Learning to Succeed – School Sixth Form Funding:

Technical Consultation Paper – December 2000

analysis of responses to the consultation document

Introduction

This report has been based on 219 responses to the consultation paper.  Some respondents may have offered a number of options for the same question, so the total percentages listed in this report against each question may exceed 100%.  Similarly, some respondents may not have directly answered the questions, instead offering views that appear in Annex B of this report.  Throughout, percentages are expressed as a proportion of those answering each question, not as a proportion of all respondents. 

The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Local Government (Inc LEAs)


66

Schools





37


Representative Bodies



31

G M Schools





30

Sixth Form Consortium/Partnership


17

Church Bodies (inc schools)



16

City Tech. Colleges (CTC)



 5

Sixth Form Colleges




 4

Special Schools (SEN)



 3

FE Colleges





 3

Unions






 3

Individuals





 2

Others





 
 2

The report starts with an overview, and a summary of written responses to the questions asked in the consultation document.  This is followed by Annex A that provides a quick view analysis of responses by respondent “type”.  Please note that comments expressed by less than 10% of respondents appear in Annex A only.

Annex B lists additional suggestions and further comments made by respondents in answer to each question.  This annex is offered as an aide to our sponsors and is not intended as a formal part of the report for publication. 

Annex C lists all the respondents to the consultation document.  

Overview

The majority of respondents supported a funding system that operated along the same lines as in Further Education (FE).  They said this system was responsive, flexible and allowed for more coherent local partnerships with other providers.  Many were concerned that the system would cope equitably with year on year fluctuations, especially in smaller institutions.

Some respondents said that schools did not have the same flexibility as colleges because staff were permanent, and did not work solely in the sixth form but across all age ranges.  A few felt the paper did not address the funding of key skills.  Some thought the FE funding model would not differentiate between providers’ differing cost structures.  

Most welcomed the real terms guarantee, and the assurance that convergence could only be upward.  Many respondents were concerned about using the base-line year of 2000/01 because many LEAs had not passed on the additional funding for Curriculum 2000/QfS.  They said it was essential to include this before the real terms guarantee was put into place.  Some felt the use of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) factor could not ensure real terms protection in the face of significant factor variations such as teachers pay increases.  A few said until the non-AWPU elements of the formula were defined for schools pro-rata share, it would be difficult to assess the impact on school or LEA budgets.

Some respondents wanted clarification on how programme weightings would be determined for each subject area.  A minority asked for more information on the treatment of transitional funding for ex- GM schools.  A few were concerned that sixth form numbers would increase in the next few years and it would be difficult to set up new courses with fluctuating numbers over annual cycles.  Some respondents thought if additional numbers were not funded pro-rata it would discourage schools from putting on courses, and students from enrolling on them. 

Many were concerned that schools funded under the LSC formula rates would receive funding at the same level for increases in pupil numbers, but schools funded ‘off-formula’ would receive a per capita sum based on an affordable sum of money retained by the LSC.  They said changes in pupil numbers should be adequately compensated irrespective of how the school was funded.  Some respondents thought that the unreliability of early predictions on a course by course basis had not been sufficiently recognised, and because of this any claw-back should be staggered to prevent financial difficulties.    

Many respondents thought that an appropriate ICT software package should be developed and funded which is compatible with SIMS for schools, so they could produce the additional data required.  A few said it was not clear from the document whether funds would be transferred to schools in one lump sum, annually, termly, or monthly.   

Emerging Campaigns

Two campaigns emerged during the consultation.  Both were small campaigns, the first (11 responses) was from schools and representatives in the Birmingham area.  They fully supported the differentiated model, and said the un-differentiated model was not flexible enough to cope with evolving policy or produce coherence across post 16.  They welcomed the assurance that convergence could only be upward.  Respondents were concerned at the relationship with the GDP deflator and the growth in teacher’s salary costs.  They preferred the undifferentiated model for annual changes in pupil numbers, and agreed with ‘lagged adjustment’ because it would offer greater predictability.  They were concerned however that schools experienced considerable number changes at the start of the year; and because estimates were required 14 months in advance; and that as lagged adjustment was 12 months in arrears, said that 26 months was too long.  They proposed a threshold above which extra funding could be drawn immediately to fund extra courses that had been provided.  They supported funding the LEA via the LSC for special educational needs (SEN).

