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ANNEX 1

Consultation on new school funding arrangements from 2006-07

DFES Consultation Response Form

closing date 13 May 2005
Three year budgets for schools - financial framework


1
Do you agree that it would be helpful to schools to receive forward budget information for at least two academic years as well as at least two financial years to aid forward planning? (Paragraphs 18-21 in the full consultation document; 15-17 in the summary)

Strongly agree

[image: image1.png]



Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree

  X
Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: We fully support the move to provide schools with guaranteed two or three year budgets. It will provide them with the stability that they need. We do question, however, the benefits of the use of academic years for two key reasons. Firstly, we have some experience of such an approach with the LSC funding of sixth forms. Three years into these arrangements some secondary schools still struggle to understand the information provided, primary schools are unlikely to have the capacity to deal with academic and financial year allocations. Secondly, the true benefit of an academic year allocation would only be realised if the accounts were also closed on an academic year. With the need to close local authority accounts at 31 March a second closedown would be necessary. This would be impractical at best and certainly confusing.

2
Are there other ways in which either DfES or local authorities could help to extend schools’ ability to plan ahead effectively?

Comments: Yes, continue to operate on a financial year basis but provide the two or three year commitment based on the biennial spending reviews. Stability has to be the key ingredient.

3
Which funding year would be the most helpful for giving schools funding information for the academic year: August to July or September to August? (Paragraph 22 in the full consultation document; 19-20 in the summary)
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August to July

X
September to August



Comments: If the move to academic years is unavoidable then September to August would be preferable. This would be on condition of the LSC funding also moving to the same timetable. To have three different funding years would be unacceptable.

4
Do you agree that the approach of having funding increases in September, with funding allocations aligned to the academic year, is sensible? (Paragraphs 25-28 in the full consultation document; 22-24 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree




Comments: Yes, but see reservations regarding the academic year funding above.

5
Do you think that the benefits of accounting on an academic year as well as a financial year basis outweigh the extra costs involved? (Paragraphs 29-33 in the full consultation document; 26 in the summary)
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Strongly agree
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Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree

  X
Strongly disagree



Comments: No, the timing would not be good for schools at the start academic year and the many administrative activities that take place in schools at the start of September and the costings are somewhat conservative.

6
Do you have any further comments on the proposals to give schools three year budgets aligned to the academic year?
Comments: No further comments.

The new Dedicated Schools Grant

7
Do you agree that allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant should be adjusted in response to changes in pupil numbers, rather than being based on the initial pupil numbers used, without updates? (Paragraph 57 in the full consultation document; 34 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: It makes sense for the grant to be adjusted in response to pupil number, albeit that such an approach would not benefit Oxfordshire with its current marginal decline in pupil numbers.

8
Should allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant continue to use lagged pupil numbers or move to up-to-date actual pupil numbers? (Paragraphs 58-62 in the full consultation document; 35 in the summary)
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Lagged pupil numbers

 X
Actual pupil numbers



Comments: Such a move would ensure that pupil numbers for the DSG would be the same as those used for formula allocations to schools.


9
If allocations of Dedicated Schools Grant use up-to-date actual pupil numbers, should we continue to use lagged pupil numbers for authorities with falling rolls? (Paragraph 67 in the full consultation document; 36 in the summary)
[image: image18.png]



Use lagged pupil numbers for schools with falling rolls

 X
Use actual pupil numbers for schools with falling rolls



Comments: It may be worth putting a safety net in place for authorities with significant reductions

10
Given that pupil numbers will be updated, will it be helpful to fix the unit of resource for the funding distributed to local authorities for the three year period? (Paragraphs 63-64  in the full consultation document; 37 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: There is a balance to be had between stability and flexibility. If there are too many adjustments the benefit of stability will be lost.

11
Do you agree that the non-pupil data indicators should be frozen for the three year period based on an average of the latest actuals? (Paragraphs 65-66 in the full consultation document; 38 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: See comments in question 10. if too many changes occur at the high level it will be difficult to guarantee funding to schools in a straightforward manner.

12
How do you think the floor increase should be funded: solely through a ceiling, or through a damping block as well? (Paragraph 77 in the full consultation document; 40 in the summary)
  X
Ceiling only
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Ceiling plus damping block



Comments: A ceiling would be simpler provided that it allows sufficient headroom for growth.

13
Should there be a cash floor, as well as one on a per pupil basis, built into the system to protect authorities with rapidly falling rolls? (Paragraph 79 in the full consultation document; 41 in the summary)

 X
Per pupil floor only
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Per pupil floor and cash floor



Comments: A per pupil floor should provide sufficient protection.

14
Do you have views on what transitional arrangements are needed to ensure that there is no adverse impact on the rest of the local government finance system when DSG is introduced in 2006-07? (Paragraphs 86-94 in the full consultation document; 43 in the summary)
Comments: We do have serious concerns for the impact on the remainder of the funding of local government services, this does not appear to have been fully thought through as yet.

15
Do you have any further comments on the proposals for the Dedicated Schools Grant?

Comments: No

Three year school budgets: the distribution of funding from local authorities to schools

16
Do you agree that the split in the Schools Budget between the Individual Schools Budget and the central items set at the beginning of a three year funding period could subsequently be varied with the agreement of the Schools Forum if circumstances changed? (Paragraph 101 in the full consultation document; 50 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: The Oxfordshire Schools Forum does understand in particular the pressure that SEN budgets are under.

