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THE SOUTHWARK SCHOOLS FORUM
MINUTES OF THE MEETING
Thursday 17th March 2016
1.
Attendance and Apologies
See Annex A. 
2.
Declaration of Interests
Members were asked to declare any pecuniary or other interests they might have that were greater than the interests of other members of the Forum in any matter on the agenda for discussion. There were none. 
3.
The meeting was quorate.  

4.
Minutes of the Meeting of 21st January 2016 
 
These are to be circulated for the next meeting.  
5.
Dedicated Schools Grant – Projected Outturn 2015-16 

5.1
Mustafa Salih reported to the meeting that after carrying out the adjustments for Early Years and High Needs the Outturn of 2015-16 is provisionally £1.2m compared to the previous year of £3m. An element of the underspend in the previous year was added to the 2015-16 school budgets that was outside of the Minimum Funding Guarantee.

A report will be received by the Schools Forum at its next meeting.

5.2
The Chair asked that the report included options on to devolve the monies to schools and so not keep it back. 

6.
Schools Budgets 2016-17 
6.1
Mustafa Salih reported to the meeting that school budgets had been distributed to schools. There were still issues around High Needs and at that time the schools detailed budgets had not been sent out. In response to a question he confirmed that the budgets would only be those funds that Southwark pays its schools for Southward residents – schools with out-borough pupils would be notified by the pupil’s relevant local authority. 

6.2
Keith Fox was concerned that the funding data distributed to schools was different to the models the Schools Forum had looked. Mustafa Salih confirmed that although there may have been some minor changes to the data they were broadly in line with projections.

7.
Early Years Single Funding Formula Review
7.1
Mustafa Salih explained that due to lack of human resources in the Schools Finance Section they were still trying to resource this review. The Director of Education, Nina Dohel, informed the meeting that it was hoped that an additional person will be identified shortly and that the review will have progressed by the next meeting. 

7.2
The Schools Forum welcomed this response as it had now been some considerable time and there was now very little time to do the necessary work before the impact of any national changes are felt when it may too late. 

8. 
SEND Funding in Mainstream Schools Review

8.1
The Director said that this was similar to the Early Years Review and once again it is hoped that progress will be made after Easter.

9.
National Finding Formula Consultation 
9.1
An analysis of the Government’s Consultation document had been distributed by the Clerk prior to the meeting. 
9.2
The Clerk took the Schools Forum through the consultation document highlighting those specific areas that impacted directly on how Southwark currently constructs its formula. This is the first of 2 planned consultations on the national funding formula for schools. At this stage the government are seeking views on:

• the principles that underpin the formula

• the building blocks to use to construct the formula

• the factors to include in the formula

The principles are those that the Schools Forum was already familiar with.

9.3
In particular the proposals are to:

• introduce a school-level national funding formula where the funding each pupil attracts to their school is determined nationally

• implement the formula from 2017-18, allocating funding to local authorities to distribute according to a local formula for the first 2 years, and then setting each school’s funding directly from 2019-20

• allocate some funding to local authorities to distribute where there is a need for local flexibility, and to create a central funding block for local authorities’ ongoing duties

• ensure stability for schools through the minimum funding guarantee and by providing practical help, including an ‘invest to save’ fund

9.4
It was noted that the pupil premium, pupil premium plus and the armed services’ premium will continue to operate through the separate pupil premium grant, and will be unaffected by the proposals.

9.5.
The plan is to create a fourth block of the DSG, the ‘central schools block’. This block would contain funding for central schools services, historic local authority spending commitments on schools and the retained rate of the education services grant (ESG).

9.6 
The Schools Block will be calculated according to a national funding formula, and intend that this would be at school level from 2019-20. This means that the vast majority of funding each pupil attracts to their school would be determined nationally, not according to a local formula. 

9.7
For 2017-18 and 2018-19, the national funding formula would be used to calculate the schools block, but local authorities would continue to distribute this funding according to their local formula. Local authorities will be required to pass on all schools block funding to schools. 

9.8
A “hard” national funding formula would set the budget for each school and this change should come into effect from 2019-20.

9.9
The various factors that are used were reviewed and it was noted that any changes proposed would not impact on what Southwark currently has in place. The crucial point would be the values used for each, these will not be known until the second consultation document that needs to be distributed before the summer.

