HEREFORDSHIRE SCHOOLS FORUM - 15 JANUARY 2016
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT OF THE BUDGET WORKING GROUP

(This report which includes additional recommendations to the Forum should be read in
conjunction with the accompanying presentation slides.)

The Budget Working Group met on 7 January. The report to the Schools Forum on the
Dedicated Schools Grant 2016/17 includes some comment from the Group’s meeting.
However, it also refers to the submission of a supplementary report from the Group. This is
set out below and includes a number of additional recommendations to the Forum.

The notes of the Group’s meeting have been circulated separately to members of the Forum
for information.

PROPOSALS FOR DEDICATED SCHOOLS GRANT 2016/17

Following a presentation of the updated position regarding Dedicated Schools Grant for
2016/17 The BWG was asked to consider the following points:

a. High Needs forecast 2016/17
b. High Needs savings proposals
c. DSG settlement 2016/17

d. Outcome of consultation re: Special school LGPS pension costs, Primary SEN protection,
Secondary PRU delegation

The presentation also covered a number of new issues including guiding principles for the
BWG and Schools Forum.

Guiding Principles BWG/Schools Forum

The Chairman commented that the guiding principles informing the BWG’s approach had not
been set out in this way before but they summarised the approach the BWG had developed.
Every school had a vested interest and could make a case for additional funding. The BWG
had to consider the interests of all schools and be mindful that, with finite budgets, providing
additional funding for one purpose required funding to be taken from elsewhere. A key aim
had been to prepare for the introduction of the National Funding Formula by incremental
change avoiding any seismic financial shocks for schools.

The School Finance Manager (SFM) commented that the main considerations underpinning
the approach had been to move the primary:secondary funding ratio from 1:1.18 to 1:1.23
the average ratio of comparator authorities incrementally. Consideration had also been
given to the fact that the authority overfunded deprivation compared with other similar
authorities and underfunded low prior attainment. The minimum funding guarantee had also
been used to minimise winners and losers as part of the transition to the national funding
formula.



The BWG supported the principles for the BWG/Schools Forum as set out below and
it was proposed that these should be recommended to Schools Forum for
endorsement:

Act promptly on financial issues

. Retain integrity of DSG funding blocks for schools, high needs and early years
. Funding drives improved outcomes for all children

. Final school budgets set at published values

. Listen to school views

. Financial stability whilst moving to national formula

. Clear approach to supporting vulnerable pupils

Guiding Principles High Needs

The Head of Additional Needs (HAN) introduced the guiding principles for high needs and
emphasised in response to questions the consensus reached by the High Needs Task and
Finish Group that funding should follow need and that pupils should be funded equitably and
consistently based on individual need not the setting or school attended.

The BWG supported the High Needs principles. However, it was acknowledged that the
views of the high needs task and finish group should be sought before the principles were
recommended to Schools Forum.

High Needs Forecast 2016/17 and High Needs Proposed Savings

In summary, the SFM noted that the High Needs Forecast for 2016/17 was for an overspend
of £906k although as a forecast this was subject to change upwards or down. This
overspend was in common with the high needs pressures being experienced by all local
authorities nationally and exacerbated by the historic basis of the high needs funding block
and the DfE’s inability to add proper growth monies.

The High Needs Task and Finish Group had identified proposals for saving £941k and
the proposed savings plan was accepted by the BWG as necessary and in line with
the principles.

(The detail of the forecast overspend and the proposed savings plan is set out at paragraphs
5 and 6 of the report on the Dedicated Schools Grant 2016/17 published with the agenda

papers.)
Consultation with schools December 2015

A short consultation exercise had been undertaken with schools before the end of last term
in the expectation that funding would be required to be transferred from school budgets to
support the primary SEN protection scheme, extra delegation to high schools to support
PRU charges and to help meet the impact of higher pension costs.