The second (4 responses) was from individuals and schools who agreed with the Warwickshire County Council’s response.  They supported the undifferentiated model to the core approach.  Respondents said it was unclear if national or local LSC rates would apply to any new provision, and whether socio-economic disadvantage would be linked to the schools or individuals’ post code.  They agreed the undifferentiated model set out in 4.3 for annual changes in student numbers.  Respondents were concerned that 2000/2001 was an unsatisfactory baseline for guaranteed funding.  Respondents welcomed that the burden of data collection for schools as well as the LEA had been acknowledged.  They fully supported that it was the responsibility of the LEA to pass funds to all schools for the purpose of SEN provision.  They said a full evaluation of the EMA pilot should be done before they commented on a preferred model.  Respondents thought there was an urgent need for detailed discussion on the implementation and timetable arrangements.  They said if an expenditure calculation based on the s52 statement was used, they would agree with adding AWPU and a pro-rata share of non-related funding.  They were concerned however, that a suggestion had been made that a method based on the analysis of SSA allocations would be used.  They felt there would be practical problems if sixth form funding was on a different annual cycle to the rest of the school’s funding.   
Summary of responses to questions

Question a).  Do you broadly favour (i) a funding system on the same lines that will apply in FE, which is sophisticated enough to fund each students learning programme individually, or (ii), a less sophisticated, national version of Fair Funding? 

There were 206 responses to this question.

147 (71%) respondents agreed with core funding for each student, plus extra funding to reflect the different types of subjects, (differentiated model) for sixth forms, 47 (23%) did not agree with this approach.  44 (21%) agreed with a less sophisticated national version of fair funding which funded student numbers rather than course enrolments, (undifferentiated model), 39 (19%) did not agree with this option. 

96 (47%) respondents were concerned that the LEA had not passported the additional £35m allocated to implement Curriculum 2000/QfS, and consequently their current funding level was too low.  They suggested that this should be included in the real terms guarantee calculation.  84 (41%) wanted more information on the disadvantage factor; some respondents said that disadvantage should not be based on the take-up of free school meals because this was an unsatisfactory indicator for students in this age group.  72 (35%) welcomed the introduction of the core approach as this would allow the ‘differentiated approach’ to fund more expensive courses of study.

55 (27%) respondents thought the paper gave little or no clarification on what counted as successful achievement.  Some said that the10% factor for achievement was higher than the current FE model of 5%.  45 (22%) were concerned about the penalties they would incur if pupils enrolled on too many courses, and suggested the differentiated system favoured the encouragement of students to take more AS levels which would allow institutions to retain funding.  33 (16%) felt there was insufficient detailed information on the implications of the differentiated funding model.

32 (15%) respondents said the greatest cost within any course was staff related, and that FE lecturers and schoolteachers had different contracts, pay and conditions.  32 (15%) asked if they would gain financially by co-operating with other providers to increase the range of subjects available to learners.  27 (13%) were concerned about the amount of funding protected for each school under the real terms guarantee, and the part of the guarantee that provided an up-lift for inflation.  Some respondents also wanted assurance that they would continue to receive comparable funding levels for any growth in numbers. 

Question b).  Are you content with the proposed arrangements for the real terms guarantee (RTG) in section 3?

There were 196 responses to this question.

118 (60%) agreed that sixth forms should be guaranteed current funding providing that student numbers were maintained; 47 (24%) disagreed with the proposed arrangements; and 19 (10%) did not know. 

110 (56%) respondents were concerned about the factors that would be used to calculate the real terms guarantee.  They said it was important that the guarantee was linked to teachers’ pay increases, and to the funding that was introduced for Curriculum 2000/QfS.  102 (52%) thought 2000/01 was not sufficiently typical to function as the baseline year because the Age Weighted Pupil Unit (AWPU) for 2000/01 was artificially depressed due to some LEAs failing to passport the extra funding for the Qualifying for Success programme. 