17
Would you prefer a Minimum Funding Guarantee that continues to be set at or above cost pressures, or a lower value that would allow changes in a local authority’s formula to flow through more rapidly? (Paragraph 102 in the full consultation document; 53 in the summary)
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At or above cost pressures
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Lower than cost pressures



Comments: A balance between the two is required. Too high and schools would not benefit from local changes and too low it becomes ineffectual. 

18
Do you agree that local authorities should be allowed to change their formulae once three year budgets have been set, under exceptional circumstances and with the agreement of their Schools Forum? (Paragraph 116 in the full consultation document; 63 in the summary) 
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: Yes, the Schools Forum would be an effective controlling mechanism.

19
Which do you think is more important: a system which allows schools to predict their future budget with more certainty, but is less responsive to changes in circumstances; or a system which allows all relevant data to be updated in the final budget? (Paragraph 117 in the full consultation document; 64 in the summary)
 X
More certain but less responsive to change

[image: image39.png]



Less certain but more responsive to change



Comments: They should change for pupil numbers only. If they changed for all other data we would effectively have a continuation of the current arrangements and little extra in the way of stability.

20
Do you agree that it would be sensible to have more predictable arrangements for updating the budget for the forthcoming year, and less predictable but more responsive arrangements for the years further away? (Paragraphs 118-119 in the full consultation document; 65 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: None.

21
Which of the following three options do you think local authorities should use to update the indicative budget? (Paragraphs 120-129 in the full consultation document; 67-73 in the summary)
 X
a) pupil number changes applied to AWPUs only
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b) pupil number and non-pupil data
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c) an approach to be decided locally



Comments: Essential if there is to be improved stability.

22
Do you agree that funding for named SEN pupils should not be included in school budget forecasts for future years? (Paragraph 121 in the full consultation document; 74 in the summary) 
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Strongly agree
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Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree

  X
Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: Schools allocations would also need to be subject to update for such pupils. These would need to be separately identifiable so schools would be aware of the financial consequences.

23
Which is the best approach to avoiding turbulence when Teachers’ Pay Grants are included in mainstream funding? (Paragraphs 134-139 in the full consultation document; 76 in the summary)
  X
a) Allowing the funding to flow through an authority’s formula and letting the Minimum Funding Guarantee moderate any turbulence
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b) Allowing an authority to include a factor in their formula to continue the current distribution
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c) Allowing an authority the flexibility to take an approach between options a) and b)



Comments: Whilst the preference is for MFG to moderate the turbulence some modelling of the impact will be required.

24
Do you have any general comments on the approach local authorities might take to giving schools three year budgets?

Comments: No further comments.

The new Single Standards Grant

25
Do you agree that we should retain a small number of grants to offer targeted support and for activities that require support on a continuing basis? (Paragraph 154 in the full consultation document; 83 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree

[image: image55.png]



Strongly disagree



Comments: It is important to keeping funding sources to schools simple and the number of such grants should not increase but be replaced as initiatives change.

26
Could any more of the existing targeted grants be made part of the amalgamated grant? (Annex E in the full consultation document; Annex B in the summary)
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Yes

 X
No



If yes, please list which other grants could be part of the amalgamated grant:

27
Do you agree that we should opt for stability in the first two years of the amalgamated grant, by aggregating current Standards Fund grants without formula changes for that period? (Paragraphs 152-153 in the full consultation document; 86-87 in the summary)
[image: image57.png]



Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: Schools will be required to understand a number of changes to the existing framework. There is merit, therefore, in having no formula changes for the initial two year period.

28
Do you agree that we should move the existing School Standards Grant to a lump sum and per pupil basis during the transitional phase, with suitable damping arrangements to ensure stability? (Paragraphs 156-157 in the full consultation document; 88 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: Yes, the existing approach has become overly complicated and inequitable.

29
Do you agree that the Standards Fund and the School Standards Grant should be brought together into a Single Standards Grant from 2008, using a formula that is pupil led and has a per school element to protect small schools, and a deprivation measure? (Paragraph 160a in the full consultation document; 89-90 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree

[image: image67.png]



Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: Is there a longer term aim to move this into DSG?  If not there should be.

30
Do you agree that we should allow schools to agree, through their Schools Forum, to local authorities increasing the level of holdback for coordination and collaboration purposes by top-slicing the new Single Standards Grant? (Paragraph 162 in the full consultation document; 91 in the summary)
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Strongly agree

  X
Agree

[image: image70.png]



Neither agree nor disagree
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Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: This flexibility would be welcomed.

31
Do you have any further comments on the proposals for the new Single Standards Grant?

Comments: None.

Strategic Financial Management and Planning
32
Do you think that the Financial Management Standard should become compulsory? (Paragraphs 176-177 in the full consultation document; 100 in the summary) 
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Strongly agree
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Agree
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Neither agree nor disagree

  X
Disagree
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Strongly disagree



Comments: The authority already has a Scheme for Financing Schools which is not enforceable. Whilst the tool is very valuable there is little to be gained from making it mandatory, it is already held up as best practice and incorporated into training and advice.

33
How could the Financial Management Standard and Toolkit and Schools Financial Benchmarking website be improved for users? (Paragraphs 176-177 in the full consultation document; 100 in the summary)
Comments: Make it easier for LEA staff to access this Toolkit on the web site.

34
What sort of procurement deals and arrangements would be most suitable for schools? (Paragraphs 195-203 in the full consultation document; 102-103  in the summary)

Comments: None.

35
In what other ways can schools become more productive and efficient in the use of their resources?

Comments: None.

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply
X

Here at the Department for Education and Skills we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

 X Yes
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No
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