Subsequently additional Dedicated Schools Grant funding of £342k had been made
available by Government meaning that in was no longer necessary to consider taking
funding from school budgets to support the high needs budgets. The consultation had
therefore to a degree been overtaken by events.

Outstanding Options

The SFM commented that this did, however, leave five items outstanding for further
consideration as follows:

a) Special_school pension costs

In terms of school pension costs the BWG was informed that these related to staff who are
members of the local government pension scheme and represented a disproportionate cost
to special schools. Teaching assistants in special schools accounted for 50% of staffing
budgets compared with 25% of Primary School staffing costs and 10% of Secondary School
staff budgets

b) Primary SEN protection scheme

The Primary SEN protection scheme provides additional funding for primary schools with
higher than average numbers of high needs pupils. It is regarded as essential by many
primary headteachers. The present scheme is unaffordable as it is half funded from
balances and is expensive with a cap on a school’s contribution set at £90 x the number on
roll. A revised scheme whereby the cap is raised to £120 x NOR at a cost of £151,000 would
be more affordable. For example a 200 on roll primary school would have to fund the first
£24,000 of threshold SEN support i.e. 4 pupils. Additional payments to the school are only
made in excess of 4 SEN pupils. This was the preferred option but other alternatives had
been considered by the high needs task and finish group

c) High school PRU charges protection

Additional funding of £150k is currently delegated to high schools from the high needs block
to help high schools meet PRU charges imposed for excluded pupils. The incentive is that
high schools can use the additional funding to avoid exclusions and it is successful in
keeping exclusions in Herefordshire lower than neighbouring counties. However the scheme
is unsustainable as it is currently half funded from balances. HASH has been consulted on
options for reducing the cost by top-slicing high school budgets in order to maintain the extra
high needs funding. However there seems little merit in taking funds from high school
budgets only to give the same funding back to high schools but in a different guise.

d) Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH)

If The Secretary of State does not decide by the date of Schools forum on 15th January to
grant approval to vary the base Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) budget to fund posts at the
hub alternative funding will have to be found. The BWG was informed that to do this a
further £3 would be added to the per pupil amount in the funding formula but an
administratively cumbersome SLA would be necessary from April 2016.

(Subsequent to the BWG meeting the SFM has identified that an alternative course that
might be preferable would be for Schools Forum to agree an extension until midday on the



21st January (i.e. the last day for submitting the funding formula) and to agree that if no
approval for MASH had been received then £3 per pupil be added to the formulas on
submission to the EFA.)

e) Future Investment

The Council definitely wishes to take advantage of some of the extra funding in order to
invest in more in-county places to reduce the future costs of expensive out-county
placements. The BWG was informed that there were a number of options for in-county
investment to avoid the need for out of county placements and detailed proposals would be
brought forward if funding was approved. It was agreed by BWG that such investment would
be beneficial in avoiding significant future costs.

The BWG identified no additional issues for consideration.

Three options were presented for using the £342k as set out in the summary presentation
which accompanies this supplementary report

° Option 1: Transfer from Schools Block, half funded pension and investment for the
future, but breaks DSG funding block principle

. Option 2 Transfer from Schools Block fully funded pension and no investment, but
breaks DSG funding block

. Option 3 (the preferred option), half funded pension, investment, retain DSG funding
block principle

The SFM commented that a degree of mixing of the options was possible but only option 3
met the BWG’s guiding principles. The primary SEN protection was for 2016/17 only and
would need to be subject to review, having regard also to the forthcoming DfE consultation
papers.

It was observed that in the consultation exercise Primary Schools had indicated a preference
for a sliding scale for Primary SEN protection in order to reduce costs. . The BWG was
informed that the preferred option implemented the principle that funding should provide
protection for the pupil rather than the school and as such high needs pupils in larger
schools should be equally protected. This was the rationale for pursuing a course at odds
with the outcome of the consultation exercise..