9.10
Some aspects of the Formula would be based on historic, i.e. actual costs, as now for example PFI, NNDR etc – this seemed to be appropriate as the school has no direct control over their level.
9.11
The issue of growth for in-year roll increases was considered and basing it on historic spend does not seem appropriate. Currently the LA has to justify why it wants to top-slice the DSG with detailed projections given – these change year on year.
9.12
The Schools Forum felt that the area cost adjustment was needed but needs to better reflect the higher costs in certain geographical areas such as London. However, it should not be limited to existing indices but take account of the competition London schools has for recruiting staffing that often requires TLRS, R&R and other incentives to secure highly qualified staff.
9.13
With regard to maximising the distribution of funding to schools – this was always the starting point for Southwark with the Schools Forum involved and agreeing any variation to the principle based on local circumstances. This had at its core services being on a traded basis whether purchased directly by schools and/or commissioned by the Schools forum on behalf of schools – and, with the ability to set an appropriate MFG. 
9.14 
There are other services such as school admissions, contribution to combined budgets that the DFE are suggesting that they should use the historic spend  by the local authority to fund – it was felt that the scrutiny function the Schools Forum currently has over these areas should remain as all budgets are coming under pressure and they should not be automatically protected.
9.15 
The Schools Forum was concerned that the voice for not cutting the funding to London schools was not as “loud” as that by others for transferring funds away for London schools. It was agreed that the Chair should write to the London mayoral candidates to ensure they are aware of what is being proposed and to seek determine their views.
9.16
In addition the Clerk was asked to complete the on-line consultation document based on the report to Schools Forum and the discussions at this and previous meetings.

10.
High Needs National Funding Consultation

10.1
A report by the Clerk on the government’s consultation for introducing reforms to the High Needs Funding Formula in 2017-18 had been distributed.

10.2
This is the first of 2 planned consultations on High Needs funding, the first phase covers high level principles, key proposals and options so that there is  an improvement to the way that high needs funding is allocated to local authorities, on the basis of a formula consisting of a number of factors.  They also wish to encourage better partnership between local authorities and institutions in discharging their respective responsibilities under the Children and Families Act.

10.3
High needs expenditure includes:

• funding for places in specialist and post-16 institutions (e.g. special schools, special post-16 institutions and pupil referral units);

• top-up funding for individual pupils and students with high needs, including those in mainstream schools and young children in their early years;

and

 • services that local authorities provide directly, or through contracts or service level agreements with others – for example, specialist support for pupils with sensory impairments, or tuition for pupils not able to attend school for medical or other reasons.

10.4
Part of the high needs block is retained by the EFA for the place funding paid to colleges and other post-16 institutions. Some of the place funding is included in local authorities’ initial DSG allocation and then deducted by the EFA to pay the funding direct, for example to academies.
10.5
Pupils and students who receive support from local authorities’ high needs budgets include:

• children aged 0 to 5 with SEN and disabilities, whom the local authority decides to support from its high needs budget. Some of these children may have EHC plans;

• pupils aged 5 to 18 with high levels of SEN in schools and academies, FE colleges, special post-16 institutions or other settings which receive top-up funding from the high needs budget. Most, but not all, of these pupils have either a statement of SEN or EHC plans;

• those aged 19 to 25 in FE and special post-16 institutions, who have an EHC plan and require additional support costing over £6,000;

• pupils aged 5 to 16 placed in AP by local authorities or schools.

10.6
The DfE is very influenced by a published research and report in 2015 by the Isos Partnership 'Funding for young people with special educational needs', July 2015. 

10.7
Isos made 17 proposals on how the SEN funding system might be improved in future. These fell into 3 broad categories:

• improvements to the way funding is allocated to make it fairer and more transparent, and to make sure that it is better targeted to where the needs are. The proposals include that the department considers a more formulaic approach to distributing high needs funding from national to local level;

• better communication about how the system is intended to work, and to highlight effective practice. The proposals cover what local and national government might do to clarify expectations and to achieve greater transparency;

• proposals to enable better decision making by frontline professionals, both those in local authorities responsible for commissioning SEN provision and those in schools and colleges who need to plan how to make the provision for their children and young people with SEN.

10.8
Therefore the DfE concluded that the current funding distribution is not fair to children and young people with high needs across the country, because it directs money to the local authorities with the highest historic spending, not the highest current needs. A formulaic method of distributing high needs funding would represent a clear improvement on the current situation.

10.9
The DfE proposes from 2017-18, to move to a distribution of high needs funding from central to local government that is more formula-driven, using proxy indicators of need, rather than only using historic spending patterns. This should include funding for both SEN and disability provision and AP. 

10.10
Consultation Questions 
10.11
The principles that underpin the consultation are common with the consultation on the National Funding Formula for Schools.

10.12 
There was agreement that funding should still be distributed for the majority of high needs funding to local authorities rather than directly to schools and other institutions.

10.13
The DfE wishes to continue to use proxy indicators for the formulaic distribution of funding rather than actual costs – this is understood but the Schools Forum has always acknowledged that there is not always a relevant indicator for some categories of SEN e.g. Visually Impaired.

