SCHOOL FUNDING REFORM – CONSULTATION ON PRIMARY & SECONDARY REVISED FUNDING FORMULAE
1.
Introduction
1.1 The key message from the Schools Forum is “DO NOT PANIC” – the Minimum Funding Guarantee will protect schools and academies against sharp reductions in funding in 2013/14 resulting from formula change.
1.2 The proposals discussed in this document have been developed by the Local Authority in conjunction with the Formula Funding Working Group and the Schools Forum. 

1.3 As you will be aware, from Government publications and from recent correspondence from our Schools Forum, significant changes are being required by the Government, from April 2013, to the way maintained schools & academies are funded. All local authorities are required to implement these changes.
1.4 This consultation concentrates specifically on these changes as they affect maintained Primary (Reception – Year 6) and Secondary schools (Pre 16) and Primary & Secondary academies across the Bradford District. There will be two further more specific consultations, which will be published shortly, discussing proposals concerning the funding of Early Years provision and the funding of High Needs provision across the District. Work on these two areas is currently progressing. There will be significant changes in the way non-mainstream High Needs provision is funded from April 2013. We do not anticipate any major changes in the Early Years Single Funding Formula in 2013/14. Please also note that this consultation does not make reference to Post 16 Funding from the EFA, which has been the subject of a separate national review and consultation.
1.5 In discussing requirements for Primary & Secondary schools and academies, this consultation focuses, in particular, on the decisions that need to be taken in order for the Authority to submit to the Education Funding Agency (the EFA), by 31 October 2012, a pro-forma, which shows the structure of the formulae that will be used to calculate budgets from April 2013.
1.6 You will be aware that one of the headline changes is that schools & academies will be funded in the future using the October Census. Our proposals on the structure of the formulae have been developed using the dataset for individual schools & academies provided by the EFA based on the October 2011 Census. We are aware that there may be some issues in this data for individual schools, due to the way the October 2011 Census was completed. We expect these issues to be rectified within the October 2012 Census. The dataset taken from the October 2012 Census will be used to calculate school & academy budgets for 2013/14. The Local Authority, with the Schools Forum, will review the proposals once the October 2012 dataset is available in December. Although at this point we will not be able to adjust the structure of the formulae for 2013/14, we will be able to check whether any adjustments should be made to the values of formulae factors to better manage any unexpected redistribution of funding produced by using October 2012 data.
1.7 The changes from April 2013 will impact on all aspects of formula funding. These changes will also, inevitably, mean a redistribution over time of funding between schools & academies and ultimately between Local Authorities. The Minimum Funding Guarantee will protect the funding level of individual schools & academies in 2013/14 and in 2014/15. Also in the short term, the overall value of Dedicated Schools Grant the Local Authority will receive for its maintained schools will roughly remain the same, although this is significant simplification of what will actually happen.
1.8 The Government has announced that the changes required from April 2013 are to be made in preparation for the implementation of a national formula sometime during the next funding period, which begins April 2015. Although the April 2013 regulations place a greater degree of restriction on how schools & academies can be funded, these stop short of introducing a national formula at this stage. Each Local Authority will continue to operate its own formulae, but each must now comply with much tighter restrictions. The Government has indicated that additional requirements may be put in place in 2014/15, including a minimum % of pupil-led funding and a required ratio between Primary and Secondary budgets. We are continuing to monitor these.
1.9 For the sake of clarity and accessibility, this consultation does not repeat the large amount of instruction and guidance, which has been published by the DfE and the new Education Funding Agency. This can be accessed from the DfE’s website here.  This consultation also only focuses on the more factual elements of proposals and gives a brief explanation of the rationale. We have arranged three consultation sessions, where we will have the opportunity to discuss with you in more detail the principles and thinking behind the proposals set out in this document.

1.10 The three consultation sessions have been arranged as follows. Please contact Carol Duffy on 01274 385718 or email schoolfundingteam@bradford.gov.uk to reserve a place, if you have not already done so
· Friday 28 September 2012, 10am – 12pm, Future House
· Monday 1 October 2012, 2pm – 4pm, Future House
· Tuesday 2 October 2012, 2pm – 4pm, Future House
1.11 The deadline for responses to this consultation is Tuesday 23 October 2012. Please address all questions and responses to either Andrew Redding 01274 385702 andrew.redding@bradford.gov.uk or Sarah North 01274 385701 sarah.north@bradford.gov.uk. A response form is included at Appendix 5.
1.12 The modelling shown in Appendix 4 is illustrative only and does not represent an indicative 2013/14 allocation for each school. Please see paragraph 10 for further explanation of what this modelling shows. 2013/14 school budgets are subject to pupil numbers and to overall affordability within the 2013/14 DSG, taking into account all cost pressures. The actual 2013/14 DSG and funding position for schools will also be affected by the number of maintained schools that have converted to academy status by the start of the financial year.
2.
Summary of Changes from April 2013
2.1 The headline changes in the funding system for Primary & Secondary schools & Academies can be summarised as follows:

· School & Academy budgets must be calculated based on the pupil numbers and data recorded each year in the October Census. The October 2012 Census will be used to calculate funding for the 2013/14 financial year. To enable this change, actual allocations for 2012/13 have been divided by October 2011 pupil numbers, to produce a ‘rebased’ 2012/13 amount per pupil for individual schools. The Minimum Funding Guarantee will then protect this figure. Schools that are not full at the October Census will see a reduction in funding on current levels, though this will be influenced by the ‘October - January Reception Uplift’, which is discussed in paragraph 4.
· The data for individual schools used to calculate allocations will no longer be collected by the Local Authority but instead will be provided by the EFA. This means that the Local Authority cannot ‘intervene’ with the data and is also not able to continue to calculate a 3 year rolling average e.g. for deprivation and attainment-based allocations. This may mean that there is a greater level of movement in allocations year on year from changes in data. This also means that schools must ensure that their October Census data is accurate, as there will be no second chances and no opportunity for the Local Authority to amend this once the final version of the Census has been submitted to the DfE.
· The Primary & Secondary formulae must be significantly simpler, with a maximum of 12 allowable factors. Only 11 of these factors are applicable for the Bradford District. Local Authorities must have a basic amount per pupil and a factor for deprivation within their funding formulae, and must employ the MFG, but then have a choice on which of the remaining factors to include. The Local Authority also has the choice on the value of funding allocated via each factor. However, the Authority has little choice in how each factor is used. Of all the required changes, simplification is the most significant cause of redistribution of funding between schools & academies. This is because this produces very different formulae from those we currently use. The Authority and the Schools Forum has sought to reduce, as far as possible, the affect on any one ‘type’ of school e.g. small / large, low deprivation / high deprivation, low ethnicity / high ethnicity. However, variances for individual schools caused by specific circumstances e.g. a high number of NQTs that have been previously funded or previous allocations for infant class sizes, cannot be addressed other than by providing protection through the MFG.
· Simplification means that a number of factors currently in our funding formulae are no longer allowed. For example, NQTs, buildings maintenance funding based on size of school, insurance, swimming pools, curriculum transport, personalised learning. Please see the migration diagrams in Appendix 1, which show the factors that are no longer within the formulae and where the funding previously allocated through these is proposed to be moved. A greater proportion of funding will be allocated in the future on a simple amount per pupil basis. All types of school must be funded in the same way. For example, our current formulae allocate funding to Voluntary Aided and Foundation schools specifically for the cost of admissions and appeals. This type of differentiation is no longer allowed. Simplification also means that the value of the lump sum must be the same for both Primary & Secondary schools. This in itself is the main cause of re-distribution of funding in the Secondary sector.
· The MFG will be the only protection mechanism available for individual allocations. The previous 3% protection factor, which prevented a school’s total formula funding allocation from falling by more than 3% against the previous year, is no longer allowed. The MFG is set at MINUS 1.5% for 2013/14 and 2014/15, which is the same level as this current financial year. However, the calculation of the MFG has been significantly simplified. All other protection and ceiling mechanisms, which have been implemented previously to manage the mainstreaming of standards funds, are replaced by the MFG and by the ceiling that will be in place to manage the changes required from April 2013. We will need to employ a ceiling from April 2013, which will cap the gains of the winning schools & academies to pay for the cost of the MFG protection for the losing schools & academies.
· The regulations governing the funding of items managed centrally within the Dedicated Schools Grant (the DSG) have been significantly changed. Only in certain specific circumstances, and with the agreement of the Schools Forum, can DSG funding now be held centrally to fund support services for maintained schools. This means school & Academy budgets will see an increase due to the delegation in 2013/14 for the first time of funding previously held and managed centrally, with a corresponding reduction in the central services available for maintained schools to access. This may place a greater pressure on individual school budgets. For Academies, the current DSG element of the LACSEG will be replaced by this new direct delegation.
· These stricter regulations on centrally managed funds also apply to the holding of contingencies within the DSG. The circumstances in which contingencies can be held have been significantly reduced. This means that the value of funding previously held for contingencies will be delegated to school & academy budgets for the first time in 2013/14. However, this also means that the extent to which maintained schools can call on contingencies to support their budgets will be significantly reduced. This again may place greater pressure on individual school budgets. A good example of this is the loss of the contingency available to support the cost of redundancies in schools in financial difficulties.
· Funding for expanding schools, bulge classes and safeguarded salaries remaining from previous re-organisations will no longer be allocated within the funding formulae. Instead it is proposed that these costs will be met from separate contingency provision. Please see paragraphs 7 and 8.
· Other than for expanding schools, contingency allocations and adjustments for the funding of high needs pupils, school budgets will not be adjusted in year as they are now. Adjustments for e.g. changes to rates can only be actioned retrospectively in the following year.
· The simplification of the funding formulae means that the ‘buy back’ arrangements for school meals provision will need to change. This is because the formulae can no longer contain a specific school meals factor. The link between formula funding and charges for the school meals service provided by Facilities Management will be broken.

