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YORK SCHOOLS FORUM – MEMBERSHIP 2017/18 – FROM JANUARY 2018
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members: 13

Three maintained (including VA and VC)
primary school members including a
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Term of office – three
years in all cases
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31/08/18

01/12/17 – 31/11/20
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04/04/17 – 03/04/20
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Bill Scriven (All Saints RC School (VA)) – standing
down 31/08/18

01/12/18 – 31/11/20

Richard Crane (The Joseph Rowntree School)

30/09/16 – 29/09/19

Trevor Burton (South Bank Multi Academy Trust)

19/09/16 – 18/09/19

Brian Crosby (Hope Learning Trust)

01/01/18 – 31/12/20

Andrew Daly (Pathfinder Multi Academy Trust)

20/03/17 – 19/03/20

Richard Ludlow(Ebor Academy Trust)
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Lorna Savage (South York Multi Academy Trust)
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01/12/17 – 31/11/20
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01/12/17 – 31/11/20
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01/01/18 – 31/12/20

Five academy members
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members: 2
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15

Executive member for Education,
Children and Young People / Appointed
Member

Cllr Keith Myers

Director of Children’s’ Services,
Education and Skills

Jon Stonehouse

Assistant Director, Education and Skills

Maxine Squire

Head of Finance

Richard Hartle
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CITY OF YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
Minutes of the Schools Forum held on Thursday 12th April 2018 at 9.00am
Attendance list:
Members:
Brian Crosby
Gail Brown
Richard Crane
Dan Furniss
Debbie Glover
Helen Gration
Tracey Ralph
Lorna Savage

Academy Representative and Chair
Academy Representative (Deputising for Richard Ludlow)
Maintained Secondary Representative
Academy Representative (Deputising for Andrew Daly)
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Early Years Sector Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Academy Representative

Observers / Advisors:
Jon Stonehouse
Maxine Squire
Richard Hartle

Director of Children, Education & Communities
Assistant Director, Education and Skills
Head of Finance, City of York Council

Salli Radford
Tom Chamberlain

Coordinator and Clerk
School Services Manager – Policy and Strategy

Cllr Jonny Crawshaw

Councillor for Micklegate Ward / Observer

1.

Welcome
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

2.

Apologies for absence
Apologies were received with consent, from Trevor Burton – Academy Representative,
Andrew Daly – Academy Representative (represented by Dan Furniss), Tricia Head –
Pupil Referral Unit Representative, Richard Ludlow – Academy Representative
(represented by Gail Brown) and Bill Scriven – Maintained Secondary Headteacher
(VA school). Alison Birkinshaw – FE Representative, Claire Rigden – Maintained
Nursery Representative and Adam Booker – Special School Representative were
absent from the meeting.

3.

Membership update
Previously distributed. The update was noted. Salli Radford advised that a governor
representative was still being sought and would be chased prior to the July meeting.

4.

Minutes of the York Schools Forum meeting of 5th February 2018
Previously distributed.
The minutes of the meeting of 5th February 2018 were agreed to be a true and accurate
record and were signed by the Chair.

5.

Action Plan and Matters Arising
Previously distributed. With reference to the action plan:
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Point 1 – Completed.
Point 2 – To be taken under item 6.
Point 3 – To be taken under item 9 other than the YSAB report which would be taken to
the July Forum meeting.
Point 4 – Gail Brown advised that Paul Murphy had discussed Early Years issues with
the Headteacher of St Paul’s Nursery School as part of the Inclusion Review work.
Points 5 and 6 – Completed.
Matters Arising:
In response to a question regarding item 10, Forward Plan, and when the decision had
been taken to defer a report from the YSAB (formerly the SICG) to July, Maxine Squire
advised that the YSAB would need to meet to inform the plan which would be brought
to the Forum. The Chair confirmed that the YSAB had oversight of allocation of funds
but that the Forum approved the budget, asking whether July was early enough to
allow informed decisions. Discussion followed, with Richard Hartle providing an outline
of reasons for deferral. The Forum discussed this further, with members expressing
their desire to ensure that automatic roll-forward of funding arrangements was not
assumed, and for scrutiny of investment and related outcomes to be enabled. The
Forum requested a special emergency meeting to consider the following specific
funding streams:
 £400k School Improvement fund
 £150k CPD fund
 £65k wellbeing workers
 £30k cluster funding
 £30k city-wide group work
 £291k School Improvement funding passed back to schools for school
improvement activities. It was noted that failure to adequately account for the
use of this funding might result in it being lost as a future funding stream.
Decision: An extraordinary meeting would be held on 3rd May at 9.00am.
6.

Infant Class Size Funding – Criteria and Allocations
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle invited questions on the paper, which had been
drafted in response to questions arising at the previous Forum meeting. It was noted
that the paper provided background to Infant Class Size Funding (ICSF) funding and
funding criteria, with information on allocations to individual schools since 2013/14.
Richard outlined the arrangements for ICSF since 2013 and the previous decision of
the Forum to retain as a separate funding stream.
The Forum noted a budget of £450k ICSF for 2018/19. Richard advised that he
anticipated continuation of this funding into 2019/20, with the Forum to decide whether
to continue to allocate under set criteria, within the parameters of school funding
regulations.
Helen Gration joined the meeting at 9.30am.
The Forum discussed the paper, with members querying whether ICSF represented
the best use of resources and seeking clarification of overall admissions strategy.
Tom Chamberlain advised that some additional issues needed to be taken into
account, including the right of Looked After Children to attend their first choice school.
Tom advised that the October census provided information that informed the
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admissions process, with SEN decisions being taken earlier to ensure places were
available. It was noted that other exceptions to general admissions criteria were rarely
used, with Tom advising that his remit was to both meet parental preferences and to
balance school places as far as possible. It was noted that ICSF ameliorated some
inconsistencies in intakes over time as these fluctuated, being particularly helpful to
small schools with small intakes and to schools with admissions limits that tended to
result in classes over 30.
The Forum discussed this, noting that schools used ICSF in a variety of ways to meet
need. It was further noted that funding allocations were provided each January once
pupil roll was confirmed by the census but that schools knew their intake and total
numbers so could predict ICSF income. Tom provided examples to illustrate the
admissions process and how ICSF was used by schools to manage fluctuating
cohorts.
Jon Stonehouse advised that it might be necessary to develop a city-wide response to
the challenge of future sustainability of small schools.
Forum members noted the criteria which they confirmed was understood. Jon
proposed a Headteachers’ Briefing session on school funding and how this is used
strategically to benefit the city. The Chair proposed a working group to develop ideas
on ICSF and implications of emerging funding arrangements for small schools with
Richard Hartle, to include input from small schools and to report back to the Forum.
Decision: Working Group to be established by Richard Hartle to include Debbie
Glover, Gail Brown and small school headteachers as well as others.
It was noted that MPs were regularly briefed on issues relating to school funding.
7.

