about what effects this could have on smaller schools.  It was also suggested that there should be a planned, phased reduction in the level of MFG ultimately resulting in its removal.

24 (8%) respondents stated that reducing the MFG to below average cost pressures would allow for greater flexibility at a local level.


Q19 
Would a levy on balances and extra guidance be effective in 
reducing the current level of excessive balances?

There were 319 responses to this question.

15 (5%) strongly agreed

53 (17%) agreed
48 (15%) neither agreed or disagreed
65 (20%) disagreed


138 (43%) strongly disagreed

65 (20%) respondents specified that extra guidance would be effective in reducing the current level of excessive balances although it was stated that this should not be prescriptive.

49 (15%) were against having any form of blanket levy as they considered that any such measure could be counter-productive, particularly in the short term.   It was suggested that it could lead to abuse of the system in order to avoid balance spending.  Respondents also expressed the fact that a levy on balances could penalise well managed schools.

18 (6%) were of the opinion that any levy should only be imposed on any uncommitted balances.  However, there were a number of respondents who stated that uncommitted balances were often accrued to defend against unforeseen circumstances and schools needed to have some form of contingency fund. 

15 (5%) said that they would prefer to see a graduated levy on balances over the 5% and 8% thresholds.


Q20 
Should we amend the Schools Forum regulations so that other 
members of school senior management teams, including Bursars, 
can be elected as schools members?

There were 348 responses to this question.

59 (17%) strongly agreed

125 (36%) agreed
40 (11%) neither agreed or disagreed
89 (26%) disagreed


35 (10%) strongly disagreed

Most respondents agreed that the Schools Forum regulations should be amended so that other members of school senior management teams could be elected.  However, it was felt that this should not be made mandatory but down to local discretion.

28 (8%) respondents said that Schools Forums needed to have a wider representation and were in favour of other members being able to be elected.  Although some respondents considered that Schools Forums were big enough already and that there could be implications for primary schools as many did not have separate bursars so equity of representation could be a problem.  One respondent suggested that the use of named substitutes, who could attend meetings as an observer, should also be considered.

Q21 
Do you agree that all local authorities should have non-schools 
members from the early years sector and 14-19 partnerships?

There were 379 responses to this question.

102 (27%) strongly agreed

168 (44%) agreed
37 (10%) neither agreed or disagreed
49 (13%) disagreed


23 (6%) strongly disagreed

98 (26%) respondents considered that all Schools Forums should include representation from all sectors, including those from the early years sector and 14-19 partnerships.  It was suggested that this could be in the form of a sub-committee and then an elected representative could report back.  Some respondents said that that this was a local matter and should not be mandatory.

32 (8%) were concerned that increasing the size could render the Forum unmanageable and unwieldy.  It was remarked that the size of the Forum was important to its success.

Q22
Should we raise the current maximum proportion of non-schools 
members above 20%?

There were 370 responses to this question.

52 (14%) strongly agreed

103 (28%) agreed
60 (16%) neither agreed or disagreed
103 (28%) disagreed

52 (14%) strongly disagreed

37 (10%) respondents stated that this should be a local matter and should not be compulsory.

Q23 
Do you agree that funding for specialised diplomas for 14-16 year 
olds should be through a specific formula grant?

There were 351 responses to this question.

133 (38%) strongly agreed


180 (51%) agreed
21 (6%) neither agreed or disagreed
11 (3%) disagreed



6 (2%) strongly disagreed

An overwhelming majority were in favour of a specific formula grant to fund specialised diplomas for 14-16 year olds as it was said that this would increase transparency and flexibility and enable interested parties to clearly identify and understand the amount of funding available.

77 (22%) respondents emphasised that funding for specialised diplomas should be through a specific formula grant; with a small number stating that it should be ring-fenced.  It was suggested that this would ensure that funding was targeted to support specialised diplomas.  It was considered that if funding was not separated there would be a risk schools could use the funding for other activities and national targets could be vulnerable.

24 (7%) expressed the fact that any grant would need to take into account administration, staffing and transportation costs.  Particular reference was made to the costs that small and rural schools would face.  Other factors that needed to be included and taken into consideration were the cost of living in the South East, infrastructure costs such as creating a managed learning environment and course fees.

17 (5%) respondents considered that a specific formula grant was the correct source of funding at this time; however they felt that after a certain period of time it would need to be incorporated into the DSG.  Reference was made to 2013 / 2014 as it was stated that it would be around this time that diplomas would be more widely available.

Q24
Are the three models for distributing funding for specialised 
diplomas at 14-16 to the front line the right range of options?

There were 204 responses to this question.

139 (68%) respondents said ‘yes’, the three models for distributing funding for specialised diplomas at 14-16 to the front line were the right range of options and were considered to be logical.

29 (14%) stated that they preferred Option 1 (the insurance option).  It was considered that this would ‘provide the largest pool for the 14-19 partnership to manage and [was] the only option likely to guarantee adequate funding for all partners and all components of 14-16 provision’.  However, it was suggested that this model could incur additional central administration costs which would have to be funded by schools.