· The required changes to the funding of High Needs provision have a knock-on effect for the Primary & Secondary formulae, in that it is proposed that the threshold over which separate funding for high needs children is allocated will increase from £5,155 to £6,000 in 2013/14. How the ‘notional SEN budget’ is calculated will also change. These aspects are discussed further in paragraph 5.
· The budget setting & publication timetable will be brought forward. Please see the separate timetable document, which has been published on Bradford Schools Online, here.
2.2 Accompanying these changes, the role of the Schools Forum will also evolve and has been strengthened. In particular, it is important to note that the decisions on the funding formulae and on the holding of contingencies now must be taken by the Forum on a phase by phase basis i.e. Primary representatives must vote on the Primary funding formula & contingencies for Primary schools & academies, Secondary representatives for the Secondary funding formula & contingencies for Secondary schools & academies. This may result in a different approach to funding in different phases.
2.3 The Pupil Premium is set to continue for the next two financial years as a separate grant allocation to schools and academies. We anticipate that this Grant will continue to be based on Ever 6 FSM numbers, Service Children and Looked After Children. Unlike formula funding, we expect this Grant to continue to be allocated on January pupil numbers. The value of funding has not yet been confirmed for 2013/14. However, we expect this to increase next year, possibly up to £900 per FSM / Looked After Child.
2.4 For your information, from April 2013 the Dedicated Schools Grant will be made up of 3 distinct blocks – the Schools Block, the Early Years Block and the High Needs Block. These blocks are ‘notional’ rather than ringfenced i.e. we can move funding between the blocks to respond to cost pressures. This 3 block structure will allow us to better benchmark our actual spend in areas such as Early Years.
2.5 Please note that the funding for academies will continue to be calculated by the EFA. The EFA will use the pro-forma submitted by the Authority to calculate individual allocations. Please see Appendix 3 for what the pro-forma currently looks like, based on the proposals within this consultation and on the 2012/13 DSG.
2.6 Finally, by way of summary, please note that these changes affect only revenue allocations and do not in themselves affect capital. Please also note that the free entitlement to nursery provision will continue in 2013/14 to be funded by the Early Years Single Funding Formula. Funding for mainstream Post 16 provision will continue to be funded by the EFA following the set national formula.
3.
Review Principles
3.1 The key principles, which have guided this review, are
· To provide for, as best as possible within the new regulatory constraints, the fair and equitable allocation of resources, building on the principles we have established in previous funding reviews.
· To ringfence the phase budgets for Primary & Secondary i.e. not to increase or decrease the total amount of per pupil DSG spend on each phase at the expense of the other. 

· As a starting point, to ringfence the value of funding currently allocated via each type of factor within each phases’ formula i.e. to continue to spend the same amount on SEN formula funding and on deprivation formula funding as we do currently, even though the SEN and deprivation formulae may be different. This principle however, is sacrificed to a certain extent by pragmatism, where moving funding between factors e.g. from deprivation to the base amount per pupil, counteracts the negative effect of changes elsewhere. Ultimately, the basis of the proposed funding model has to be ‘best fit’ and, as such, is primarily governed by the next principle.
· To produce an overall cumulative funding distribution, which as best as possible within the new regulatory constraints, replicates the overall distribution of our current funding formulae. Bradford District’s current funding formulae are needs (or activity)-led and have been built up over time to deliver a fair and equitable allocation of resources. The Forum and the majority of schools feel that our current formulae are still fit for purpose and we would not seek a wholesale review if this was not required by the Government. It is not therefore, simply a ‘cop out’ to seek to continue this distribution. Seeking to replicate our current distribution will mean funding continues to have an agreed and strong local rationale. It will also, in principle, reduce the extent of turbulence in individual school & academy budgets.
· However, it is not possible to fully replicate our current funding distribution and certainly not at an individual school or academy level. This is because the way in which the formulae have to be constructed is so very different from how we currently do things. In managing ‘redistribution’ therefore, the Authority and the Forum has sought to avoid significantly redistributing funding towards or away from any ‘type’ of school at an average level – small / large, low deprivation / high deprivation, low ethnicity / high ethnicity. However, even if we could achieve this, this would still mean some variances at individual school level, due to individual circumstances and data issues. Continuity at an average level is very difficult to achieve and it is not possible to achieve this for Secondary schools & Secondary academies. This is because of the restrictions around the use of the lump sum, which are explained in paragraph 4.
· An important principle is that a factor is included within the formulae only if it ‘adds value’ i.e. it identifies a need that no other factor does in the same way or it counteracts redistribution caused by required changes in other parts of the formulae.
· As in previous reviews, we have sought to establish formulae that avoid ‘cliff faces’ or thresholds, where small changes in data produce significant differences in funding levels, and that protect against blips in data. It will be more difficult to do this. As we can no longer employ a 3 year rolling average and as we are no longer allowed a 3% protection factor, we must be more careful in the way we use factors to protect against year on year turbulence. Although the MFG will provide some protection, this will not protect schools against a significant reduction in pupil numbers. Understanding this, for example, influences the value of the lump sum, which may be set at a higher value than now for Primary schools to afford some protection.
· To establish a funding model, which most effectively supports both large and small schools following the requirement to delegate a greater proportion of the DSG. This includes continuing centrally managed support, where allowed by the regulations and where this is judged to be the most effective way forward, recognising the reason why this support is currently managed centrally e.g. economies of scale or protection of smaller schools. 

· In forming proposals we also have an eye on the future movement to the national funding formula; to adopt changes that we can see will most likely be implemented at this point e.g. the use of Ever 6 in the allocation of deprivation funding. However, as we do not have a crystal ball, our main goal is to develop a ‘best fit’ solution that will suffice for the next two financial years.
Question 1: Do you have any comments on the principles that have guided this review?
Question 2: Do you agree with the main guiding principle, which is to as closely as possible replicate current formulae and to minimise the extent of redistribution as best as possible, where it is not possible to replicate?
4.
Simplified Formulae
4.1 From April 2013 we have a choice of 12 allowable Primary & Secondary factors:
· A basic per pupil entitlement – a single unit for primary aged pupils and a single unit for each of Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 pupils
· Deprivation – measured by Free School Meals (FSM) and / or the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI)

· Looked After Children

· Prior Attainment (as a proxy measure of SEN) – Foundation Stage Profile (Primary) and Key Stage 2 (Secondary)

· English as an Additional Language – for a maximum of 3 years after the pupil enters statutory age school system

· Pupil Mobility

· Lump sum for each school – with an upper limit of £200,000; the value must be the same for Primary & Secondary schools

· Split Sites

· Rates – must be at actual cost
· Private Finance Initiative (PFI) Contracts

· Post 16 per pupil factor

· London fringe uplift

4.2 Of the 12 allowable factors we propose to use the following 9 factors in 2013/14 for both Primary & Secondary. The data on which the 9 factors will be calculated is also shown below. Please be reminded that the dataset at individual school level is provided by the EFA and is generated from the October Census 
· The basic per pupil entitlement:
· Number On Roll Primary: Reception to Year 6 pupils 
· Number On Roll Secondary: Year 7 to Year 9 pupils 
· Number On Roll Secondary: Year 10 to Year 11 pupils 
· Deprivation:
· Ever 6 FSM %: the % of pupils where the FSM indicator is TRUE in any of the censuses in the last 6 years
· IDACI 0 - 6 %: the % of pupils with an IDACI score in each band 0 – 6. IDACI is calculated based on the postcodes of pupils recorded in the October Census
· Low Prior Attainment:
· Primary: the % of youngest appropriate year group that received less than 73 points on their Early Years Foundation Stage Profile

· Secondary: the % of youngest appropriate year group that received level 3 or below in both Key Stage 2 Maths and English 
· English as an Additional Language:
· The % of pupils whose first language is not English and who are appearing on the school census for the first, second or third year (known as ‘EAL 3’)
· Pupil Mobility:
· The % of pupils who started the school in the previous three academic years in an abnormal month (i.e. not in September or August (or January for Year 1 pupils))
· Lump sum: proposed value of £175,000 per school
· Split Sites: formula for local determination
· Rates: actual cost
· Private Finance Initiative (PFI) Contracts: actual cost of DSG affordability gap
4.3 The funding of safeguarded salaries, expanding schools and bulge classes, has been removed from the funding formulae and will in future be allocated separately via contingencies. Please see paragraphs 7 and 8.
4.4 To aid understanding, Appendix 2 shows the formulae in simple diagrams. Appendix 3 shows what the pro-forma, that we are required to submit to the EFA for checking, looks like, based on the proposals as they currently stand and on 2012/13 funding levels. This pro-forma, in particular, shows the values of the different funding factors in more detail.
4.5 You will see by comparing the full list of allowable factors with those we propose to use that 3 allowed factors would not be within our formulae from April 2013:

· The London fringe uplift is not relevant to the Bradford District.
· It is our view that the Pupil Premium should continue to be the source of funding for Looked After Children (LAC). We have previously had a Looked After Children factor in our formulae and this has closely replicated the way that the Pupil Premium is allocated on a termly basis on actual pupils. The new regulations will not allow us to adjust funding for LAC on a termly basis, which means that we would have to set funding on an estimate at the start of the year. This effectively means that the LAC factor would act more like a proxy measure of additional need than a mechanism via which to allocate funding for specific children. FSM and IDACI are more substantial proxy measures of the overall level of need faced by schools. Also, our current total LAC funding is £1,000 per pupil, with £600 coming from the Pupil Premium and £400 from formula funding. With the anticipated increase in the Pupil Premium value in 2013/14 to £900 and then above £1,000 in 2014/15, the Pupil Premium will effectively replace the value of our formula funding mechanism anyway. We are also aware of the possible introduction of a new ‘Pupil Premium Plus’ for Looked After Children, at a value of £1,000 per pupil.
· Our current Secondary formula allocates a small amount of DSG funding for 6th form pupils. This is residual from our 2013/14 review. We also calculate an adjustment, which removes the proportion of funding estimated to be duplicated within both the Authority’s and the Post 16 national formulae. The total value of these factors is roughly the same and roughly balance each other out (+ £763,000 6th Form AWPU; - £674,000 6th Form Abatement). In the interest of simplicity, it is our view that we should take the opportunity to remove both these factors from the Secondary funding formula. The balance will remain within the Secondary phase budget.
4.6 As stated, Local Authorities are restricted in how each of the factors can be used i.e. we must use the EFA dataset and we must calculate allocations in a certain way. We have two areas of local influence. Firstly, we can decide how much funding is allocated via each factor. This is one of the main ways in which the redistribution of funding can be minimised, especially at Primary level. Secondly, there are a number of elements where it is actually possible for us to decide, in part, how the factor is applied. These elements and our proposals are outlined below:

· The factors we use. It is compulsory to have a basic amount per pupil, a deprivation factor and to employ the MFG. It is then for local decision which other factors are used. We could opt for formulae that only use these compulsory factors. However, it is our view that all 9 of the factors listed in paragraph 4.2 add value to the funding formulae. Each of the 9 factors are also included within our current funding formulae in one form or another, so in employing all these factors we are providing for as much continuity as possible. Please see Appendix 1 for how the factors within our current funding formulae migrate into this new structure.
· The value of the lump sum. The value of the lump sum cannot exceed £200,000 and it must be the same value for all Primary and Secondary schools and academies. Based on our current modelling, we propose to set the value of the lump sum at £175,000. We have lump sums in our current formulae. We also have other factors, which allocate funding not on pupil numbers and which protect small schools e.g. buildings maintenance, small school protection. The total value of allocations of these non pupil-led factors currently ranges from £121,000 to £210,000 per school for Primary schools and from £359,000 to £589,000 for Secondary schools. 

The purposes behind continuing to use a lump sum are to provide more budget stability for individual 
schools, to protect smaller schools and to recognise that all schools have costs that are fixed and 
where 
there are economies of scale. If we didn’t use a lump sum in the future all funding would be 
allocated on a per pupil basis, which would negatively affect smaller schools compared against their 
current funding position. This would also mean that the entirely of a school’s budget is subject to 
fluctuations in pupil numbers. Employing a lump sum of too high a value however, would pull funding 
away from larger schools. Setting the lump sum at £175,000 we feel adequately protects smaller 
Primary schools, especially where, from April 2013, a greater proportion of the DSG will be delegated 
to schools. When combined with all other changes, setting the lump sum at this value does not 
redistribute funding away from larger Primary schools per se. 

However, a lump sum of £175,000 results in a significant redistribution of 
funding from smaller to 
larger Secondary schools. Even employing the maximum £200,000 allowed produces this 
significant redistribution but, if we did this, the balance we have found between smaller and larger 
Primary schools would be distorted. Our view therefore, is that £175,000 is the best fit for the lump 
sum and that other areas of the formulae could be adjusted to try to ameliorate the redistribution 
between Secondary schools as best as possible.
· FSM and / or IDACI. It is compulsory for our formulae to include a deprivation factor and this can only be based on FSM and / or on IDACI. We currently allocate deprivation funding, and elements of SEN formula funding, using FSM and the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD). We split funding 50 / 50 between the two measures, understanding that each of these measures of deprivation has both strengths and weaknesses and that including the two equally provides for a more robust approach. We are no longer allowed to use IMD. However, IDACI is a subset of IMD, is calculated as IMD is on individual pupil postcodes and has a very similar distribution to that of IMD across our schools. We do not see the change from IMD to IDACI as a substantial issue. Continuing the principles behind our current formulae we propose therefore, to use both FSM and IDACI in equal proportions from April 2013 to allocate funding that is currently based on FSM and IMD, but subject to the adjustments outlined in paragraph 4.7.
· Straight or Ever 6 FSM data. In allocating funding on FSM, it is for local decision whether to use the FSM data taken from the previous October Census only (‘straight’ FSM) or the Ever 6 FSM measure, where FSM eligibility data is taken from the censuses across the previous 6 years. We currently use a 3 year rolling average of FSM data. We do this, in particular, to protect schools against blips in data on a single year basis. The downside of this approach is that it takes longer for funding to respond where schools are increasing in FSM numbers. The Ever 6 measure will work in a similar fashion to a rolling 3 year average and will have this disadvantage. However, recognising, in particular, the protection that Ever 6 will provide in the absence of being able to use a 3 year average, and also that Ever 6 is used to calculate the Pupil Premium and will most likely therefore, be used at the point a national funding formula is introduced, we propose to use Ever 6 in 2013/14. 

One of the knock-on consequences of this that we need to manage however, is that Ever 6 produces 
a redistribution of funding away from schools with high proportions of FSM. This redistribution is 
intensified because, in our current formulae, we have recognised ‘saturation’ and have weighted FSM 
deprivation funding towards schools with higher proportions of pupils recorded as eligible for FSM. 
Under the new regulations however, every FSM must be allocated the same value of funding. It is still 
our view that Ever 6 is the right measure to use. The way then that IDACI is used can counter the 
redistributing effect that Ever 6 has, and this is explained below.  
· Weighting IDACI Bands. IDACI is the only factor in the new regulations where weighting is permitted on the basis of the measured level of deprivation of individual pupils and where ‘saturation’; where the level of overall challenge and cost faced by schools with higher proportions of pupils from more deprived backgrounds, can be recognised. This is a principle that influences our current funding approach. Alongside the other purposes explained above, this is one of the key reasons why IDACI adds value to the formulae. The regulations permit pupils to be split into 6 set bands on the basis of their IDACI scores. A pupil is given an IDACI score based on the level of deprivation measured for the area in which the pupil lives. This is identified from the postcodes of pupils recorded in the October census. The regulations then allow a different weighting to be applied for each of the 6 bands. This enables us to increase the value of funding for pupils recorded with higher IDACI scores. This allows us to push more funding towards schools with higher proportions of pupils from more deprived backgrounds, as we do now, and this counters the redistributing effect of the new FSM funding approach, though the cumulative position for Secondary schools and academies still shows significant change. 

Based on our current modelling, we propose the following weightings. Please note that the 6 bands 
are set by the EFA and cannot be locally determined; we can only adjust the weightings between the 
bands.
	IDACI Band
	IDACI Score - Lowest
	IDACI Score - Highest
	Proposed Weighting

	Band 1
	0.20
	0.25
	1.00

	Band 2
	0.25
	0.30
	1.25

	Band 3
	0.30
	0.40
	1.50

	Band 4
	0.40
	0.50
	1.75

	Band 5
	0.50
	0.60
	2.25

	Band 6
	0.60
	1.00
	2.75



Based on our current modelling we feel that these weightings, pragmatically, provide for a best fit with 
the FSM funding model. However, we will further test this once the October 2012 dataset is 
available. Please note that a pupil must have a score greater than 0.20 to qualify for funding. This 
does produce a threshold at the bottom end of the formulae. We have no choice in this. However, 
generally this model does not produce ‘cliff faces’, where small changes in data results in large 
differences in funding, because the model is individual pupil driven and because the majority of 
schools have pupils in each of the different bands. The dataset we are given provides the number of 
pupils at each 
school within each band and schools are funded on this basis, rather than on the basis 
that all pupils at a school fit into one band. If a school with generally low levels of deprivation has a 
small number of children measured with scores in bands 5 and 6 the school will receive funding for 
these pupils. Alongside a smoothly increasing weighting per band, this approach produces an 
incremental funding model, rather than one with cliff faces. Although the regulations allow 
different weightings within the Primary & Secondary formulae, we propose at this stage that the 
weightings are kept the same. However, this may be reviewed once the October 2012 dataset is 
analysed.
· Low Prior Attainment – Foundation Stage Profile. We have no choice in how the low prior attainment formulae is constructed for Secondary schools and academies; this must be based on the % of the youngest appropriate year group (which will be Year 7) that received level 3 or below in both Key Stage 2 Maths and English. However, the regulations do allow a choice in how the low prior attainment formula is applied for Primary schools. There is no choice in the use of Foundation Stage Profile and this is a change from our current approach, where we fund low attainment on the basis of scores achieved at Key Stage 1. However, we can choose whether to allocate funding on the % of the youngest appropriate year group (which will in most instances be Year 1) that received less than 73 or less than 78 points on their Early Years Foundation Stage Profile. We propose to use less than 73, on the basis that this will target funding towards the very lowest achieving pupils. This follows the established principle behind our current formula but also recognises that the EFA identifies that the funding based on low prior attainment is the key contributor to supporting pupils with high incidence low needs SEN in schools. In reality, our modelling shows that there isn’t a significant difference in the overall pattern of funding for individual schools when either less than 73 or less than 78 is used.
· EAL 1, 2 or 3. The EAL factor targets pupils identified from the censuses where English is not their first language. This factor is not a simple replacement for our existing EMAG approach; the key reason being that our existing approach targets funding towards pupils from ethnic groups that are nationally identified as most at risk of under achievement – Black, Bangladeshi and Pakistani. The new EAL factor however, allocates funding for all pupils recorded as EAL, without reference to the level of achievement. We are therefore minded to be very careful about how we employ this EAL factor. You will see from Appendix 1 that the deprivation, low attainment and mobility elements of the current EMAG funding formulae have been migrated to the relevant deprivation, low attainment and mobility factors in the new approach.  This is because this funding has more in common with these measures than with the simple EAL measure. We propose to allocate via the new EAL factor only the element of EMAG that has previously been based on ethnic minority pupil numbers. We propose to keep this factor to recognise the additional needs associated with EAL but also in support of the large numbers of new to English pupils that have arrived from eastern European countries. This is especially important as the £500 new to English new starters contingency fund will no longer be available from April 2013. The £200,000 held for this fund in 2012/13 has been added to the EAL factor budget. 