Pupil Growth – Criteria and Allocations
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle advised that the Pupil Growth Fund (PGF)
budget of £350k enabled the LA to manage demographic growth and pressures by
allocating lagged funding based on the previous October census each financial year. It
was noted that the fund allowed additional budget for the period September to March
(August for academies) to ensure schools were adequately supported. It was noted
that growth funding was now allocated on a case-by-case basis when schools took
pupils to address specific pressures and as a managed response in line with LA
strategy.
Richard advised that funding was now allocated on a more targetted basis than before,
following discussion with the place planning team. Richard advised that he also
undertook a retrospective check to ensure that funding was allocated fairly and that no
relevant issues were missed. It was noted that allocation was calculated by a formula
and was based on a proportion of AWPU. Richard provided examples of the flexibility
applied by the LA to ensure fairness.
The Forum discussed the mechanism for allocation of PGF in cases where school
catchments crossed LA boundaries. In response to a question regarding the decisionmaking process for allocation of PGF, Tom Chamberlain advised that decisions were
based on in-year pressure where no other alternatives were available and in response
to situations where an increase in pupil numbers was pronounced and sustainable. It
was noted that decisions were linked to the sustainability of funding as an increase in
future AWPU would become available to an eligible school. It was noted that PGF
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support was only available for growth related to York pupils or where a historic
catchment area was in place that pre-dated the reorganisation of LA boundaries.
The Forum discussed the update at length.
Richard advised that it was a Schools Forum decision as to whether to make PGF
available, though the DfE recommended retaining the fund and would not suggest
removal.
Decision: The paper and discussion points were noted.
Richard Crane left the meeting at 10.30am.
8.

School Contracts Update
Maxine Squire provided a verbal update, advising that a small number of school
contracts were retained.
Schools Transport – Maxine advised that this contract provided services in line with
specific criteria, generally relating to distance and SEN. It was noted that the LA used
the most cost effective method to transport pupils, with very little non-SEN taxi
provision. It was noted that transport was vital to the high-needs cohort. Maxine
advised that a procurement process was in place with significant financial oversight to
ensure value for money. The contract was project managed by LA and delivered by
Pullman and Streamline.
Catering Monitoring – Maxine advised that LA involvement in catering was now
restricted to monitoring which was provided on a traded basis. It was noted that this
highly specialised service included deliver of the food safety aspect, working with
Environmental Health, and could offer advice to enable follow-up after inspections as
well as advising on kitchen efficiency. Schools were encouraged to contact Mark Ellis
with any questions.
Broadband – Richard Hartle advised that a paper regarding the broadband contract
would be brought to the July meeting.

9.

Central Schools Services Block
Local Fostering Arrangements – Jon Stonehouse provided a verbal update on this
funding element which represented a £400k per year investment. Jon advised of the
principle to build local provision to ensure children remained in the city where possible.
It was noted that the investment achieved significant savings against the DSG, with
Jon reporting c£1.8M in on-going annual savings.
Jon advised of relatively low placement outside the city, with these children generally
having very complex and challenging circumstances. It was noted that the city would
continue to development strategy in line with the inclusion review.
Decision: Jon Stonehouse to provide further information to the July meeting.
School Safeguarding Support Arrangements / Safeguarding Advisor – Previously
distributed. Maxine Squire advised that DSG funding had been committed to this post
since 2009/10, highlighting the information on the role and work undertaken included in
the paper. It was noted that the post covered school safeguarding including the
statutory Prevent Duty, with the post holder being trained to deliver WRAP training
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which would continue. The activity was noted. Maxine advised that the post did not
hold the LADO role, with the LA currently recruiting a LADO and the role being
temporarily covered by Mo Crossley. It was noted that the LA was considering the
wider provision of the Safeguarding and LADO roles.
Maxine outlined the scope of the Safeguarding role and the need to continue to ensure
that this support was available. It was noted that schools currently collectively
contribute £50k to resource this function.
In response to a question regarding safer recruitment training costs and availability, it
was noted that other costs such as venue and accreditation fees were not covered by
funding for the post.
Decision: Jon Stonehouse to ensure development of the paper into a briefing
that can be shared with headteachers to support understanding of the role.
10.

Inclusion Review update
Maxine Squire provided a verbal update, advising that further information had been
made available on the Local Offer area of the YorOK website and a map of provision
developed. It was noted that capital funding had been allocated across three years
which totalling £591k.
Maxine outlined the priorities identified by the review, including:
 Secondary provision
 Autism provision - Applefields/Askham Bryan partnership
 Hob Moor Oaks – small projects at the primary special school in response to an
increase in pupils with complex autism
 Danesgate – to address pressure relating to primary provision as the setting
had been built to meet secondary need
 Secondary Enhanced Resource Provision – being reviewed as different spaces
were needed
 Central location for an external provider for personalised learning relating to
employment – as part of a programme to address pressure on the High Needs
Block by considering supported internship routes and routes into supported
employment
 Post-18 – personalised learning pathways and safe provision
The Forum noted that the 0-25 age range covered by the scope of the review and of
future provision presented a significant challenge. It was noted that Paul Murphy
would continue to coordinate the review which had been very positive to date. Maxine
undertook to ensure reports back to future meetings. Jon Stonehouse advised that the
Inclusion Review Group included Schools Forum and YSAB members.
The Chair thanked Maxine for the update.

11.

Schools Forum forward plan
Richard Hartle outlined the forward plan:
May 2018
 School Improvement commissioning - special meeting
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July 2018
 Schools broadband contract
 Maintained schools outturn balances
 Outturn paper on DSG – with the Forum to consider constituent parts rather
than the general carry forward
 Local fostering paper
 Working Group feedback on ICSF and small schools
September 2018
 School start budgets 2018/19 including deficits
 Budget preparation 2019/20
February 2019
 2019/20 budget setting paper
In response to a suggestion that the consultation mechanism for the School Teachers
Pay and Conditions document and pay award be reviewed, Maxine Squire advised that
information generally arrived very late and during the summer holidays. It was noted
that Harry Rashid would take information on this issue to a Headteachers’ Briefing.
12.

Any Other Business
There was no other business.

13.

Date and time of the next meeting
The additional meeting would take place on 3rd May 2018 at 9.00am.
scheduled meeting would take place on 2nd July 2018 at 9.00am.

The next

The meeting closed at 11.15am.

Chair

Date

th
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CITY OF YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
Extraordinary Meeting
Minutes of the Schools Forum held on Thursday 3rd May 2018 at 9.00am
Attendance list:
Members:
Brian Crosby
Adam Booker
Trevor Burton
Richard Crane
Andrew Daly
Debbie Glover
Tricia Head
Richard Ludlow
Tracey Ralph

Academy Representative and Chair
Special School Representative
Academy Representative
Maintained Secondary Representative
Academy Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Pupil Referral Unit Representative and Vice Chair
Academy Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher

Observers / Advisors:
Cllr Keith Myers
Jon Stonehouse
Maxine Squire
Richard Hartle

Elected Member for Education, Children and Young People
Director of Children, Education & Communities
Assistant Director, Education and Skill
Head of Finance, City of York Council

John Thompson
Salli Radford

Head of Secondary and Skills
Coordinator and Clerk

1.

Welcome
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

2.

Apologies for absence
Apologies were received with consent, from Alison Birkinshaw – FE Representative,
Helen Gration – Early Years Sector Representative, Lorna Savage – Academy
Representative and Bill Scriven – Maintained Secondary Headteacher (VA school).
Claire Rigden – Maintained Nursery Representative was absent from the meeting.

3.