25 (12%) respondents indicated that they favoured Option 3 (the pay as you go option) as it gave maximum delegation to institutions and was operating successfully at present in some authorities.  However, one respondent stated that if this option was pursued many colleges could withdraw from providing 14-19 services.

21 (10%) said they supported Option 2 (the partial delegation option).  It was stated that this model offered an element of control and empowerment and it emphasised the capacity of schools to engage in learner-focused curriculum strategy.


Q25 
Do you agree that we should leave the choice of which option to 
local discretion?

There were 342 responses to this question.

157 (46%) strongly agreed


99 (29%) agreed
18 (5%) neither agreed or disagreed
22 (6%) disagreed



46 (14%) strongly disagreed

59 (17%) respondents stressed that the choice of which option to take should be left up to local discretion.  It was considered that this would ‘provide a greater feeling of ownership and responsibility [would] feel less like something being imposed from above.  It [would] also allow any local circumstances to be brought into the equation, particularly in complex areas with higher levels of mobility.’

20 (6%) were of the opinion that there needed to be consistent funding methodology in place across the country.  It was stated that a national model was needed as it was a national agenda on 14-19 reform that was being delivered.  One respondent said that ‘a national formula that was clear, transparent and allowed portability throughout the country’ was required.

Q26 
Do you agree that the LSC funding methodology should be used 
as the basis of setting the cost of partnership provision to 
schools, with local discretion to reflect the varying costs of 
provision and funding levels received by schools?

There were 342 responses to this question.

47 (14%) strongly agreed


207 (60%) agreed
55 (16%) neither agreed or disagreed
16 (5%) disagreed



17 (5%) strongly disagreed

66 (19%) respondents agreed that local discretion would be needed in order to reflect the varying costs of provision and funding levels received by schools.  It was stated that this would be especially important in relation to deprivation, rurality, and transport.

34 (10%) considered that any system that was utilised needed to be transparent and equitable.


Q27 
Do you agree that local authorities should introduce a 
standardised method for calculating the unit of funding for early 
years provision in maintained and PVI settings for the coming 
CSR period? 

There were 376 responses to this question.

70 (19%) strongly agreed


148 (39%) agreed
57 (15%) neither agreed or disagreed
61 (16%) disagreed



40 (11%) strongly disagreed

The majority of respondents agreed that LAs should introduce a standardised method for calculating the funding for early years provision in maintained and PVI settings but indicated that more work would be needed to ensure neither maintained nor PVI settings were disadvantaged.  There were a number of concerns, however, about the suggested timing.  Many respondents were of the opinion that this could not be introduced before the start of the coming Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) period as it was too soon to prepare everything, particularly as the outcomes from the consultation would not be available until the autumn term.

48 (13%) respondents said that any standardised method for calculating the unit of funding for early years provision needed to take into account the different cost structures that applied for maintained and PVI settings.  For example, the different staffing ratios, different premises costs, payment of VAT and tax, staff salaries and pensions and capital costs.

41 (11%) reiterated the fact that there was no reason to differentiate between the sectors and agreed that there should be some form of standardised method.  It was considered that this would lead to transparency and equity across the early years sector.

Q28 
How long would it take local authorities to develop, consult on 
and implement such a standardised method?

There were 177 responses to this question.

Respondents offered a number of suggestions for time frames of how long they considered it would take LAs to develop, consult and implement a standardised method.  These included:

· Over 3 years


59 (33%)

· 1-2 years


58 (33%)

· 2-3 years


42 (24%)

· Less than 1 year

19 (11%)

Q29 
Do you agree that local authorities should use the same methods 
to calculate pupil numbers in maintained and PVI settings for the 
coming CSR period?

There were 355 responses to this question.

68 (19%) strongly agreed


133 (37%) agreed
59 (17%) neither agreed or disagreed
66 (19%) disagreed



29 (8%) strongly disagreed

Most respondents agreed that LAs should use the same methods to calculate pupil numbers in maintained and PVI settings stating that there were too many anomalies in the current system and this approach would help to simplify the system.

43 (12%) respondents were again concerned regarding the proposed time frame.  It was stated that the processes should not be rushed through and it was suggested that ‘any move to a standardised method would have to be phased in to minimise any turbulence in the overall funding system’.


Q30 
Do you agree that we should retain a single budget calculation 
point for early years provision in the maintained sector?

There were 338 responses to this question.

78 (23%) strongly agreed


152 (45%) agreed
47 (14%) neither agreed or disagreed
39 (12%) disagreed



22 (6%) strongly disagreed

45 (13%) respondents suggested that retaining a single budget calculation point for early years provision in the maintained sector would help to reinforce stability within the sector.  It was considered that it would allow schools to produce meaningful budget plans and maintain stable staffing structures.

Q31 
Which of the options at paragraph 211, a-c, or an alternative 
approach, would improve the alignment of the funding systems 
for PVI providers and maintained schools and be achievable 
within funding constraints? 