In using the EAL factor, we have a choice on whether to calculate funding on the basis of the % of 
pupils whose first language is not English and who are appearing on the school census for the first 
time (known as EAL 1), or have been in the censuses in the last two years (known as EAL 2) or have 
been in the censuses in the last 3 years (known as EAL 3). In reality, our modelling shows that there 
isn’t a significant difference for the majority of schools between the 3 measures. We propose to use 
EAL 3, in keeping with the rationale behind the use of Ever 6 FSM in that EAL 3 is a measure over 
more than 1 year and will help protect individual school budgets from sharp changes in data. A key 
consideration also is to minimise the extent of re-distribution of funding between schools. Our 
modelling shows that our proposed approach, for Primary schools, overall does not per se move 
funding away from or towards schools with higher or lower proportions of pupils from ethnic 
backgrounds. The overall picture for Secondary schools is more complicated. The EAL change itself 
does not create redistribution; it is the restriction around the lump sum, which creates redistribution 
away from smaller schools irrespective of levels of ethnicity.
· Split Sites. Funding for schools operating across split sites is entirely for local determination. We currently operate a split site formula based on a clear set of criteria, which is published in our current formula funding guidance. We propose to continue our current formula approach in 2013/14.
· October - January Reception Uplift. The EFA recognises that changing the basis of formula funding to the October Census may negatively affect schools that normally admit pupils after the October Census is taken. For illustration, across the board, the difference between October 2011 and January 2012 pupil numbers in total in Bradford was 441 in Primary schools and 99 in Secondary schools. The biggest single difference was 49 for Primary and 26 for Secondary. The reality of the new funding approach is that schools that year on year have fewer children admitted by the time the October census is taken will see a reduction in funding on a permanent basis. One solution to this therefore, would be to ensure that as many children as possible are admitted by the time the census is taken in October. However, this is not always possible or best educationally for children starting in Reception. 

In recognition of this, the new regulations allow the application of an ‘October – January Reception 
Uplift’. This allows individual schools to be funded for the additional children admitted into Reception 
between October and January. This adjustment is calculated on a retrospective basis i.e. for 2013/14 
the difference between Reception pupils recorded in October 2011 and January 2012 can be added to 
school funded pupil numbers. Please note that the numbers to be added are provided by the EFA 
within the dataset and cannot be adjusted. The Local Authority has a choice on whether or not to 
apply this uplift. The uplift though must be applied on an ‘all or nothing basis’ i.e. it is either applied to 
all schools or not at all. The uplift also only applies to Reception pupils. Any children admitted 
between October and January in any other year group will not be included. As such therefore, the 
uplift has no impact on the funding of Secondary schools. The October 2011 dataset shows that 160 
pupils would be added to our Reception pupil numbers for the difference between October 2010 and 
January 2011; the maximum individual school addition is 22. The numbers for each school are shown 
for information in the modelling in Appendix 4. We propose to apply this uplift in 2013/14, especially 
because of the short timescales schools have had to react to the system changes. However, we will 
review whether it is necessary to apply this uplift in future years.
4.7 As stated, we can determine locally the overall proportion of available funding we allocate to each of the factors. The indicative factor values behind the current modelling are shown in the pro-forma in Appendix 3.  As explained in paragraph 3.1, the current proposals in the main follow the principles of ringfencing so the values of factors are calculated simply by transferring the existing budgets into the new structure on the same basis. This is to ensure continuity in the overall way that we target funding; to all schools to meet basic costs against additional funding allocated for additional needs, such as deprivation, SEN or ethnicity. However, as also explained, some adjustments to these factor budgets have been made, the main purpose behind which is to seek to minimise the overall cumulative re-distribution of funding between schools and to find a ‘best fit’. These adjustments are:
· Pupil Mobility – Primary & Secondary: we propose to increase the amount of funding allocated via the pupil mobility factor by £480,000 in the Primary and by £365,000 in the Secondary formula. This funding has been transferred from the FSM and IDACI budgets in equal proportions. This increase is proposed so that the impact of the mobility formulae is stronger; currently the proportion of funding allocated is very small. These increases are also felt to be necessary as the £500 New to English new starters contingency fund is no longer allowable and will not be available from April 2013. These increases mean that, on current modelling, the maximum allocation a Primary school receives is increased to £25,000 and Secondary to £50,000, which provides flexibility to enable additional teaching support for schools with higher levels of overall pupil mobility.
· Low Prior Attainment – Primary: we propose to reduce the value of funding allocated to Primary schools via the low prior attainment factor by £3.2m, which is the value of the additional budget allocated following the mainstreaming of grants in 2011/12. This reduces the total budget from £5.9m to £2.7m. The £3.2m has been added to the FSM and IDACI elements in equal proportions. Although the low prior attainment measure continues to add value to the Primary formula, we do not feel as confident in this as a measure as we do about Key Stage 1 results, which we currently use. We are also aware that Foundation Stage assessment is changing. In seeking to reduce the possibility of annual turbulence we propose to reduce the value of funding allocated via this factor but to keep the £3.2m within the deprivation formula. This transfer also helps to minimise the amount of overall cumulative redistribution of funding between schools and removes some of the spikes in variances caused by the change to EYFSP.
· FSM – Primary: we propose to transfer £500,000 within the Primary formula from FSM to the base amount per pupil. Again the rationale behind this is to minimise the overall cumulative redistribution between schools.
4.8 As stated, the proposed movement of funding between formulae factors to seek to minimise the extent of redistribution between schools in 2013/14 will be revisited following analysis of the October 2012 dataset. The Schools Forum may seek to make additional adjustments before budgets are set for 2013/14. The value of formulae factors will also need to be reviewed in 2014/15, especially in checking how changes in the October 2013 dataset affect the value of factors. The larger the budget, the greater the possibility of more significant funding swings, though the MFG will protect against these.
4.9 Please note that we have not at this stage proposed any transfer in funding between factors within the Secondary formula. We will review the position once the October 2012 dataset is available. 
4.10 Appendix 3 shows clearly that there is a difference in the values of factors between the Primary & Secondary formulae e.g. in IDACI, FSM, low attainment. This is the result of the ringfencing of phases budgets, built up over time. The regulations for 2013/14 allow the values of factors to be different. However, in moving towards a national formula, the expectation is that there will be a greater level of consistency in the funding allocated by factor to different phases. So we may need to come back to this, depending on whether additional restrictions are introduced by the EFA from April 2014.
4.11 Please also be aware that the EFA will allow local authorities to apply for consideration of additional ‘exceptional’ factors related to premises. However, the regulations restrict the additional factors, which may be approved to cases where the nature of the school premises gives rise to a significant additional cost greater than 1% of the school’s total budget, and where such costs affect fewer than 5% of the schools in the authority (including Academies). We are not aware of any exceptional circumstances of this nature that our proposals do not support and therefore, we do not intend to apply to the EFA for any exceptions.

Question 3: Do you agree with the use of the 9 Factors? If not, please specify the reasons why not
Question 4: Do you agree with the proposals for the way the 9 factors are to be used? If not, please specify the reasons why not
Question 5: Do you agree with the proposed adjustments to the value of formulae factors designed to minimise funding variances?
5.
Funding Special Educational Needs (SEN) in Mainstream Schools
5.1 Separate proposals are being developed on the funding of High Needs provision from the High Needs DSG Block, which will shortly be out for consultation. This includes the funding of Special Schools, DSPs and alternative providers. This consultation however, focuses on how the funding for children with Special Educational Needs in mainstream Primary & Secondary settings is to be managed, the relationship between resources allocated to schools by formulae and additional funding for children with Statements, and the expectation on what costs school budgets should meet. Significant changes are planned by the Government to the way resources for SEN are managed in the future, with the intention to develop an integrated approach to assessment and needs planning from birth to aged 25. The proposals outlined in this consultation follow the guidance provided by the DfE and are based on the best information currently available.
5.2 For a number of years our approach to the funding of pupils with SEN in mainstream Primary & Secondary settings has been:

· The vast majority of funding supporting the costs of children at School Action, School Action Plus and with Statements is allocated to schools through the SEN funding formulae – calculated on low prior attainment, FSM and IMD. This funding is allocated to schools within their overall funding allocations and is available to the school from the start of the financial year. This is a separately identified amount on school budget statements. The expectation then is that schools will meet the vast majority of the costs of supporting children with additional needs from their already allocated budgets
· For children with Statements, a threshold has been established, at a value £5,155 in 2012/13. For all children with Statements, the first £5,155 is allocated to the school within the SEN formulae and the school meets this proportion from their identified funding allocation. For Statements with a value greater than £5,155, the balance between the full cost of the Statement and the £5,155 threshold is allocated by the Local Authority as a separate individual amount. This allocation follows the pupil and funding is updated in year where pupils with Statements move schools or where new Statements are written
· The separate SEN Floor ensures that all schools receive a minimum amount of SEN formula funding, compared against the value of Statements of children at the school. In effect, the Floor provides a top up for schools with higher numbers of individual Statements at a value of greater than £5,155 but have lower levels of FSM and IMD
· On top of SEN formula funding, the Local Authority publishes a ‘notional SEN’ figure for each school, which identifies the proportion of base funding that should be made available by the school to contribute to supporting children with SEN. In 2012/13 this is calculated at 6% of AWPU funding.
5.3 The required changes from April 2013, as they affect SEN funding in mainstream settings, represent incremental development rather than extensive change. It is proposed that the approach to funding will be very similar to now.
· SEN funding formulae: as outlined in paragraph 4, the SEN funding formulae will change in both Primary & Secondary phases as a result of the new regulations on what formula factors are allowed. Subject to consultation, the existing formulae based on low attainment, FSM and IMD will be replaced by the formulae, which are outlined in paragraph 4. This change may affect the overall level of SEN formula funding a school receives. Any reductions will be protected by the MFG, but only on a total budget basis i.e. the MFG will not solely protect SEN formula funding but any reduction in the overall funding position of the school. Any gains may be capped by the transitional ceiling. The total value of SEN funding within a school’s budget will continue to be separately identified – under CFR code I03. This will be the sum of SEN formula funding + separate funding for high value statements + SEN Funding Floor + notional SEN. An indicative SEN formula allocation is shown in the modelling in Appendix 4. You will see that, for the majority of schools, the total I03 funding is greater than the actual figure for 2012/13. This is because the elements of the former standards funds that were mainstreamed in April 2011 that we allocated on the basis of our SEN funding formula were kept separate in the formulae and have not previously be coded to I03. As the basis of funding of these elements continues to be in support of SEN it is correct that these are now coded to I03, so that schools have a more accurate view of their total level of resource available to support SEN.
· Move to a Statements threshold of £6,000: as explained above, we currently operate a system whereby the first £5,155 of the cost of a high value Statement is met by the school from its SEN formula allocation. The balance of cost for Statements with a value greater than £5,155 is allocated separately to the school by the Local Authority. This system will essentially continue from April 2013. However, it is proposed to increase the value of the threshold from £5,155 to £6,000. This is to follow the DfE’s expectation and to mirror how the national high needs funding model is being established. To have a threshold set at a value other than £6,000 will not provide for consistency in the funding of high needs across different settings.