Centrally retained School Improvement funding
Previously distributed. John Thompson presented the paper, advising that the reports
covered all aspects of the funding stream other than the £65k allocated to school
Wellbeing Workers.
John advised that the £291k returned to schools for school improvement activities had
been audited through an internal exercise which had began on 21st March and
concluded on 27th April. It was noted that 48 of 63 had responded by the deadline.
John would collate the information and report to the July meeting.
John advised that the paper summarised the Forum decision of summer 2017 to adopt
a transitional model, with this included in the paper for information. This decision had
broken the total allocation of £966k into separate strands for the 2017/18 academic
year:
 £400k to be centrally retained to support Schools Causing Concern
 £291k returned to schools for school improvement activity
rd
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£150k for the provision of a core CPD through Pathfinder TSA in line with the
tapered model outlined at time
£60k allocated as £30k cluster funding and £30k specific projects run by
schools and allocated via bids

John advised that SCC funding was allocated through the York Schools and
Academies Board (YSAB) as a whole as reported to the Forum previously. It was
noted that the YSAB was in discussion with a MAT regarding an intervention with this
increasing the committed funding to £330k rather than £292k as reported. It was noted
that further requests would go to the YSAB in early June.
All allocations highlighted in the paper were noted, with John providing specific context
relating to significant projects and longer-term commitments.
The Forum noted the background of performance against key performance measures
provided in each case, with schools that have been below coasting and/or floor
standards in recent years being the focus. John advised that the Forum should have
confidence that intervention funding was being spent appropriately and in line with DfE
guidance.
John highlighted one additional allocation under paragraph 33 and an allocation to a
school not in the SCC category outlined under paragraph 29. John advised that the
YSAB had noted the Forum’s concern regarding this latter allocation and that the next
meeting would agree a clear set of criteria against which to judge requests for support
in order to increase rigour.
The Forum noted the summary of cluster activity outlined in paragraphs 41 and 42,
with John advising that cluster chairs had provided the view that geographical clusters
generally had less power and impact than previously due to the formation of MATs and
the development of mixed clusters or of MATS formed from cluster relationships. John
advised that the chairs had provided the view that the current funding mechanism was
becoming less relevant but that they wished to retain funding as a resource to address
city-wide needs.
The Forum noted the summary of School Improvement projects, with this reported midyear and at the end of the year, with information to be brought to the July Forum
meeting.
John advised that the Pathfinder CPD programme funding agreement outlined in
paragraph 50 had been supported with £150k over the last year, with the funding
model including the intention to reduce this to £100k in 2018/19.
Richard Hartle advised that funding allocations were a Schools Forum decision as the
status of funding had changed under the National Funding Formula (NFF). It was
noted that the previous Schools Standards Grant had represented a significant
resource in past with c£1M centrally retained funding for School Improvement until this
was delegated to the Schools Forum to hold centrally.
Richard advised that the new DSG rules pulled a number of funding streams under a
combined budget heading and that the DfE regarded this as funding for historic
commitments. Richard advised that continuation of this funding needed to be justified
each year with a robust demonstration of how it had been spent as a strategic
allocation, otherwise funds would be retained by the DfE. It was noted that the funding
under review sat outside the new NFF for both schools and LAs and that the DfE’s
intention was to recoup the allocations over time.
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York Schools Forum Meeting – 3 May 2018
2

Richard advised that DfE scrutiny was careful and was increasing in depth each year,
with increased rigour anticipated. It was noted that the allocation of funding back to
schools on a per-pupil basis was not adequately secure and may put the funding at
risk in future as allocations were not sufficiently strategic.
The Forum discussed the history and intention of the transitional model, including the
nature and context of this discussion over time and of members’ desire to review
allocations rather than see them automatically roll forward. Maxine Squire advised that
the LA understood that the Forum was seeking to review options each year to ensure
that impact was clear and evidenced. The Forum noted that Officers were unable to
guarantee the availability of funding in future years and the agreed need to ensure
sustainability of arrangements. The Forum noted the contribution of this context to the
development of a transitional model which funded programmes on an academic-year
basis and the need for clarity when reviewing these commitments.
Andrew Daly provided further context to the transition from LA delivery to other delivery
models, reflecting that this had not progressed as rapidly as anticipated at the same
point in the previous year. It was noted that the transitional period was valuable given
this context and that the tapering of funding for TSA programmes was valid though
funding would need to be retained at the centre.
Andrew advised that Pathfinder TSA delivered a variety of CPD strands, with
secondary leader meetings being very successful, recommending that this be retained
as a resource. Andrew asked the Forum to reflect on the need to ensure that small
funding allocations made on a per-school basis could deliver outcomes as part of a
strategic plan.
The Forum discussed the information provided, with a member expressing concern
that the YSAB included no maintained headteacher representation. It was noted that
maintained schools were represented by Jon Stonehouse and Maxine Squire.
Further discussion followed, with the Forum noting that it was unable to make
decisions for longer than a year at a time as funding was dependent on external
allocations. Jon Stonehouse advised that the Forum could take a longer-term view
with the LA able to consider a response if funding was subsequently removed.
The Forum discussed a strategic approach to CPD and the role of the TSAs, including
the development of a joined-up approach which maximised benefit by drawing on the
range of expertise across the city and the wider group of TSAs across the region.
Richard Ludlow outlined the work being done collaboratively to develop leaders as an
example of strategic planning as a wider group.
The Forum discussed the allocation of £291k returned to schools in 2017/18 and
whether this should be brought back under strategic oversight of the Forum. It was
noted that schools would expect to receive this funding in 2018/19 though it had not
been included in start budget information.
It was noted that the YSAB would consider strategic direction at its June meeting. Jon
acknowledged that the Forum had taken a rigorous, democratic approach to
management of the total budget of £966k. It was noted that the proportion of the
£291k allocated back to the MATs could be managed as a strategic central resource
whilst the LA would need to consult with maintained schools regarding this element if
allocation were to be repeated.
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Jon recommended continuation of the funding of Wellbeing Worker posts, with this
project pending evaluation with two years left to run. It was noted that the majority of
funding was provided by the CCG and that it was anticipated that funding would be
available to continue in the future.
Richard Crane left the meeting at 10.00am.
The Forum considered the recommendations included in the paper for 2018/19:
 £100k Pathfinder TSA CPD programme funding – agreed unanimously
 £65k Wellbeing Worker funding – agreed with one abstention
 £400k Schools Causing Concern intervention and support funding –
agreed unanimously
Jon advised that membership of the YSAB would be reviewed to ensure that it
included a maintained school voice and that a mechanism would be arranged to
involve maintained school headteachers in YSAB work.
It was noted that the evaluation report relating to the £291k returned to schools would
not be available until July, with John to clarify the status of the audit and the
pending Schools Forum decision regarding the 2018/19 allocation at the
Headteachers’ Briefing on 8th May.
Maxine advised that Early Years was an area identified for focus by cluster chairs who
were keen to see city-wide investment in the phase. The Forum discussed cluster
funding further, asking that more information on evaluations be shared across the
headteacher community.
The Forum agreed to retain the £401k funding resources not yet allocated and to
establish a task and finish group to consider allocations in order to address
priorities across the city.
This decision would be communicated to headteachers at the May briefing to ensure it
was understood that funding would not be returned during 2018/19. The sub-group
would consider options and report to the July Forum meeting with an aim to ensure
best value from a centrally-retained resource. It was agreed that this process would
include some informal consultation with schools and academies.
Sub group membership was agreed:
 Richard Crane (to be asked to chair)
 Brian Crosby
 Debbie Glover
 Andrew Daly
 Tricia Head or Adam Booker as Special Schools representative
4.

Any other urgent business
Jon Stonehouse advised that HR colleagues had undertaken modelling of the impact
of new support staff pay arrangements on school budgets. It was noted that a national
agreement had been negotiated which would increase lower grades significantly. It
was noted that these costs had not yet been built into start budgets above a 2%
increase and provision for the Living Wage. The LA would issue guidance to schools
in the next few days, with a revised budget planning spreadsheet to be released in due
course. The Forum noted that teachers’ pension contributions were also due to be
reviewed from April 2019, although no increase had been confirmed as yet.
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12.

Date and time of the next meeting
The next meeting would take place on 2nd July 2018 at 9.00am.
The meeting closed at 10.20pm.