There were 329 responses to this question.

154 (47%) opted for the guaranteed minimum
75 (23%) opted for other approaches
55 (17%) opted for termly estimates
45 (13%) opted for places

32 (10%) respondents stated that local flexibility was needed to decide which approach best suited the locality and was best able to take into account local circumstances.

Suggestions for other approaches can be found in Annex B.


Q32 
Would moving to a single formula for funding the free entitlement 
across maintained and PVI providers better enable local 
authorities to commission flexible provision? 

There were 327 responses to this question.

36 (11%) strongly agreed


118 (36%) agreed
82 (25%) neither agreed or disagreed
64 (20%) disagreed



27 (8%) strongly disagreed

Most respondents agreed that moving to a single formula for funding the free entitlement across the sectors would enable local authorities to commission flexible provision and could provide greater reassurance of equity to providers.  However, it was considered that it could create uncertainty for maintained nursery places.  It was also stated that this formula would be complex to develop ‘because of the diversity and volume of providers in the sector’.  Timing was again highlighted as an issue with respondents stating that sufficient time was needed to introduce any such formula.

17 (5%) respondents believed that there was no reason to differentiate between maintained and PVI providers.


Q33 
If so, over what timescale would it be practical to implement such 
a formula?

There were 152 responses to this question.

Respondents offered a number of suggestions for the timescale that would be practical to implement such a formula.  These included:

· Over 3 years


58 (38%)

· 1-2 years


28 (18%)

· 2-3 years


27 (18%)

· Up to 1 year


20 (13%)

19 (13%) respondents were of the opinion that some form of transitional arrangements would be required.  It was stated that effective transitional arrangements would require sufficient investment in order to make the process run as smoothly as possible.

12 (8%) considered that there were too many variables for it to be practical to implement such a formula and flexibility was needed.

Respondents also suggested that sufficient time would be needed to engage and consult a wide variety of providers before implementing a formula.


Q34 
We would welcome views on whether further changes or guidance 
are needed to develop this wider function of Schools Forums in 
relation to the Every Child Matters agenda.

There were 80 responses to this question.

78 (98%) respondents said that guidance would be needed to develop the wider function of Schools Forums in relation to the Every Child Matters (ECM) agenda.  It was also said that guidance should clarify the roles and responsibilities of Schools Forums and could include the DfES view of the future role of the Schools Forum.

Q35 
Would separately identifying funding for the early years 
entitlement help local authorities to ensure that the free 
entitlement is funded appropriately?

There were 355 responses to this question.

77 (22%) strongly agreed


130 (37%) agreed
50 (14%) neither agreed or disagreed
64 (18%) disagreed



34 (9%) strongly disagreed

40 (11%) respondents said that an early years budget should be separately identified with a small number stating that this should go further and be ring-fenced.  It was considered that this would help ensure that early years settings would be funded appropriately.

There were concerns that if funding were to be separately identified it would reduce the flexibility that was currently available locally and the introduction of a further funding stream would erode the simplicity of the DSG.


Q36 
Do you agree that we should merge SSG and SSG (P) from 2008 
09?

There were 315 responses to this question.

102 (32%) strongly agreed


156 (50%) agreed
38 (12%) neither agreed or disagreed
15 (5%) disagreed



4 (1%) strongly disagreed

The vast majority of respondents agreed that the Schools Standards Grant (SSG) and the SSG (P) should be merged from 2008/09 saying that it would lead to greater transparency and simplicity.  It was also considered that it would give more discretion to LAs and Schools Forums as to how funding was distributed.

There were no emerging issues for this question. 


Q37
 In taking forward changes to the distribution of SDG over the 
period 2008-11, which method of transition would you prefer: (a) a 
cash (0%) floor; (b) a floor below 0%, to be set by DfES?

There were 245 responses to this question.

154 (63%) preferred a cash (0%) floor
91 (37%) preferred a floor below 0%, set by the DfES

Respondents who preferred option (a) considered it to be a much fairer, equitable and simpler method of transition.

Those who preferred option (b) were of the opinion that it allowed greater flexibility for LAs and Schools Forums to distribute funding according to local need.

There were a number of respondents who indicated that they did not favour either of the proposed methods.

Q38 
Should we make payments of specific grants to academies from the Department rather than through local authorities from 2008-09?

There were 280 responses to this question.

46 (17%) strongly agreed


73 (26%) agreed
51 (18%) neither agreed or disagreed
57 (20%) disagreed



53 (19%) strongly disagreed

29 (10%) respondents stated that there was no need to involve LAs in payment of specific grants to academies from the Department.  It was considered that as the general funding for academies came directly from central government it was unwieldy and unduly bureaucratic for LAs to act as ‘bankers’ in respect of specific grants.

28 (10%) said that taking accountability away from the LA went against the principle of having equity of funding between maintained schools and academies.  It was considered that it would also allow grant payments to remain consistent across schools within an LA.
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