10.14
The Funding Formula will be based on 5 factors:
· Low attainment
· Health and disability using “children not in good health” population census data and disability living allowance (DLA) data 

· Deprivation using the same broad approach for both high needs and schools formulae
· Substantial Child Population based on number of children aged 2-18 in the geographical population

· basic pupil/student entitlement amount for each student in SEN provision
There were concerns that the factors need to be proven to be relevant and also the issue of using the IDACI when it currently can change dramatically from one census date to the next.
10.15
There were no proposals put forward to change either Alternative Provision (AP) nor Hospital Education.
10.16  
To reflect different costs across England the Funding Formula for High Needs will reflect regional difference in costs. As with schools national funding the proposal are between the general labour market cost factor, and the another (“hybrid”) which includes the relative costs of teachers’ pay in particular areas of the country.

10.17 
The Schools Forum was concerned, as is the DfE, that there should be a Smooth Transition to the new system as the funding related to some of the most vulnerable pupils in schools and academies. One way proposed to achieve this was not to immediately switch to using the new formula but to use an element of historic spend and change the mechanism over time. Plus, a minimum funding guarantee for each LA to dampen change. 
10.18
These proposals, although the detail of each is crucial, reflected the historic concerns of the Schools Forum relating to turbulent changes that could destabilise provision.
 

10.19
One of the outcomes the DfE is looking for is reduce the scope for local authorities to move funding from the majority of pupils funding in mainstream schools (the schools block) to meet the costs of pupils with high needs, as many have done in the past so that schools actually receive the funding that the national formula identifies for them. 


This was welcomed but need sufficient funding allocated to the High Needs Block.

10.20
Other measures were being considered to promote inclusion and it was proposed to standardise on how the Notional SEN Budget is to be calculated. 

10.21
There are no planned fundamental changes to the way that schools are funded for their pupils with SEN and disabilities. Mainstream schools will be funded through their mainstream formula, continuing the existing requirement that they meet from their budget the costs of additional support up to £6,000 per annum for all pupils with SEN. 

Special school places will be funded at £10,000 per place per annum. 

In all cases top-up funding from the commissioning local authority will be paid to the school in respect of individual pupils with high-level SEN to reflect the costs of the additional support they need in excess of £6,000.

In future, it is proposed that schools with SEN Units receive the per pupil amounts that would be due to the school (these vary but are in the region of £4,000) by including the pupils in SEN units within the school’s main pupil count, plus place funding of £6,000.

10.22
The DfE believes LAs and schools should look critically at what their pupils with SEN need, take into account the professional judgement of teachers and other professionals, and decide what kind of support is most appropriate.

10.23
There are proposals to permit LAs to continue to have flexibility to retain funding, as part of their high needs budget within the overall schools budget, perhaps to assist small mainstream schools with a high proportion of pupils with SEN, and it was felt that, as now, should be discussed with the Schools Forum.

10.24
The Schools Forum shared their concerns with the LA that the recent transfer of the responsibility for funding SEN for 18-25 year olds to LAs had put a strain on the High Needs Block. There should be a common funding system using appropriate formula factors.

11

Date of Next Meetings 2015-16   


26th May 2016 and the 7th July 2016 were noted 
There being no further business, the meeting closed.
Annex A
SCHOOLS FORUM ATTENDANCE SHEET 
17th March 2016
VOTING MEMBERS
	NAME
	CONSTITUENCY
	PRESENT

	Sarah Alexander
	Primary School Headteacher
	Apologies

	Craig Voller
	Primary School Headteacher
	Apologies 

	Keith Fox
	Primary School Headteacher
	Yes

	Gregory Doey
	Primary School Headteacher
	Apologies

	Elaine Garlick 
	Primary School Governor
	Resigned 

	Omolayo Sokoya
	Primary School Governor
	Yes

	Rebecca Sherwood 
	Nursery School Headteacher
	Substitute

	Simon Eccles
	Special School Headteacher
	Yes

	Paulette Bertram

	Early Years – Private/Voluntary and Independent Settings
	Yes

	Steve Morrison
	Academy 
	Yes

	Mickey Kelly 
	Academy
	Apologies

	Mike Antoniou
	Academy
	Apologies

	Yomi Adewoye
	Pupil Referral Units
	Yes

	Sister Anne-Marie Niblock
	Secondary School Headteacher
	Yes

	Vacant
	FE SEN 
	

	Catherine May
	Diocese Board
	Apologies

	Betty Joseph 
	Trade Unions
	Yes 


Senior Officers in Attendance
	
	

	
	

	Nina Dohel
	Yes

	Mustafa Salih
	Yes

	
	

	David Cross
	Clerk
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