Chair

Date
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SCHOOLS FORUM ACTION PLAN / ACTIVITY LOG – 2017 / 18
Minute
Action
Outcome
reference
6
Recommendation of early introduction of the New NFF funding rates are applied from April 2018.
05/02/18 new NFF to Council.
7
05/02/18

7
05/02/18

9
05/02/18
7
25/09/17

Responsibility
Richard Hartle /
Jon Stonehouse

Timescale

Status

23/02/18 Completed

Detail of Pupil Growth / ICSF allocation to be Forum members better understand the mechanisms
Richard Hartle
brought to next meeting.
underpinning Pupil Growth and ICSF allocations and
can provide scrutiny to support budget
management.
Information on funding within the Central Forum members are supported in their role to
Richard Hartle /
School Services Block to be brought to the provide scrutiny of the fund.
Jon Stonehouse
next meeting. including:
 Local fostering arrangements
 LADO service
 School Improvement Commissioning
Group report
 Pathfinder TSA report
Early Years representative to be included on The sub group has more inclusive representation of Jon Stonehouse
the Inclusion Review sub group.
stakeholder groups.

12/04/18

Consultation to be arranged on introduction School views are taken into account by the Forum
of the NFF in full from 2018/19.
and provided to Elected Members for formal
decision.

Richard Hartle

05/02/18 Completed

Maxine Squire

05/02/18 Completed

10
Externally facilitated workshops to be The review is fully informed and this information is
25/0/9/17 arranged to take forward the next steps of gathered by an external provider rather than the LA.
the inclusion review.

Item 6

12/04/18 In progress
– addressed
by item 9
and items to
be taken to
the July
meeting
ASAP

TBC

Updated April 2018

Agenda Item 6

York Schools Forum

2nd July 2018

Broadband Managed Services – Options for Schools beyond
August 2018
Attachments:
Attached is a report providing an update on the current re-procurement of the
Council Managed Services contract (incorporating school broadband service). It also
provides an overview of the considerations for schools to inform decisions about the
future of broadband services whether they choose to take services from the Council
or procure their own solution. The report highlights the importance of a strategic
approach to connectivity in the City of York and the advantages this brings to
schools.
A brief summary of the key points is provided below.
In Summary


A delay in the procurement timeline requires a few months extension of the
current broadband contract while the procurement continues concurrently.
Schools should consider how they would like to proceed beyond August 2018
if they do not continue with the existing service.



Schools have a choice to procure their own broadband service or procure
through the Council. If procuring for themselves it is vital that they achieve a
‘like for like’ service as fibre is the standard that Government is currently
working to. Traditional connection options represent a technological step back
for schools although they may initially appear cheaper they would not deliver
advantages in delivery of a fit for purpose service for schools.



The technology that provides this underlying connectivity must be sustainable
and represent best value. The financial pressures in schools makes a
decision about investment more difficult but short term savings from a
cheaper connectivity option do not always equate to long term best value if
they require significant investment to update further along the line.
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City of York’s vision for the use of technology and the development of digital
skills in the City includes schools; without a unified approach to provision this
may still be achievable but more difficult in the long run.



Centralised provision allows for economies of scale, reduction of the
bureaucratic burden on schools. Important considerations such as network
security are built into the provision as is a one stop shop for services and
access to helpdesk.



The £195k of centrally retained DSG funding will be available until at least
March 2019, and will continue to be part of the school broadband base budget
until that time. The LA will continue to make the case with the DfE that this
historic commitment is still required to support the City’s school fibre
investment under a new broadband contract.

Action required:
Schools are asked to note the following:
1. A further extension period is needed on the contract beyond August 2018 to
account for some delays in the current procurement of the new broadband
service.
Schools who are intending to terminate the current contract are advised of the
following:



If the school currently uses CYC VOIP services, it will have to make
new telephony arrangements.
To ensure any identified resiliency requirements are factored into their
procurement

2. Schools are asked to indicate whether they wish to continue with the current
service beyond August 2018 as the procurement for the new service
continues.
3. The Schools Forum is requested to agree to continue the current allocation of
£195k pa of centrally retained DSG funding to support the schools Broadband
managed service contract, subject to the DfE continuing to allocate this
funding to York.
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Background
The Council Managed Service contract, which includes broadband services to
schools, Council connectivity and Urban Traffic Management System, had an initial
expiry date of August 2016 with a clause allowing for the extension of the contract for
a further two years. In September 2016, Schools Forum was consulted about a one
year extension taking the service date up to August 31st 2018; and also about the
continued allocation of centrally retained DSG funding of £195k to continue to
support the broadband budget therefore reducing the individual charge to schools. In
the September 2016 SF paper, the impact of removing the DSG funding was
highlighted and a breakdown of the cost to schools of the broadband service without
DSG funding was presented.
The purpose of this paper is to provide an update on the progress of the current reprocurement of the Council Managed Services contract and the implications for
schools. It also revisits the question of whether DSG funding will continue to be
available to support the broadband contract.
Introduction
The Council has recently begun the procurement for a new managed service which
will include the broadband service. As was the case in 2008, in the original
procurement of the fibre network, the intention is to achieve the best value contract
possible through economies of scale. This is significantly more complex in today’s
environment as schools are increasingly autonomous and less reliant on local
authority services and can approach the market independently for services. The core
strategy behind the new procurement is to consider the future technological needs of
the City and to provide the best infrastructure possible at an affordable price.
Schools are an essential part of the City’s technological vision.
There has been in a delay in the procurement timeline which will necessitate
extending the current managed service contract for a further few months while the
procurement is concurrently taking place.
In the short term schools have agreed to the initial extension of August 2018 and we
are seeking their agreement for a further few months’ extension while the
procurement continues. The procurement team is working towards appointing a
supplier Q3/Q4 at which point contract negotiations and pricing discussions will
commence.
The school broadband base budget still includes a £195k pa contribution from the
DSG which is assured until March 2019. This will enable current broadband prices to
remain in place until the new service has been procured. The LA will be engaging
with the DfE to argue the merits of continuing the DSG funding beyond March 2019.

3

From 2016 to 2018 there have been considerable changes to the schools’
landscape. There has been an increase in the number of schools converting to
academy status.
In the meantime, technology is continuing to evolve with high speed connectivity
being a key underpinning requirement of that evolution.
Schools are using online service and resources in teaching and learning as the norm
and together with an increase in the use of mobile devices, such as tablets, in the
classroom, there has been a greater demand on the bandwidth required in schools
to allow for multiple devices connecting to online content.
It is a difficult situation that schools find themselves in; continually needing to invest
in technology to keep up with change while at the same time having financial
pressures vying for spend in other areas. This is a global truth. However the
argument for investment is strong considering the future prospects for students going
out into the workforce:
‘By 2020 it's estimated there will be 1.5 million new digitised jobs across the globe.
At the same time, 90% of organisations currently have an IT skills shortage, while
75% of educators and students feel there is a gap in their ability to meet the skills
needs of the IT workforce. To prepare the talent needed for the digital economy,
education must adapt as fast as the demand for IT skills is growing and evolving’ 1
It is clear that connectivity Infrastructure must keep pace with technology, and the
growth in use of mobile devices in schools and the potential of pupils bringing their
own devices into schools means that the trend of bandwidth utilisation will only
continue to grow.
Best Value and Technology – Considerations for schools
The dichotomy of financial pressure versus continual investment to ensure the best
resources available in schools has recently been formally acknowledged in the
Government’s School Buying Strategy. The underlying principle of the strategy is to
help schools make efficiencies and savings through better buying solutions. This is
also timely because many schools are now working together as part of a MAT and
this provides opportunities for economies of scale and improved purchasing power.
Any services schools invest in most be able to demonstrate best value not only in
terms of price but also in terms of effectiveness. Schools however also work within
the context of their region and local environment. In York, schools have been a
1