79 (40%) respondents thought the paper contradicted itself on the position relating to the variation of pupil numbers and the assertion that funding would follow the student.  Whilst it was accepted that student decreases would lead to a pro-rata reduction, there were concerns that increase in pupil numbers may not be funded pro-rata, and would depend on the availability of resources.  73 (37%) were concerned that certain areas were disadvantaged.  Some felt that the paper did not mention small sixth forms in rural areas, and that the calculation of the real terms guarantee could heavily disadvantage these institutions.  Transport especially in rural areas was also an issue for many respondents.  48 (24%) disagreed with using Area Cost Adjustments beyond the London boundary in the new sixth form funding formula.  

45 (23%) suggested the real terms guarantee should not be calculated using the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) as the proposed basis for the annual inflation uplift.  Teachers pay increases had been considerably higher at 4%, and this would make a cut in the level of the guarantee.  45 (23%) respondents said they required more information on the calculation of the real terms guarantee before they could make a decision on the proposed arrangements.  43 (22%) thought that funding should be the same for each subject whether the pupil took the qualification in a sixth form college, school, or FE institution.  39 (20%) were concerned that the use of the simple pro-rata calculation for non- AWPU amount would create significant variations across the country because of the differences in fair funding formulae.  30 (15%) welcomed the guarantee but wanted to know how long it would last.  

Question c1)  Are you content with the arrangements in Section 4 for funding pupil increases

There were 138 responses to this question.

39 (28%) agreed overall with the arrangements proposed in the consultation document for funding pupil increases and decreases.  28 (20%) disagreed overall.  

55 (40%) agreed with the differentiated model’s approach, while 13 (9%) disagreed.  32 (23%) agreed with the undifferentiated model, the majority of these respondents favouring the proposal given in paragraph 4.3 of the consultation document.  10 (7%) disagreed with the undifferentiated model. 

Question c2)  Are there refinements which could help the arrangements be even more consistent and equitable, and better meet the legitimate needs of schools with growing sixth forms?

There were 124 responses to this question.

80 (64%) respondents were concerned that reductions in numbers would lead to a claw-back at a higher level per student, but expansion would be at a lower level.  63 (50%) suggested that by operating the real terms guarantee some schools would remain better funded than others.  49 (39%) felt that the claw-back arrangements would cause problems with recruitment to courses because schools would be cautious in predicting subject take up rates.   

37 (30%) suggested whichever model was decided upon, funding should be seen to be fair and transparent.  34 (27%) respondents said it would be difficult to predict student numbers using the 2000/2001 base line.  18 (14%) thought that further clarification was required on the extra funding needed for increased student numbers, when the differentiated model was not being used to calculate the funding for core numbers.

Question d1)  Do the proposals in section 5 ensure minimal new data requirements on schools and LEAs?    

There were 167 responses to this question.

106 (63%) respondents agreed with the proposals for data requirements, 45 (27%) disagreed, and 8 (5%) said they did not know.

86 (51%) said they were in favour of termly collection of data by schools to capture sixth form numbers.  80 (48%) agreed that the return of data to the LSC via the LEA should be annual.    

Question d2)  Could they be refined to be even more manageable or do more to recycle data that would have been collected for non-LSC purposes

There were 146 responses to this question.

79 (54%) respondents suggested a sophisticated universal software package should be produced so schools could return data electronically, and simply.  63 (43%) were concerned that schools employ full time permanent staff.  If there was student ‘drop out’ from a course, the cost to the school would not change, but claw-back adjustments would be made to allocation of funding.  58 (39%) welcomed the principle of lagged adjustment for changes in pupil numbers.  47 (32%) said that a data model should be built which would enable schools to recycle existing data already collected from their current management information systems.  

45 (30%) thought that the proposals would require the production of more complex data, increasing administration costs.  Respondents thought this should be recognised in the basic funding unit.  37 (25%) were concerned with issues surrounding the ‘drop-out’ of students from courses and schools would no longer offer courses that attracted smaller numbers.  19 (13%) said more information was needed on the criteria for success employed for measuring achievement.     