The DfE, for the purposes of the national high needs funding model, has defined high needs as any 
pupil whose educational provision at school costs more than £10,000 per year. Funding is split into 3 
elements:

· Element 1 – base formula funding (that all children attract). For the purposes of the national model this is set by the DfE at £4,000 or by using the EFA model for Post 16 pupils
· Element 2 – an additional £6,000, which is allocated to schools via the SEN funding formula or via the EFA’s model for Post 16 pupils 
· Element 3 – a top up above £10,000 (Element 1 + Element 2), which is paid directly by the Local Authority to the school, for the difference between £10,000 and the assessment of the total actual cost of provision
The proposed move to the £6,000 threshold therefore, is to replicate Element 2 of the national funding model. In increasing the threshold to £6,000 a sum of £339,500 for Primary and £236,200 for Secondary will be added into the SEN funding formula, transferred from the current Statements budget. This new formula funding is excluded from the calculation of the MFG to allow for real terms increases. This change may slightly shift the balance of funding for individual schools. Any shifts will be protected by the SEN Floor, where the new SEN formula does not allocate the defined minimum allocation for the school (see below). The modelling in Appendix 4 includes the move to £6,000, based on 2012/13 Statements information.
· SEN Funding Floor: it is proposed that this existing protection mechanism continues from April 2013. This mechanism will still then ensure that the SEN formula allocation a school receives, after the full cost of SEN Statements is afforded, is a minimum of £13,287 lump sum or £63.78 per pupil for Primary and a minimum of £66,967 lump sum or £63.78 per pupil for Secondary. 
· The value of Statements: work currently progressing on the high needs funding review is focusing on establishing a clear continuum of funding for children with SEN. This will be discussed more within the separate consultation, but may slightly affect the funding value of current Statements. The intention is to establish a model, which funds a child with high needs according to a joined up framework so that there is clear consistency in how children with additional needs are funded across different types of setting, especially across mainstream and specialist settings. 
· Statements above £6,000: currently the values of funding for each school for Statements above the threshold are estimated at the start of the year and then adjusted for changes in year in June, September, December and March. The SEN Funding Floor is also re-calculated in December and March. A key principle behind the Government’s new approach to funding high needs provision is that funding is responsive and moves with the child. In the implementation of the model for high needs settings, the DfE’s expectation is that funding will be updated in year on a monthly basis, for the movement of pupils. Therefore, we propose also to recalculate SEN Statements funding in mainstream settings on a monthly basis. The SEN Funding Floor will be recalculated at the same time. This means that the monthly advances to schools will adjust each month and schools will need to keep close track of this.
· Calculation of the Notional SEN: as stated above, we currently identify for Primary & Secondary schools that, on top of specific SEN formula funding, 6% of AWPU funding should be made available by the school to support children with additional needs. Essentially we propose to continue this. However, as the proportion of funding allocated via the new base amount per pupil is greater than the value of the current AWPU, due to the transfer of factors that are no longer allowed into the base per pupil element, we propose to reduce the %s to continue as closely as possible the same overall figure for each phase. On this basis the % of base per pupil funding would reduce to 5.5% in Primary and to 4.5% in Secondary. Please note however, that within the overall picture, the position for individual schools may be different. The notional SEN figure will continue to be identified for schools on budget statements in 2013/14 and will be included in the overall I03 income figure.
5.4 Please note that the funding of DSPs attached to mainstream schools, from April 2013, will be identified separately from mainstream funding. This will be discussed further within the specific High Needs consultation. This means that an adjustment will be made to the phase budgets to remove the proportion of AWPU and other formula funding that pupils in DSPs have previously attracted. The pupils in DSPs will not attract any mainstream formula funding and these pupils will be removed from the school’s funded pupil numbers. Instead these pupils will be funded via the ‘Place Plus’ high needs funding approach.
Question 6: Do you agree with the proposals for the funding of SEN in mainstream schools?
6.
New Delegation & Continuation of Schools Block DSG Centrally Managed Items 
6.1 As outlined in the summary in paragraph 2, the regulations applicable from April 2013 significantly restrict the extent to which DSG funding can be held and managed centrally in support of schools. The Government’s intention is to ensure maximum delegation of the DSG out to schools & academies at the start of each financial year, to enable schools & academies to make their own decisions on how to spend the DSG funding available to them. Essentially therefore, a greater proportion of the DSG must be delegated to school budgets in the future. In this paper this development is referred to as ‘new delegation’. New delegation means that school budgets will increase (all other factors remaining the same). However, it also means that centrally managed provision currently funded by the DSG may no longer be available and the cost of replacing these services transfers to individual school budgets. This will impact on individual schools differently, influenced by the extent to which each school currently accesses these centrally managed services.
6.2 The starting point for new delegation is to allocate to school budgets the total DSG funding that was managed centrally in 2012/13. This is the total non-delegated Schools Block DSG, excluding provision funded by the High Needs block, which is dealt with separately, and the funding that the regulations allow to continue to be managed centrally prior to new delegation. The table below shows this starting point.
	
	Primary
	Secondary

	2012/13 Total Schools Block (net of income)
	£221.47m
	£165.01m

	2012/13 School Budgets (already delegated to schools)
	- £208.08m
	- £153.04m

	2012/13 High Needs Block Expenditure (removed from this)
	- £4.60m
	- £8.19m

	Allowable Centrally Managed Expenditure prior to New Delegation *
	- £2.23m
	- £1.01m

	Allowable Centrally Managed Growth Fund prior to New Delegation **
	- £1.60m
	- £0.10m

	Funds for Academies previously allocated via LACSEG recoupment
	+ £0.05m
	+ £0.62m

	Adjusted Schools Block for New Delegation to Schools & Academies
	£5.01m
	£3.29m

	Per Pupil New Delegation (based on Oct 2011 no.s) Schools & Academies
	£102 pp
	£123 pp


* please see paragraph 6.4 below 
** please see paragraph 8 below

6.3 An additional £102 per pupil (Primary) and £123 per pupil (Secondary) of DSG funding would have been delegated to schools & academies in 2012/13. As a starting point, these values are added to the base amount per pupil element of the formulae within the new funding model. 
6.4 The new regulations from April 2013 allow the following items to be held and managed centrally within the Schools Block, before new delegation is added into the formulae. The regulations also require that, for these items to be held, the Schools Forum must approve these on a phase by phase basis:
· Types of expenditure specifically named in the regulations. In these circumstances, the value of funding held in 2013/14 cannot exceed the value held in 2012/13: 
· Admissions
· Servicing of Schools Forums
· Carbon reduction commitment
· Types of expenditure specifically named in the regulations where funding has already been committed by the Schools Forum e.g. in an existing contract or in existing staffing. In these circumstances, the value of funding held in 2013/14 cannot exceed the value held in 2012/13 and the committed funding must be delegated at the point the commitment ceases e.g. where a contract period ends
· Capital expenditure funded from revenue
· Contribution to combined budgets (including expenditure shown under miscellaneous)
· Schools budget centrally funded termination of employment costs
· Schools budget funded prudential borrowing costs
· Funding to support the costs of equal back-pay (single status)

The initial proposed applicable items to be held in 2013/14 are shown in the table below:
	Fund Name
	Primary Value 

in 2013/14
	Secondary Value 

in 2013/14

	Admissions
	£346,700
	£160,500

	Servicing of Schools Forum
	£6,500
	£3,000

	Schools Budget Contribution to Combined Services
	£1,875,000
	£846,500

	Schools Budget Termination of Employment Costs
	TBC
	TBC

	Total
	£2,228,200
	£1,010,000


6.5 The new regulations also then allow for additional types of expenditure, that must be initially delegated but can then be de-delegated to be managed centrally for maintained schools only (i.e. not for academies, who retain this element of new delegation). The regulations also require that, for these items to be held, the Schools Forum must approve these on a phase by phase basis:

· Free school meals eligibility
· Insurance
· Licences/subscriptions
· Staff costs – supply cover

· Support for minority ethnic pupils and underachieving groups
· Behaviour support services
· Library and museum services
Where it is agreed to continue from April 2013 to centrally manage these items within the Schools Block DSG, the total value of new delegation of £102 pp for Primary and £123 pp for Secondary are reduced, by removing the cost of these items from the base amount per pupil element of the formulae for maintained schools. This reduces the amount of new delegation every school in that phase receives on an equal per pupil basis.  The initial proposals for additional de-delegated funds for 2013/14 are:
	Fund Name
	Primary Value 

in 2013/14

(per pupil)
	Secondary Value 

in 2013/14

(per pupil)

	Electrical Health & Safety Testing 
	£97,400 (£1.9)
	£45,200 (£2.1)

	Licences / subscriptions – Fischer Family Trust 
	£8,700 (£0.2) 
	£4,000 (£0.2)

	Support for minority ethnic & underachieving groups 
	£194,300 (£4.0)
	£90,100 (£4.2)

	School Maternity & Paternity Costs 
	£1,187,600 (£24.2)
	£593,800 (£27.9)

	Trade Union Duties Facilities Time 
	£308,300 (£6.3)
	£143,000 (£6.7)

	Discretionary Exceptions 
	£58,300 (£1.2)
	£27,000 (£1.2)

	Education Welfare (FSM eligibility)
	£91,000 (£1.9)
	£42,200 (£1.9)