Source - World Economic Forum Online Article May 2017 -The role of technology in the education of
the future - Dennis Frezzo -
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partner in providing good access to technology within the City. They have also
helped to make it possible to have a joined up approach to technology provision in
the City. In turn, a centralised managed service has reduced administrative burdens
on schools and provided an opportunity for schools to use their joint infrastructure to
make savings while still having access to unique ‘fibre’ connectivity far in advance of
other schools in the country.
Many schools will be considering their options moving forward once the current
broadband extension period comes to an end in August. There are options available
and many will appear extremely attractive in terms of price and contract period.
Schools are actively engaging with the market and this is a good thing. The only
difficulty with looking for the best investment in technology is that there are many
hidden considerations which often do not come to light until after contracts are
signed which mean that an apparently cheaper option will have a greater total cost of
ownership and the potential requirement for significant additional investment further
down the line.
In deciding the best route forward for future investment, the most important
consideration is the sustainability of the provision. If a short term immediate saving
only results in a very considerable investment in the long term to ensure the service
provides the bandwidths required throughout the lifetime of a contract, then it has not
delivered best value.
‘The demand for network speed and capacity will continue to increase over time.
Scalability is critical. Build a network that can be improved rather than one that will
require replacement as demands change. When entering a long-term contract,
consider the network’s maximum speed, the maximum number of devices that can
be accommodated, and future Internet bandwidth needs’2
The City of York fibre network already provides its schools with one significant
advantage over other schools across the country. That is that they are already
connected to fibre. Fibre is the one technology available that can provide a
sustainable solution to increases in demand. It already has capacity built in and once
the initial heavy capital investment of getting fibre into the ground is complete, there
are no additional costs associated with increasing the capacity of the fibre. Fibre is
also the gold standard that is being promoted as best for helping achieve efficient
fast bandwidths.
‘dark fiber can provide almost limitless future capacity at a marginal cost because the
expense in increasing bandwidth generally comes from the network equipment that
is connected to the fiber, not the fiber itself.’3
2
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The Council provided broadband service to schools utilises this fibre backbone and
overlays it with a number of centralised services such as filtering, antivirus, security,
pro-active monitoring and helpdesk. It also provides redundancy that allows for the
school broadband to break out via another Internet Service Provider in the event the
current JANET connection goes down. These services and considerations would
also need to form part of any contracts schools enter into on their own or via a MAT.
In assessing the value of any offering for broadband services schools need to
consider the following:
‘When calculating a network’s total cost of ownership, schools and districts should be
sure they are comparing like services. Ongoing network monitoring and maintenance
costs can include but are not limited to the following:
• Network management and monitoring
• User help desk/technical support
• Device and equipment maintenance and upgrades
• Device insurance and service contracts4
• Internet bandwidth
• Administrative software and digital learning resources
• Content filtering
• Network security
• Network redundancy’
.
The innate advantage of a managed service such as the one offered by the Council
is that the school pays for a service encompassing the above. A managed service
also considers the importance of a technology refresh throughout the lifetime of the
contract to account for changes and improvements in technology so the service does
not become redundant. Buying a service, rather than the equipment, ensures that
schools don’t have to worry about the everyday operations and mechanisms vital to
a smooth and reliable broadband service; this is left to the service provider to
manage.

4
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The Risks and the Benefits of Centralised Provision from the Council
Risks
Fibre is a long term contract commitment

Benefits
Costs are low throughout the long term of
the commitment to fibre; Increases in
bandwidth are easily achieved without
further investment

Prices are not yet known for the new Centralised service reducing overheads
provision.
to schools. Secondary Schools that wish
further control over aspects of their
service e.g. filtering will have the options
for this.
It is uncertain whether DSG funding will Managed service reducing administrative
continue to be available to the base burden on schools
budget for Schools’ broadband
A city-wide unified approach to
connectivity would be advantageous to
the strategic vision of the City.
The new service will ensure the
availability of services for schools in the
MATs outside of York, enabling savings
through joint infrastructure (e.g. through
Voice over IP calls between MAT
schools)
A new financial model and school
contract will be drawn up for this service
The DSG Funding
The Government has allowed the use of the DSG funding thus far to help achieve an
affordable and equitable broadband solution for all schools in York. It is not known
whether this will continue beyond March 2019, but we intend to make the argument
to DfE that this strategic investment benefits all York schools and helps support the
affordability of what we already know is a sustainable technology in schools.
If the DfE reject this argument then the £195k pa of DSG funding will not be available
to support any other activity in York but will be retained by government.
A City-wide Strategy - How schools can support a vision for the City
City of York has been in a unique position as one of the first fibre cities to offer good
connectivity to its residents, schools and businesses. It has a continuing vision to
7

stay at the forefront of technological change to continue to provide excellent
connectivity to all. York has a technological strategy that includes extending the fibre
network to create a sustainable backbone for running services in the City.
These are some of the targets the City is hoping to achieve via the underpinning
fibre technology:
York's Ultra Fast Offer – £55m by 2019, delivering 70% fibre penetration within
York – current UK average less than 3%
Project Lightning - £12m by Spring 2018, delivering speeds of up to 200Mbps for
residents and 300Mbps for businesses covering 12% of York’s Premises
Rural broadband - 1 of 6 local authorities in a £36m WY&Y partnership via BDUK
covering 5.5% premises by 2018/9 , potential to be 10% by 2020/21
The fibre connection is also the springboard for delivering other services and
technologies in the City. We are looking at SMARTer use of data to help residents as
everyday life increasingly becomes about the Internet of Things (IOT). Additionally,
deploying ubiquitous wireless technologies throughout the City to support services is
an essential part of that vision. York is the home to many science and technology
based companies as well as other more traditional industries such as the leisure
industry. All of these are reliant on good technology infrastructure in the City and a
future work force equipped with digital skills and more importantly the future
fluencies of problem solving, collaboration and creativity. These fluencies can only
be fostered by enablers, our teachers and the wider learning community. The
technology is the invisible assistant, ubiquitous, reliable and above all sustainable. It
is therefore undeniably part of our investment in the future
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Annex 1
A Snapshot of Short-term Bandwidth Requirements in Schools
In 2013 it was projected that by 2017 Secondary schools would need a 297 mbps
connection and a primary school a 30 mbps. .5 The reality is that schools have had
increasing demands on their bandwidth as more mobile devices are deployed in
schools and these demands on bandwidth although not constant are often achieved
at peak times within the school day. There is currently no specific targets provided
about connectivity speed in UK schools; instead there has been a general view that
connectivity bandwidths should continue to grow to meet demand.
In the UK there have been many past policies and objectives aimed at embedding
technology in the classroom to help provide pupils with ‘digital age’ skills. Nationally,
though now the focus is on improving the underlying connectivity that helps make
this ICT effective in the classroom, workplace and the home. The plans for improving
the connectivity infrastructure across Britain are set out in the Government UK Next
Generation Network deployment plan. The cornerstone of the plan is fast affordable
and ubiquitous connectivity services; much of which is focused on fibre technologies.
Another useful measure of connectivity requirements is to look at policy and practice
in other countries.
In Ireland, ICT infrastructure and its development in schools remains a key theme of
their 2015 – 2020 Digital Strategy for Schools, and the focus remains on improving
access and connectivity speeds to underpin the teaching and learning activities.
In the USA, an initial recommendation to connect all schools and libraries to speeds
no less than 100mbps per 1000 students has now been set a target of 1gbps (per
1000 students) by 2018. With further targets set for future years as set out in the
table below:

5

NEN – 2013 Selecting Broadband for Your School
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It is clear that expectations are that bandwidth demand will continue to increase in
schools. Finding an affordable, sustainable infrastructure to achieve this is key. At
the moment the only truly sustainable model is fibre.
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Annex 2
What is slowing down my broadband in school?
The fibre broadband connection into school is very fast. For this example we will say
it is a 1gigabit connection into school. The experience in school does not match my
expectation of a 1 gigabit connection, why is that?
The connection into school starts off as a 1gbs connection, its throughput through
the school network depends on the connection speed the school network can let
through, so for example if the 1gbs connection comes into school and is then
connected to a switch that is only fitted with a 100mbs network card then that is the
maximum amount of bandwidth that is going to be available to the network. The
experience may then be less than optimum if for example there are a lot of devices
on the network because they are then all competing for bandwidth that has already
been bottle-necked by the switch that only allows 100mbs throughput onto the
school network.
There may be other reasons why a network is slow but the above scenario is usually
the most likely scenario. The best analogy is that switches and other active
equipment on the school network are like valves and these valves need to be able to
cope with the flow-rate. When the active equipment cannot run at the same speeds
as the broadband connection then it is akin to a constriction of flow rate.
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Information Item 7

York Schools Forum

2 July 2018

Report of the Corporate Director of Children, Education & Communities and the Deputy
Chief Executive & Corporate Director of Customer & Corporate Services

SCHOOL BALANCES 2017/18
Summary
1

This report sets out and analyses the level of financial reserves held by maintained
schools at 31 March 2018. All balances relating to those schools converting to
academy status prior to 31 March 2018 have been excluded from this report and
annexes.

2

In total headline school reserves (i.e. including capital and revenue balances) have
fallen from £3.543m at 31 March 2017 to £2.875m, a decrease of £0.668m or 18.9%.
This decrease is the net of an increase in capital reserves of £0.002m (0.5%) and a
decrease in revenue reverses of £0.671m (21.4%). Further information is given in
paragraphs 5 to 12 below and a detailed analysis is provided in the tables and
graphs at Annexes 1, 4 and 5.

3

The report also provides information on action taken by officers in accordance with
the principles previously agreed by the forum regarding the recycling of excessive
reserves under the terms of the LMS Scheme.
Background

4

The Schools Forum had previously identified the level of school balances as a key
concern. As a consequence projected and actual levels of balances are reported
regularly to the forum. This report sets out the final position for the 2017/18 financial
year for all maintained schools, concentrating on the actual outturn figures based on
schools’ statutory Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) returns. In addition, brief
information on the national context is provided in paragraphs 13 to 16 and Annex 2
using data gathered by the DfE and published on their website.
Analysis

5

In summary the headlines are that:
 Total reserves (including both revenue and capital) have fallen by £0.668m to
£2.875m (a decrease of 18.9%). This compares to schools’ original projections
(per start budgets) of a £1.681m fall to £1.862m (a projected drop of 47.4%).
 Total capital reserves have risen by £0.002m to £0.405m (an increase of 0.5%).
This compares to schools’ original projections (per start budgets) of a decrease of
£0.171m to £0.232m (a projected decrease of 42.4%). In general, many schools
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are saving funds from their 2017/18 allocations, and in a few cases their 2016/17
allocations as well, to use on funding capital projects planned for 2018/19.
 Total revenue reserves (including committed and uncommitted / general
contingency) have decreased by £0.671m to £2.470m (a fall of 21.4%). This
compares to schools’ original projections (per start budgets) of a £1.511m fall to
£1.630m (a projected decrease of 48.1%).
 Total revenue reserves at 31 March 2018 represent 4.2% of schools’ total
resource allocations compared to 5.3% of resource allocations at 31 March 2017.
 Uncommitted revenue reserves (general contingency) have fallen by £0.704m to
£1.278m (a decrease of 35.5%).
 Uncommitted revenue reserves at 31 March 2018 represent 2.2% of schools’ total
resource allocations compared to 3.0% at 31 March 2017 and 3.1% at 31 March
2016.
6

Although the overall movement in revenue reserves is downwards, the increase in
the special school sector offsets the decrease in the primary and secondary schools.
Table 1 sets out the position as at 31 March 2018.
Table 1: Revenue Balances by Sector at 31 March 2018
All
Primary Secondary
Schools
Schools
Schools
Total Revenue Reserves
£2.470m
£1.566m
£0.255m
Balance as at 31 March 2018
Movement in year
Percentage of Resource Allocation
Uncommitted Revenue Reserves
Balance as at 31 March 2018
Movement in year
Percentage of Resource Allocation

Special
Schools

(£0.671m)
(21.4%)
4.2%

(£0.414m)
(20.9%)
5.1%

(£0.429m)
(62.7%)
1.3%

£0.650m
£0.173m
36.3%
7.7%

£1.278m
(£0.704m)
(35.5%)
2.2%

£0.955m
(£0.273m)
(22.2%)
2.9%

(£0.169m)
(£0.488m)
(152.9%)
(0.8%)

£0.492m
£0.057m
13.2%
5.9%

Uncommitted revenue reserves show a similar picture across sectors to total revenue
reserves with the falls in primary and secondary schools being partly offset by an
increase in the special schools leaving an overall decrease.
7

The figures above represent the net position as at 31 March 2018. This hides the
fact that there are 8 schools with deficit revenue balances totalling £0.493m at 31
March 2018, compared to 4 schools at 31 March 2017 whose deficit revenue
balances totalled £0.054m.
In-year Monitoring

8

Graph 1.1 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual outturn balances for the last three
financial years and their in year projections of total reserves during 2017/18. This
shows that, despite predictions of a significant reduction in reserves at the time of the
2017/18 start budgets, the projected level of reserves rose at the end of the year
following a similar pattern to that seen in previous years. The 2017/18 final outturn
figures were, however, lower than those for 2016/17, 2015/16 and 2014/15.
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Graph 1.2 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual revenue balance at 31 March for
the previous three financial years and their in year predictions of total revenue
balances during 2017/18. This reveals a similar pattern to that for total reserves as
well as that seen in previous years. It also confirms the picture given in the table at
paragraph 6 above; i.e. although partly offset by the rise in the special school sector,
overall total revenue balances for 2017/18 have decreased significantly from the
position in 2016/17, 2015/16 and 2014/15.

10

Graph 1.3 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual capital balance at 31 March for
the previous three financial years and their in year predictions of total capital
balances during 2017/18. This demonstrates a similar pattern to that for both total
and revenue reserves in terms of schools’ forecasts but unlike these shows a very
small increase in capital outturn balances overall, although the picture is mixed
across the three school sectors.

11

Since 2011/12 schools have only been given one year funding settlements. During
2011/12 and 2012/13 the DfE carried out a full review of education funding. The
results of this review involved considerable changes to the funding formula that were
implemented in the 2013/14 financial year. The same formula, subject to some
relatively small changes, was then used through to 2017/18. However for 2018/19
the DfE has introduced a new National Funding Formula (NFF) which has resulted in
some significant changes to the funding for most of York’s schools (average increase
of +3.7% per pupil within a range of +0.5% to +13.4%).