The BWG supported option 3. In doing so it was noted that this would provide a settlement
for 2016/17 only and did not set a precedent.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND TO SCHOOLS FORUM:

(a) That option 3 be recommended for the allocation of the £342k received in the
High Needs Block as follows:

I. the disproportionate impact of local government pension scheme pension
cost increase on special schools is funded from the high needs block by an
increase in tariff values at a cost of £98k and that high needs tariffs be
increased for 2016/17 (and suitably rounded) as follows Tariff A: £1,300+0.75%



B: £3,200 +1.5% C: £5,375+2.15% D £8,400 +2.75% E £11,975+3.5% F: £16,100
+4.25%;

II.  The primary school SEN threshold protection (option B) at £120 cap per pupil
for all primary schools at an estimated cost of £151k for 2016/17 only and is
reviewed for 2017/18 following the DfE’s consultation on the national fair
funding formula;

lll.  That the secondary school additional delegation to help meet PRU charges is
ceased from 1st April 2016 and replaced with increased delegation for low
prior attainment from the schools block — as set out in recommendation (f) ;

IV. Start-up development funding of £100k be approved to expand in-county
provision for high needs pupils in order to reduce future expenditure on out-
county placements

(b) the BWG/Schools Forum guiding principles as set out at appendix 2 to these
notes be recommended to Schools Forum for endorsement; and

(c) the High Needs Guiding Principles be sent to the High Needs Task and Finish
Group for comment and then reported back to Schools Forum.

SCHOOL BUDGET PLANS

The BWG was reminded that the Forum had included in the work programme for the 11"
March meeting an item for the review of school budget plans as part of the looking to the
future” initiative. The SFM offered a suggestion on how best to collect the budget
information from all schools. He suggested that a third letter on the “looking to the future”
theme inviting the completion of a budget pro-forma would be appropriate. He outlined that a
single page pro-forma might include three short sections on describing the budget pressure,
the proposed action plan and the impact on standards/ viability would be appropriate

There was discussion as to whether academies should be included in this exercise. The
majority view was that they should be included to provide a picture across the County as a
whole, although it was noted that the academies supplied considerable information to the
EFA and a request could not be binding upon them. The Chairman felt that academies had
nothing to hide and it was important for all to know that academies were facing the same
budget pressures as locally maintained schools.

The Budget Working Group considered that Schools Forum had a valuable role in assessing
the impact of financial pressures across Herefordshire as a whole and seeking reassurance
that all schools were taking appropriate action.

AGREED: That Schools Forum be asked to endorse that all schools be invited to
submit outline action plans and savings proposals on a proforma as part of a third
letter on the “looking to the future” theme.



SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS TO SCHOOLS
FORUM

(The BWG supported the recommendations set out in the report published for schools forum
for the allocation of the additional £342k received in the High Needs Block as set out in
recommendation ii (a-d) on page 12 of the Forum’s agenda papers.)

The additional recommendations from the BWG are that:

1.

The BWG/Schools Forum guiding principles as set out below be recommended
to Schools Forum for endorsement:

Act promptly on financial issues
Retain integrity of DSG funding blocks for schools, high needs and early years
Funding drives improved outcomes for all children
Final school budgets set at published values
Listen to school views
Financial stability whilst moving to national formula
Clear approach to supporting vulnerable pupils
Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH)
Recommended that

a) if the Secretary of State did not decide by the date of Schools forum on
15th January then a further £3 would be added to the per pupil amount
in the funding formula but an administratively cumbersome SLA would
be necessary from April 2016; or.

b) (a proposal subsequent to the BWG) Schools Forum to agree an extension
until midday on the 21st January (i.e. the last day for submitting the
funding formula) and to agree that if no approval for MASH had been
received then £3 per pupil be added to the formulas on submission to
the EFA.

School Budget plans

That Schools Forum be asked to endorse that all schools be invited to submit
outline action plans and savings proposals on a proforma as part of a third
letter on the “looking to the future” theme.