	Behaviour Support Services 
	£635,300 (£12.9)
	£79,300 (£3.7)

	LA management of above activities
	£39,200 (£0.8)
	£18,800 (£0.8)

	Total Value of DSG Central Funds
	£2,620,100
	£1,043,400

	Maintained: Amount Per Pupil Contribution 
	£53 pp
	£49 pp


It is initially proposed to continue to centrally manage these items:

· To recognise the economies of scale brought about by central management

· To recognise existing services provided by the Local Authority that schools would find difficult or less cost effective to replace on an individual basis

· To protect schools, especially smaller schools, against unpredictable expenditure that it is difficult to plan for and would have a significant impact on their budgets. This is perhaps a very important consideration, recognising the impact that the restrictions on the size of the lump sum has on the budgets of smaller Secondary schools
6.7 Were these initial outline proposals to be implemented in 2013/14, the total new delegation values for maintained schools would reduce:
· Primary: maintained schools from £102 to £49 per pupil; a total contribution of £53 pp for de-delegated items
· Secondary: maintained schools from £123 to £74 per pupil; a total contribution of £49 pp for de-delegated items
The values for academies would not be affected. Academies retain the full amount of new delegation, but do not have access to the centrally managed items funded via this de-delegation from maintained schools. This new delegation replaces the former DSG element of the basic LACSEG. Where a maintained school converts mid year, the Authority retains any de-delegated funding until the following September or April (which ever comes first), at which point the academy will receive the full formula allocation from the EFA.
6.8 Please note that the sums shown in paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5 are initial proposals only, with the funds and values subject to consultation, further consideration of the amounts required next year, further work to identify the nature of historic funding commitments, and subject to final Schools Forum agreement. This initial proposal is based on the necessity to comply with the new regulations but also assumes the most likely majority view of the most sensible way forward; understanding the reasons why these funds have been previously held.
6.9 Please note that we expect the value of de-delegated funds held to reduce as more maintained schools convert to academy. Please also note that the Schools Forum will be further discussing the extent to which these centrally managed funds can be initially delegated but then operated on a traded basis with maintained schools.

6.10 These initial proposals mean that the following currently centrally funded items will no longer be available from April 2013. This is either because they are not allowed by the new regulations or because the funding we currently hold does not comply with the definition of an ‘existing commitment’:

· Capital expenditure funded from revenue: a sum of £251,000 from the DSG currently contributes to the annual cost of capital issues in schools. This does not represent an existing commitment and therefore, cannot continue

· Termination of employment costs: in 2012/13 a fund of £800,000 was held in the DSG to support the cost of redundancies in schools, where it is agreed that these redundancies will support the school to either come out of, or avoid, deficit. In 2013/14 however, we can only fund commitments that have been made prior to 31 March 2013. We cannot hold a sum to support the cost of new redundancy applications. This is quite a significant loss to the mechanisms available to support schools facing financial difficulty
· 14-19 practical learning options & confederations: in 2012/13 the DSG funded a total of £337,000 in support of the 14-19 Confederation. The new regulations require this type of expenditure to be delegated to schools, with no option to manage centrally. From April 2013 therefore, this funding will be allocated to Secondary budgets and it is then for the Confederations Executive to discuss how support is continued via contributions from individual school budgets
· The provision of school milk: in 2012/13 £96,100 was managed centrally to support the cost of school milk in Primary schools. Again, the new regulations require this type of expenditure to be delegated to schools, with no option to manage centrally. From April 2013 therefore, this funding will be allocated to Primary budgets, with the cost also transferring to schools
· The Primary Partnership: in 2012/13 the DSG made a one off contribution of £77,500 to support the establishment of the Primary Partnership. This contribution will not be available in 2013/14

· Minibus driver assessment: in 2012/13 £37,500 was funded from the DSG in support of the cost of assessment for school staff driving minibuses. It is expected that this fund will no longer be available from April 2013 and that the cost of assessment will be managed on a traded basis with schools
6.11 For full information, there are also other types of expenditure, now further restricted by regulations, where, because we didn’t hold any funding centrally in 2012/13 the opportunity to do so in the future is now removed. These are:
· Primary / Special school meals

· Extended Services

· Teacher threshold costs
· Insurance
· Library and museum services
· Prudential borrowing

· Carbon Reduction Commitment: the Schools Forum agreed earlier this year that the cost of the CRC allowances will be directly charged to school budgets, with no central provision
6.12 The regulations allow the Schools Forum to hold a sum centrally to support the management of the costs of equal value pay claims (single status). At this stage, we do not propose to hold any new sums in 2013/14. Further information for schools on the progress of single status, and the charging of costs to school budgets, will be provided as soon as possible.
Question 7: Do you agree with the outline initial proposals for the continuation of central items within the DSG and for the de-delegation of items from maintained schools?
Question 8: Do you have any comments or concerns that you would wish the Forum to be aware of before making final decisions for 2013/14?

7.
DSG Schools Block Contingencies

7.1 As stated in the summary in paragraph 2, the regulations applicable from April 2013 significantly restrict the purposes for which the Local Authority can hold contingencies for Primary & Secondary within the Schools Block DSG. Again, the Government’s intention is to ensure maximum delegation of the DSG out to schools & academies at the start of each financial year. The following are now the only contingencies that can be held within the DSG:

· A ringfenced ‘growth fund’ for expanding schools
· Schools in Financial Difficulty
· Exceptional / Unforeseen costs 
· Costs ‘associated with re-organisation’ (including safeguarded salaries and the deficits of closing schools)
7.2 This means that the following existing contingencies will no longer be available in 2013/14:
· Infant Class Sizes - though exceptional circumstances can be considered within the allocation of the ‘Growth Fund’
· £500 New to English new starters – this has influenced the proposal to increase the value of formulae funding allocated via the pupil mobility factor

· General schools contingency for the correction of errors / updating of data – in year adjustments of this type are no longer permitted
· Small School Investigations – though exceptional circumstances can be considered within the exceptional / unforeseen costs fund

· Looked After Children – this will be fully replaced by the Pupil Premium
7.3 Of the allowable contingencies, we initially propose to hold the following in 2013/14. Please note that the values to be held in 2013/14 are estimated only at this time and will be influenced by the results of the consultation and further discussion by the Schools Forum in December, when the 2013/14 DSG is announced. Please also note that the value of contingencies for maintained schools is expected to reduce as more maintained schools convert to academy status.
	Fund Name
	Primary Value 

in 2013/14

(per pupil)
	Secondary Value 

in 2013/14

(per pupil)
	Can Academies Access?

	Ringfenced Growth Fund (Expanding Schools)
	£1,595,500 (£32.3)
	£100,000 (£3.7)
	YES

	Exceptional / Unforeseen Costs
	£200,000 (£4.1)
	£100,000 (£4.7)
	NO

	Schools in Financial Difficulties
	£150,000 (£3.1)
	£100,000 (£4.7)
	NO

	Costs Associated with Re-organisation –Safeguarded Salaries
	£180,300 (£3.7)
	£89,000 (£4.2)
	NO

	Total Value of Contingencies
	£2,125,800
	£389,000
	

	Maintained: Amount Per Pupil Contribution
	£43 pp
	£17 pp
	

	Academies: Amount Per Pupil Contribution
	£32 pp
	£4 pp
	


· Ringfenced Growth Fund: please see paragraph 8. As shown in paragraph 6.2 the cost of this fund is removed before new delegation and is available to both maintained schools and to recoupment academies. It is a requirement of the regulations that recoupment academies are able to access this fund. The academies contribution shown in the table above is purely for the Growth Fund; recoupment academies do not contribute to the other contingencies and do not have access to these.
· Exceptional / Unforeseen Costs: we currently hold a general schools contingency, from which we have allocated additional funding for ‘exceptional costs’ resulting from unexpected circumstances, which usually are linked to changes in pupil numbers. A good example of this is where a school admits a large number of children immediately after the January census and has to make additional provision for these. The Schools Forum has managed the allocation of such funding on a case by case basis against established criteria via which the cost impact of the unexpected change, and whether this represents an unreasonable pressure on the school’s existing financial position, are assessed. Decisions are made by the Schools Forum. We propose to continue this fund and this approach from April 2013, using the existing criteria as a base. This fund will continue to be managed by the Schools Forum.
· Schools in Financial Difficulties: Previously a fund has been held within the DSG specifically to support schools that are in deficit and that meet their agreed repayment plans to bring their budgets back into surplus as soon as possible. In recent years this fund has not been utilised, because the number of maintained schools in deficit has significantly reduced. At April 2012 we only had 1 school in deficit. However, especially with the loss of the school redundancies fund, we can see that we may need to re-establish this fund to support schools that face the most significant cost pressures brought about especially by sharp reductions in pupil numbers. Alongside this consideration, in 2012/13 the DSG funded a ‘Schools Causing Concern’ pot of £284,000, which primarily is allocated to schools in the highest categories of the Schools Prioritisation that required additional intervention, staffing or management support and where their existing financial position cannot meet the additional cost without leading to financial difficulties. This fund provides short term, time limited support where immediate action is required. In proposing to re-establish a Schools in Financial Difficulties Fund therefore, we aim to continue to be able to support schools facing the most challenging circumstances. We will develop a set of criteria for the Schools Forum to use in the management of this fund. In reality, this fund has some similarities with the exceptional / unforeseen circumstances fund and it may well be that we bring the two together, under the management of the Schools Forum.
· Safeguarded Salaries: within our current formulae, we allocate funding to cover the cost of proportions of salaries of staff in schools where, following Local Authority driven re-organisation, there is a pay protection agreement. The regulations now do not allow a ‘Safeguarded Salaries’ factor within the funding formulae, but do allow for the costs of re-organisation to be met from contingencies. We therefore, propose to continue funding these established protections from a separate contingency. In reality this is a technical adjustment. The value of contingency held will be calculated on the actual cost of existing safeguards for staff still in post; the figures in the table above are an estimate of the 2013/14 costs. We would expect the value of this contingency to reduce over time as the circumstances of staff with protections change.
7.5 Decisions on what contingencies to hold, and the value of these contingencies, must be made within the Schools Forum on a phase by phase basis. The value of per pupil contribution to these contingencies for schools in each phase is shown in the table above. As maintained schools can access all these funds, all maintained schools effectively are topsliced for the total value of funding required, on an amount per pupil basis. Academies are only able to access the growth fund and the amount per pupil topslice required is calculated including academies and is also effectively deducted from them.
7.6 Were these initial outline proposals for contingencies to be implemented in 2013/14, alongside the proposals for the holding of de-delegated central items shown in paragraph 6.5, the total new delegation values would reduce in total as follows:

	Summary of New Delegation
	Maintained Primary
	Academy Primary
	Maintained Secondary
	Academy Secondary

	Adjusted Amount Per Pupil not delegated in 2012/13 *
	£102
	£102
	£123
	£123

	Additional Contribution to De-Delegated Items for Maintained Schools Per Pupil
	£53
	£0
	£49
	£0

	Additional Contribution to Contingencies for Maintained Schools Per Pupil **
	£11
	£0
	£14
	£0

	Total Additional Per Pupil Contribution
	£64
	£0
	£63
	£0

	Final net value of New Delegation added to school budgets (Per Pupil)
	£37
	£102
	£60
	£123


* From paragraph 6.2. Please note that these figures already include a deduction of £32 pp Primary & £4 pp Secondary for the Growth Fund for both maintained schools and academies 
** please note this excludes the cost of the growth fund, which is already taken out of the starting figure
7.7 All things being equal, the net value shown above is the value by which a school’s budget should increase in 2013/14. However, there are many factors that will influence this. Please see paragraph 10. What cost pressures are produced will depend upon how each school has accessed these items in the past, especially the items that are no longer available.

7.8 For maintained schools, the additional deductions for de-delegated central funds and for contingencies will be shown as a separate figure on budget statements i.e. schools will be able to identify the value of their contribution to these items. This figure is shown in the modelling in Appendix 4.
Question 9: Do you agree with proposals for the continuance of contingencies funded from the DSG in 2013/14?
Question 10: Do you have any additional comments or concerns that you would wish the Forum to be aware of before making final decisions for 2013/14?

8.
Funding Expanding Schools

8.1 As stated in the previous paragraph, the new regulations allow for a ‘Growth Fund’ to be held and managed centrally within the DSG. The regulations require that this fund is:
· ringfenced i.e. cannot be spent on any other purpose and must be released back to the DSG to school budgets in the following year if not spent

· available to be accessed by both maintained schools and academies across the District (with both maintained school and academy budgets contributing to the cost of this fund)
Other than these main restrictions, how the Growth Fund operates is for local determination.
8.2 We currently have a number of approaches to the funding of ‘growth’ related circumstances. These have previously been accessed mainly by Primary schools.
· Permanently expanding schools (Primary & Secondary): our current formula allocates additional funding to permanently expanding schools i.e. schools permanently increasing their forms of entry:
· If these are schools that have already begun to expand before the start of the financial year, funding is allocated as part of the school’s budget, calculated on the difference between the school’s actual January census funded pupil numbers and a calculation of the composite 5/12ths + 7/12ths numbers, based on an estimate of the school’s September intake. The school is allocated additional AWPU and other pupil-led elements e.g. deprivation and SEN elements for the additional number of calculated pupils.
· If these schools are expanding for the first year in September, the school is allocated 80% of the value of the AWPU for the additional planned intake number, for the remaining proportion of the year e.g. if this is an additional Reception class of 30 from September = 30 x £Reception AWPU x 80% x 7/12. Only 80% is allocated to recognise that, through base allocations and other factors, the fixed elements of costs associated with these pupils have already been funded within the school’s budget. Funding is based on the planned intake number to better support the school in establishing a new class in the first year. In the following full year, the school is funded as above. 
· Bulge Classes (Primary): These are additional classes added on a one off basis only, to meet demand for additional places in that year. These bulge classes are then not repeated in future years i.e. the school is not permanently expanding. There are two types of approach to the funding of bulge classes:
· Full classes: where a school is asked in year to admit a full class or FE (30), funding is allocated on the same basis as a new permanently expanding school, at 80% of the AWPU value for the planned additional admission number for the relevant proportion of the financial year. In the following financial year, no additional funding is necessary or allocated; this additional class is automatically funded within the school’s normal budget
· ‘Half’ classes: where a school is asked in year to admit an additional number of children that do not add up to a full class or FE, we currently allocate a set lump sum, which is £19,763, based on the previous Infant Class Sizes formula. In the following year, and in each year for the lifetime the half class is at the school, an additional sum is allocated, again based on our Infant Class Sizes formula, to recognise that the school has costs associated with a full class but only receives ‘normal’ formula funding for half the pupils. This is quite an expensive model and therefore, the Authority only establishes half classes where there are no other options available.
· Infant Class Sizes (Primary): We have previously operated a separate Infant Class Sizes model, which allocates additional funding to support Primary schools in meeting the requirements of the ICS legislation. Our model allocated funding to schools, on a sliding scale, where a school had admitted a child or children on appeal into a class, where this class at Key Stage 1 held more than 30 pupils in the following academic year. As we published earlier in 2012, the ICS legislation has now changed, making our ICS funding approach no longer applicable. With the agreement of the Schools Forum, we have ceased to allocate ICS funding in 2012/13, although the Forum will still consider schools facing exceptional circumstances, assessing school claims against our established exceptional funding criteria.
· Exceptional Cost Pressures (Primary & Secondary): as explained in paragraph 7, we have established criteria via which the Schools Forum can allocate additional funding to schools that do not fit into other mechanisms, where an in year increase in pupil numbers places unreasonable cost pressure on these schools. In these instances, claims are assessed against the established criteria and funding, if agreed, is allocated to meet specific costs on an individual school basis. 
8.3 We propose to continue a Growth Fund in 2013/14, available to all schools & academies, as follows. Our initial proposal is to hold sums of £1,595,500 for Primary and £100,000 for Secondary in 2013/14. Essentially, we propose to continue to support the circumstances that our current mechanisms recognise, but these need tweaking to fit in with the new formulae framework:
· Permanently expanding schools: as ‘expanding schools’ is no longer an allowable formula factor, all provision relating to expansions must be moved into contingencies. This is a technical adjustment. We propose to continue to fund permanent expansions on a similar basis as now:
· Where a school has already begun to expand before the start of the financial year, the additional allocation will be included within the school’s budget. It is proposed that funding will be calculated, as now, on the difference between the school’s census pupil numbers and a calculation of the composite 5/12th + 7/12ths numbers, based on an estimate of the school’s September intake. However, this calculation will now be based on the October census. The school will then be allocated 80% of the value of the additional base amount per pupil, for the additional number of calculated pupils. On 2012/13 values this would give £2,310 per pupil Primary, £3,324 Key Stage 3 and £3,419 Key Stage 4. Indicative allocations for known expanding schools using this approach are shown in the modelling in Appendix 4. The value of contingency held for known expansions each year therefore, will be the actual cost of funding on this basis. This cost is estimated at £929,000 Primary and £0 Secondary.
· Where a school is expanding for the first year in September, it is proposed that the school is allocated 80% of the value of the base amount per pupil for the additional planned intake number, for the remaining proportion of the year. In the following full year, the school would be funded as above. The value of contingency held for this element of the Growth Fund will be based on an estimate of the number of likely new expansions in the following financial year; estimated at £300,000 Primary and £100,000 Secondary 
· Bulge Classes: as we do now, we propose to split the funding approach as follows. The value of contingency held for this element will be based on an estimate of likely spend, based on the best information available.
· Full classes: where a school is asked in year to admit a full class or FE (30), funding is allocated on the same basis as a new permanently expanding school, at 80% of the base per pupil value for the planned additional admission number for the relevant proportion of the financial year. In the following financial year, no additional funding is necessary or allocated; this additional class is automatically funded within the school’s normal budget

· Half classes: where a school is asked in year to admit an additional number of children that do not add up to a full class or FE, we propose to allocate the additional sum for the current financial year as above, based on the actual planned additional intake number. In the following year, and in each year for the lifetime the half class is at the school, it is proposed that an additional sum is allocated based on 80% of the value of the base per pupil amount for the difference between 30 and the actual number of children in the half class. So if the class had 15 pupils the funding would be 30 – 15 x £base app x 80%. The value of this funding would be reviewed each year, for actual numbers. The value of existing commitments, £367,200 for Primary schools, for half classes already in place will be honoured until these expire.

· Infant Class Sizes: As explained above, the ICS funding mechanism has ceased in 2012/13. We do not propose to re-establish this mechanism in 2013/14. This is because the ICS legislation has changed, so that pupils admitted on appeal are now excluded from the ICS requirements for the entirely of Key Stage 1. This means that schools do not have to establish additional classes or employ additional teachers following the admission of pupils on appeal to comply with the ICS regulations. However, as now, it is proposed that the Schools Forum can consider requests for funding from individual schools that face exceptional circumstances, against the established criteria. In requesting exceptional funding schools must be able to robustly explain why additional provision needs to be made and why it is not reasonable for the Forum to expect for this provision to be funded from the school’s budget. Allocations, if agreed by the Forum, would be based on an actual cost for individual schools.
· Exceptional Cost Pressures (Primary & Secondary): as explained in paragraph 7 it is proposed that cost pressures resulting from an in year growth in pupil numbers, which are not covered by any other mechanism, will continue to be considered against the exceptional costs criteria and contingency already established.
Question 11: Do you agree with the proposed approach to management of a DSG ‘Growth Fund’ in 2013/14?
9.
The MFG & the Ceiling

9.1 As stated, the Minimum Funding Guarantee will be in place in 2013/14 and 2014/15 and will follow a simplified methodology. In both years the MFG is set at MINUS 1.5% i.e. if pupil numbers are the same then the maximum reduction in funding for a school will be 1.5%. However, the position is a little more complicated than this:

· The protected 2012/13 per pupil funding for each school will be the 2012/13 funding divided by October 2011 pupil numbers (rather than the January 2012 numbers)
· Early Years and Post 16 funding are excluded from the MFG. High Needs funding (SEN Statements) and rates are also excluded
· Funding transferred to contingency – safeguarded salaries, expanding schools and bulge classes – are also excluded from the MFG (otherwise these factors would be double funded). In this regard, we have already agreed MFG exceptions with the EFA.
· The additional allocation for new delegation is excluded from the MFG calculation, to ensure that this is a ‘real terms’ increase for schools in 2013/14. The additional allocation into the SEN formulae resulting from the proposed increase of the Statements threshold to £6,000 is also excluded for this reason.
9.2 The modelling in Appendix 4 indicatively suggests that the cost of the MFG is in the region of £1.33m for Primary and £0.91m for Secondary; at total cost of £2.24m. This is an estimate purely on the re-allocation of the 2012/13 budget and using October 2011 pupil numbers. The actual cost in 2013/14 could be somewhat different, due to budget changes and changes in pupil numbers recorded in October 2012. However, indicatively, 40 Primary schools and 9 Secondary schools are protected by the MFG. These figures are indicative only of the position for 2013/14. 