12

Despite these changes, the overall levels of funding (up to 2017/18) have not
changed whereas general levels of inflation have continued to rise possibly
contributing to the reduction in balances held by schools since 2013. Furthermore,
due to demographic trends the number of pupils in Primary schools is increasing.
Owing to the difference in timing between the academic and financial years these
pupils have to be educated for two terms before the school receives funding for
them. This puts added pressure on school reserves. Balances held by schools as at
31 March 2018 have decreased compared to those held at 31 March 2017,
continuing the decline seen in recent years.
National Picture

13

Data gathered by the DfE is used in Annex 2 to compare the level of revenue
reserves as a percentage of total revenue income. Percentages for York are
compared with those for other Unitary Authorities, our education statistical
neighbours, regionally and nationally.

14

It is important to note that these figures are two years behind those given elsewhere
in this report. As with the data given for York schools it does not include that for
schools that have converted to Academy status.

15

Chart 2.1 in Annex 2 shows that at 31 March 2016 York schools overall were below
the national average as well as the averages for our education statistical neighbours,
unitary authorities and the Yorkshire and Humberside region. This is also the case
across all sectors with the percentage for York Special schools being significantly
lower than all comparator groups.

16

Chart 2.2 shows the change in the percentages between figures compiled at 31
March 2014 and those for 2016. This shows an overall increase for York schools as
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well as in the Yorkshire and Humber region. The national average as well as that for
our education statistical neighbours and other unitary authorities decreased slightly.
The increase in the primary sector is higher in York and the Yorkshire and
Humberside region than for our education statistical neighbours, unitary authorities,
and the national average. Percentages for secondary and special schools follow the
overall pattern, however, the increases in the percentages for York are higher than
those for the Yorkshire and Humber region in these sectors.
Recycling of Excess Surplus Revenue Balances
17

Under DfE regulations, the LA has the power to recoup excessive surplus balances.
The regulations allow the recoupment of revenue reserves in excess of 5% of the
current year’s budget allocation for secondary schools and in excess of 8% for
primary and special schools. Any reserves recouped would have to be redistributed
within the Schools Budget and cannot be used to fund central LA expenditure. The
relevant extract from the York LMS Scheme is attached at Annex 3 for information.

18

Graphs in Annex 4 show comparisons for each school of their  Total revenue reserves (Graphs 4.1 to 4.3),
 Uncommitted revenue reserves (Graphs 4.4 to 4.6), and
 Total and uncommitted revenue reserves as a percentage of resource allocation
(Graphs 4.7 to 4.9).

19

Annex 5 sets out the detailed figures for each school in tabular format and assesses
their 2017/18 outturn position against the requirements of the LMS Scheme. This
shows (in column J) that no schools have declared uncommitted revenue reserves in
excess of their maximum permitted balance.

20

Many schools have avoided falling into a recoupment position because they have
identified significant amounts of their revenue balances, £0.589m in total (compared
to £ 1.059m in 2016/17, as being committed (column D) and therefore eligible to be
held above the maximum permitted limits (column I). The amount of each school’s
committed reserves that have prevented it falling into a potential claw-back position
is shown in column K.

21

In addition to unspent funding received as grants; the LMS Scheme provides five
categories of specific purpose (see Annex 3) to which governing bodies may commit
their revenue balances. Information on committed revenue reserves was collected
with the year end reconciliation statements. To confirm that amounts have been
properly assigned the LA has received copies of minutes of the appropriate
governing body meetings.

22

The Schools Forum is, however, required to consider on a case by case basis all
amounts that schools wish to commit to purposes other than one of the five standard
categories. Annex 6 provides a list of all requests by schools falling into this
category together with officers’ recommendations on whether or not these should be
permitted.

23

Annex 6 shows that, following the principles established in the LMS Scheme, no
schools would be liable to a further recoupment for 2017/18.
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Recommendations
24

The Schools’ Forum is asked to note and comment on the information contained in
this report, and approve the LA officers’ recommendations on exceptional committed
items as set out in Table 1 at Annex 6.
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ANNEX 1
GRAPH 1.1
COMPARISON OF TOTAL RESERVES
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GRAPH 1.2
COMPARISON OF REVENUE BALANCES
2014-15, 2015-16,2016-17 and 2017-18
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GRAPH 1.3
COMPARISON OF CAPITAL BALANCES
2014-15, 2015-16 ,2016-17 and 2017-18
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0.105

0.034

Special Schools

ANNEX 2
GRAPH 2.1
DfE comparison of Total School Revenue Balances as a percentage
of Revenue Income as at 31st March 2016
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GRAPH 2.2
Change in Net Revenue Balances as a percentage of Revenue
Income between 31st March 2014 and 2016
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Special

ANNEX 3
EXTRACT FROM THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL MANAGEMENT OF SCHOOLS
SCHEME
4.2 Reporting on the intended use of surplus balances
Surplus balances held by schools as permitted under this scheme are subject to the
following restrictions with effect from 1 April 2007:
a. the Authority shall calculate by 31 May each year the surplus balance, if any,
held by each school as at the preceding 31 March. For this purpose the balance
will be the recurrent balance as defined in the Consistent Financial Reporting
Framework;
b. the Authority shall deduct from the calculated balance any amounts for which
the school has a prior year commitment to pay from the surplus balance and any
unspent grants received in the previous financial year;
c. the Authority shall then deduct from the resulting sum any amounts which the
governing body of the school has declared to be assigned for specific purposes
permitted by the Authority, and which the Authority is satisfied are properly
assigned. To count as properly assigned, amounts must not be retained beyond
the period stipulated for the purpose in question, without the consent of the
Authority. In considering whether any sums are properly assigned the Authority
may also take into account any previously declared assignment of such sums
but may not take any change in planned assignments to be the sole reason for
considering that a sum is not properly assigned.
The condition outlined here is intended to ensure schools can build up reserves
towards particular projects or make early efficiencies to support their mediumterm budgeting in a tighter financial climate, but cannot defer implementation
indefinitely. In deciding whether a sum is properly assigned the Scheme may
make explicit the right of the Authority to take account of a school’s previous
plans for any surplus balances in the event that such plans have changed.
However, the Authority may not take a change in the plans of a school as the
only criterion by which it can consider a sum to be properly assigned or not.
d. if the result of steps a-c is a sum greater than 5% of the current year's budget
share for secondary schools, 8% for primary and special schools, or £25,000
(where that is greater than either percentage threshold), then the Authority may
deduct from the current year's budget share an amount equal to the excess.
Funds deriving from sources other than the Authority will be taken into account in
this calculation if paid into the budget share account of the school, whether under
provisions in this scheme or otherwise.
Funds held in relation to a school's exercise of powers under s.27 of the Education
Act 2002 (community facilities) will not be taken into account unless added to the
budget share surplus by the school as permitted by the Authority.
The total of any amounts deducted from schools' budget shares by the Authority
under this provision are to be applied to the Schools Budget of the Authority.
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Specific purposes permitted by the Authority under paragraph 4.21.c are defined as:
a. Capital building or refurbishment projects
b. Major ICT or equipment acquisition or replacement
c. Specific redundancy or early retirement costs outside the scope of the LA
scheme.
d. Dealing with the short-term implications of falling pupil numbers whilst class
and/or staffing structures are reorganised.
e. Provisions for long-term unexpected staff sickness for those schools not in
the Staff Absence Scheme.
Other purposes may be considered in exceptional circumstances on a case-by-case
basis by the Schools Forum.