Question e)  Which of the approaches proposed in section 6 would be most appropriate for the funding of learners with special educational needs?

There were 163 responses to this question.

89 (55%) agreed that resources for special educational needs should be distributed to the LEAs via the LSC i.e. option 6.13.  39 (24%) agreed that funding for statemented pupils should be excluded from the transfer of funds to the LSC and should be left in the Standard Spending Assessment (SSA) i.e. option 6.14.  21 (13%) did not support any of the proposals for funding students with special educational needs.  

60 (36%) thought the section on special education needed further clarification, and additional work was needed to detail the exact mechanism by which SEN resources are to be allocated to schools under either of the two options.  52 (32%) said the issues relating to students with statements of special educational needs were very complex. Some were concerned of the differences in the statementing policies between LEAs, and that the number of statements was not an indicator of special educational need requirements.  34 (21%) were concerned with the calculation for the transfer of SEN funding from the Standard Spending Assessment (SSA).

Question f)  
Do any issues arise from the learner support arrangements reported in section 7?

There were 157 responses to this question.

76 (48%) agreed that further issues did arise from the learner support arrangements, 69 (43%) disagreed, and said the arrangements in section 7 were acceptable.  65 (41%) were concerned that transport in rural areas was a major problem, presented financial difficulties, and future funding should adequately reflect this additional cost.  47 (30%) welcomed the introduction of the Education Maintenance Allowances for disadvantaged post 16 students.  However, respondents felt they would need to see a full evaluation of the different pilot schemes before making a decision on the preferred model.  

25 (16%) agreed that School Access Funds should be made available on an equitable basis, irrespective of where a student is educated, but said there was a poor response from students in applying for this funding.  It was suggested further guidance was needed from DfEE to promote School Access Funds and to apply a common approach.  24 (15%) supported the Connexions Smart Card technology but were concerned that schools would need additional funding to accommodate this technology because other electronic systems had been put into place.  22 (14%) agreed with funding childcare costs but questioned the need to ring-fence an element of the school access funds.  It was suggested if an element was reserved for this purpose it would not be possible to vire it to meet other needs should child care costs not be substantial. 

Question g1)  Are the arrangements and timetable in section 8 clear and workable?

There were 128 responses to this question.

78 (61%) respondents agreed that the timetable was clear and workable, 35 (27%) disagreed and 15 (12%) did not know. 

Question g2)  Is there more that could be done to ensure the April 2002 change is managed in the smoothest and most seamless way?

There were 138 responses to this question.

48 (35%) respondents agreed that funding should follow the academic year rather than the financial year.  37 (27%) thought the timescale was too short given the complexities of the changes for schools and that the collection of data had not yet begun.  36 (26%) agreed that funds should be transferred by adding the AWPU funding allocated to post-16s in school, plus a pro-rata share of non-pupil related funding.  32 (23%) were concerned there was a lack of clarity on capital issues in respect of the increased use of information technology and the need to maintain and enhance specialist provision at post-16 level.  31 (22%) said it was essential that the DETR understood the proposals and the impact their implementation would have on Standard Spending Assessment (SSA) allocations for 2002/03. 

27 (20%) thought that Learning Skills Councils (LSC) had a high level of FE representation, and a low level of school representation, so some schools were concerned that their interest was not sufficiently safeguarded.  26 (19%) disagreed that funding from the LSC should follow the academic year, and said that an academic timetable different to the reminder of the school budget would create difficulties.  23 (16%) were concerned that moving to a different financial year was difficult for schools, and suggested moving pre-16 funding to the academic year.  22  (16%) said the work of the LSC should be reviewed after the proposals had been put into place to monitor progress.  18 (13%) suggested the proposals would not change the inequalities in funding that existed across post-16 funding, and that in terms of the new Ofsted led area inspection, comparisons would be like for like, so funding should also be like for like based on the governments ‘level playing field’.  

General Comments)

There were 53 responses to this question.

49 (92%) respondents were concerned that the deduction from the Standard Spending Assessment (SSA) would be greater than the sum that was passed to the LSC.
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