9.3 The main reasons for schools being on the MFG are:

· The MFG is protecting the school against formulae change i.e. the school is a loser when the proposed 9 factors replace our existing approach, especially protecting schools where factors that allocated significant differentiated sums are no longer allowable e.g. specialist schools funding in Secondary schools, NQTs, ASTs funding
· The MFG is protecting the school against the impact of the rebasing of 2012/13 per pupil funding on October 2011 numbers. This is most significant where a school’s October 2011 numbers were significantly lower than the January 2012 funded numbers. The MFG is serving to protect the school’s overall budget against a drop in pupils resulting from this change. However, this is only a transitory protection; schools that have lower numbers in the October census will see a permanent decrease in funding over time. Schools where their October 2011 and January 2012 number were the same, all other things being equal, are likely to see a small increase in funding following re-basing
· The MFG is continuing to protect a school against the impact of previous formula change, especially following the mainstreaming of grants in 2011/12 , where a school was protected by the MFG in 2011/12 and 2012/13 on a sliding scale, whish has still to fully work through.
9.4 As we established with the mainstreaming of grants in April 2011, the MFG must be afforded by the application of a ceiling. As such, we are not asking for opinions on this in this consultation. This ceiling caps the winners from the new approach at a % per pupil i.e. sets a maximum per pupil increase for all schools, which releases the value needed for the cost of the MFG protection. The ceiling is required to ensure that the cost of change is net neutral to the DSG. This is the only way that change can be afforded. The effect of the MFG, combined with the ceiling, is to pull the distribution of funding between schools back towards how this stands now. The actual impact of the new formulae approach therefore, will be introduced on a sliding scale. This means that it will take longer for the budgets of the schools that gain to increase.

9.5 The new regulations permit a ceiling, as long as this is calculated on the same basis as the MFG and as long as the % cap is the same for both Primary and Secondary schools. The regulations allow a choice whether to implement the ceiling by capping all growth over a certain % per pupil or by scaling back gains of winning schools by a set amount proportion to the school’s gain. It is our view that the capping approach is much fairer and also follows the same approach that we have used previously e.g. in the capping of gains resulting from the mainstreaming of grants in 2011/12 and 2012/13. The modelling at Appendix 4 shows indicatively, that to afford the cost of the MFG, the cap needs to be set at 1.73% per pupil. 64 Primary and 8 Secondary schools would see their funding increases capped at this rate. The value of individual contributions via a ceiling at this level is also shown in the modelling. These contributions will reduce over time as the cost of the MFG reduces, subject to everything else remaining the same in the future.
9.6 As the regulations require that the ceiling is set at the same level for both Primary & Secondary schools, this would have the effect of moving funding between the phases. Indicatively £439,000 would be moved from Primary into Secondary schools. However, following the principle of ringfencing, but subject to affordability and Forum approval, we anticipate that the £439,000 will be found from the DSG headroom, rather than by reducing the Primary phase budget. This would be a transitional adjustment, which would reduce year on year.
9.7 Please note that the ceiling is calculated on the same basis as the MFG protection in relation to new delegation i.e. the ceiling calculates excludes the funding delegated for the first time, so that this remains a real terms increase into school budgets.
10.
Further Explanation of the Indicative Modelling
10.1 The modelling in Appendix 4 shows the impact of the proposals outlined in this consultation on Primary & Secondary schools, based on the 2012/13 DSG envelope and on October 2011 pupil numbers. The modelling is not intended to show 2013/14 allocations. There are a number of elements that we do not yet know for 2013/14. This includes the data from the October 2012 census, which has not yet been collected. The modelling is intended to give you as clear a feel as possible of the likely outcomes of change from April 2013, to enable you to reply more confidently to the consultation.

10.2 As explained in paragraph 3, the key guiding principle in developing proposals has been to seek to replicate as closely as possible the current distribution of formula funding and to avoid significantly distorting the funding position for different types of school. We have hopefully, clearly explained how we have attempted to do this in making the proposals that we have. However, as explained elsewhere, this is very difficult to achieve and is simply not achievable for Secondary schools. This is because the approach we are required to implement by the regulations is so very different from how we currently approach things. There are a number of aspects that we have no choice over and therefore, we cannot avoid the re-distributing effect that these changes have. The requirement for new delegation also drives variances, as the amount of funding allocated to schools has increased.
10.3 DO NOT PANIC - as explained in paragraph 9, the full impact of redistribution will not be implemented in 2013/14 or in 2014/15, due to the MFG and the ceiling. 
10.4 As stated elsewhere, it is our intention to analyse the formula again following the collection of the October 2012 census. Although we will not be able to adjust the structure of the formulae at this point, we may be able to better control the extent of redistribution by adjusting the value of the formulae variables. We believe that some variances are caused by errors in the October 2011 census, which should be corrected if schools complete the October 2012 census accurately.
10.5 The modelling specifically shows:

· Column 5: The value of actual 2012/13 funding per pupil allocated to each school, recalculated on October 2011 numbers

· Column 6: The indicative number of pupils that would be added to each Primary school if the ‘October  - January Reception Uplift’ was adopted; this is the difference between October 2010 and January 2011 numbers in Reception classes
· Column 8 (highlighted in pink): The total indicative formula funding for each school under the current proposals, based on October 2011 numbers, compared against the actual funding received in 2012/13. This excludes Early Years and Post 16 Funding and any MFG protection or ceiling adjustment i.e. the clean impact of the new funding approach if there was no protection or ceiling in place.
· Columns 12 – 21: The indicative allocation for each school for each of the 9 factors following the current proposals
· Column 28 (highlighted in brown): The comparison against 2012/13 actual funding as shown in column 8, but also including indicative values of MFG protection and ceiling adjustments i.e. a more realistic view of the actual loss or gain that will be felt by the school, with the MFG protection and the impact of the ceiling reducing on a sliding scale year on year
· Column 31 (highlighted in purple): The comparison against 2012/13 actual funding as shown in column 27, but also including an estimate of the increase in each school’s Pupil Premium allocation in 2013/14, based on the same data as 2012/13 and an increase to £900 per FSM. The increase to £900 is the Authority’s estimate only and is yet to be confirmed by the DfE. Column 31 therefore, gives an overall combined indicative funding variances position for each school
· Column 33: The indicative total SEN formula funding for each school (including notional SEN & allocation for Statement with a value greater than £6,000) following the current proposals. This represents the financial contribution expected by the Authority from each school’s budget for pupils with SEN. When compared with actual I03 values in 2012/13, schools will see that this figure has increased
· Column 32: The indicative net value of new delegation for each school resulting from the changes in the holding of centrally managed items and contingencies. The contribution from each maintained school for continuing centrally managed items and contingencies is shown in column 22
· Column 25: The indicative value of expanding schools & bulge classes funding for each applicable school following the proposed new funding approach
10.6 An aspect that the modelling does not show however, is the total cost pressure on individual school budgets, resulting from new delegation and the ceasing of centrally managed funds and contingencies. This cost pressure will vary between schools, depending on how schools accessed these items in the past. 
10.7 If you would like to discuss the modelling in more detail, or discuss the data on which allocations are calculated, please contact Sarah North or Andrew Redding.

Question 12: Do you have any comments on the modelling?

11.
Consultation Responses

11.1 Please use the responses form Appendix 5 to submit your views on the proposals outlined in the consultation. There is space in this form for you to comment on any aspect of the proposals. If you wish to discuss these proposals in more detail, or have any specific questions, please contact either Andrew Redding or Sarah North, using the contact details shown in paragraph 1. We encourage you to attend one of the consultation sessions.
11.2 Please ensure that your response is submitted by the deadline of Tuesday 23 October 2012.
12.
Next Steps

12.1 Following consideration of the responses to this consultation the final pro-forma, which will outline the structure of the funding formulae for Primary & Secondary schools to be used to calculate school budgets in 2013/14, will be submitted to the EFA by 31 October 2012. This pro-forma will then be scrutinised by the EFA.
12.2 The consultations on Early Years and High Needs funding will be published shortly.
12.3 Schools and Academies will complete the October Census on Thursday 4 October. The dataset from this census will be available for us to analyse in December. From this, we will discuss with the Schools Forum whether any further adjustments should be made to factor values to better manage any unexpected redistribution in funding as a result of using the October 2012 data. We will also further discuss with the Forum the retention of funding for centrally managed items and contingencies. The Schools Forum will make final recommendations on all aspects of formula funding and the allocation of the DSG in 2013/14 early in January 2013. We will keep schools informed as best as possible of any significant changes to the proposals, resulting from the consultations and from further discussion by the Schools Forum.
13.
Appendices

1. Appendix 1 – Formula Factors Migration Diagrams

2. Appendix 2 – Proposed Funding Formula Diagrams

3. Appendix 3 – Indicative EFA Pro-forma
4. Appendix 4 – Illustrative Formula Modelling
5. Appendix 5 – Consultation Response
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