Page 9 of 17

(100)

Page 10 of 17
Hob Moor Community Primary

St Barnabas CE Primary

Carr Junior

St George's RC Primary

St Paul's Nursery

Bishopthorpe Infants

St Aelred's RC Primary

Lakeside Primary

St Wilfrid's RC Primary

OLQM RC VA Primary

Lord Deramore's Primary

Rufforth Primary

Fishergate Primary

Yearsley Grove Primary

Skelton Community Primary

Wheldrake with Thonganby CE Primary

Headlands Primary

Ralph Butterfield Primary

St Mary's CE Primary

Wigginton Primary

Clifton Green Primary

St Paul's CE Primary

Naburn CE Primary

Poppleton Road Primary

Archbishop of York's CE Junior

Stockton on the Forest Primary

Carr Infant

Osbaldwick Primary

Elvington CE Primary

Westfield Primary

Dringhouses Primary

Copmanthorpe Primary

St Oswald's CE Primary

ANNEX 4

GRAPH 4.1
Primary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2016-17 Outturn v 2017-18 Start Budget v 2017-18 Outturn
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ANNEX 4
GRAPH 4.2
Secondary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2016-17 Outturn v 2017-18 Start Budget v 2017-18 Outturn
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GRAPH 4.3
Special Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2016-17 Outturn v 2017-18 Start Budget v 2017-18 Outturn
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Hob Moor Oaks Special School

(120,000)
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Hob Moor Primary

St.Barnabas' CE Primary

Bishopthorpe Infant

Carr Junior

Fishergate Primary

St.George's RC Primary

St Paul's Nursery

Skelton Primary

St.Aelred's RC Primary

Lord Deramore's Primary

Headlands Primary

Lakeside Primary

St.Wilfrid's RC Primary

Ralph Butterfield Primary

OLQM RC Primary

Stockton on the Forest Primary

Naburn CE Primary

Rufforth Primary

2016-17 Uncommitted Revenue Balance

Yearsley Grove Primary

(80,000)

Wheldrake CE Primary

2015-16 Uncommitted Revenue Balance

St.Mary's CE Primary

(60,000)

Elvington CE Primary

Archbishop of York CE Junior

St.Paul's CE Primary

Wigginton Primary

Clifton Green Primary

Carr Infant

Poppleton Road Primary

Dringhouses Primary

Osbaldwick Primary

Copmanthorpe Primary

(100,000)

St.Oswald's CE Primary

Westfield Community Primary

£'s

ANNEX 4

GRAPH 4.4
PRIMARY SCHOOLS - Comparison of Uncommitted Revenue Balances
2015-16 v 2016-17 v 2017-18
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ANNEX 4
GRAPH 4.5
SECONDARY SCHOOLS - Comparison of Uncommitted Revenue Balances
2015-16 v 2016-17 v 2017-18
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GRAPH 4.6
SPECIAL SCHOOLS- Comparison of Uncommitted Revenue Balances
2015-16 v 2016-17 v 2017-18
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Danesgate Community

2017-18 Uncommitted Revenue Balance
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Hob Moor Primary

St.Barnabas' CE Primary

St Paul's Nursery + ERC

Bishopthorpe Infant

Carr Junior

St.George's RC Primary

Fishergate Primary

Skelton Primary

St.Aelred's RC Primary

Lord Deramore's Primary

Headlands Primary

Lakeside Primary

20.0%

OLQM RC Primary

Ralph Butterfield Primary

St.Wilfrid's RC Primary

Yearsley Grove Primary

Clifton Green Primary

Wheldrake CE Primary

Poppleton Road Primary

Westfield Primary + ERC

Archbishop of York CE Junior

Wigginton Primary

Carr Infant

Stockton on the Forest Primary

Osbaldwick Primary

Rufforth Primary

St.Mary's CE Primary

Copmanthorpe Primary

Dringhouses Primary

St.Oswald's CE Primary + ERC

Elvington CE Primary

Naburn CE Primary

St.Paul's CE Primary

ANNEX 4

GRAPH 4.7

PRIMARY SCHOOLS - Total Revenue Balances v Uncommitted Revenue Balances
both as a percentage of Core Funding for 2017-18
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ANNEX 4
GRAPH 4.8
SECONDARY SCHOOLS -Total Revenue Balances v Uncommitted Revenue Balances
both as a percentage of Core Funding for 2017-18
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GRAPH 4.9
SPECIAL SCHOOLS - Total Revenue Balance v Uncommitted Revenue Balances
both as a percentage of Core Funding for 2017-18
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Danesgate Community

ANNEX 5

DfE
No.

Total
Total
Committed
Total
Capital
Revenue
Reserves
Balance @ Balance @ Balance @ Identified
Uncommitt 31/03/2018 31/03/2018 31/03/2018 by Schools ed Balance

School Name
Column ref erence

A

B

C
A - B

D

E
C- D

Core
Funding
2017-18
(see Note
below)
F

Resource
Allocation
as 5% or 8%
G
F x 5% or 8%

Minimum
Level
H

Maximum
Permitted
Balance
I
Greater of
G or H

Total Claw
Amount of
Back Amount Committed
based on
Reserves
Uncommitted
Offsetting
Balance
Clawback
J
E- I

K
C- I- J

1000
St Paul's Nursery (incl'g ERC)
2002
Carr Junior
2003
Carr Infant
2007
Dringhouses
2008
Fishergate Primary
2013
Copmanthorpe Primary
2014
Poppleton Road
2015
Yearsley Grove Primary
2017
Westfield Primary (incl'g ERC)
2018
Clifton Green Primary
2028
Hob Moor Primary
2058
Ralph Butterfield Primary
2169
Skelton CP
2176
Osbaldwick Primary
2227
Stockton on Forest
2240
Wigginton Primary
2241
Headlands Primary,Haxby
2349
Rufforth
2386
Bishopthorpe Infant
2428
Lakeside
3002
St Barnabas
3003
St Paul's CE Primary
3152
Elvington CE Primary
3156
St.Oswald's CE (incl'g ERC)
3158
Lord Deramore's Primary
3159
Naburn
3222
St Mary's
3229
Archbishop of York CE Junior
3380
Wheldrake CE Primary
3401
St Aelred's RC
3402
St.George's RC Primary
3403
St Wilfrid's
3904
Our Lady Queen of Martyrs'
Totals for Primary Schools

43,269
(11,932)
85,883
116,419
51,007
136,736
72,909
50,244
115,379
62,890
(94,495)
55,429
49,081
85,676
76,014
88,120
57,147
37,961
7,747
12,838
(46,916)
79,932
96,553
197,509
48,730
72,716
57,949
85,727
47,753
827
(5,150)
17,895
23,668
1,775,514

48,239
(1,773)
5,808
(0)
14,592
11,951
0
11,566
164
8,836
378
6,104
4,261
(2,377)
(0)
34,112
8,851
2,848
9,685
(795)
(1,020)
7,653
2,201
2,925
17,325
110
6,245
11,797
0
0
0
0
0
209,686

(4,970)
(10,159)
80,075
116,420
36,415
124,785
72,909
38,678
115,215
54,055
(94,873)
49,325
44,821
88,053
76,014
54,008
48,296
35,113
(1,938)
13,633
(45,896)
72,279
94,352
194,583
31,405
72,606
51,704
73,930
47,753
827
(5,150)
17,895
23,668
1,565,829

0
0
8,000
40,000
43,278
30,902
0
8,000
0
0
13,257
30,274
44,820
0
48,296
0
38,422
5,000
13,181
0
0
21,969
50,000
87,709
25,000
43,604
15,000
31,000
13,184
0
0
0
0
610,896

(4,970)
(10,159)
72,075
76,420
(6,864)
93,883
72,909
30,678
115,215
54,055
(108,130)
19,051
1
88,053
27,718
54,008
9,874
30,113
(15,119)
13,633
(45,896)
50,310
44,352
106,874
6,405
29,002
36,704
42,930
34,569
827
(5,150)
17,895
23,668
954,933

176,644
1,035,455
1,142,115
961,396
1,045,782
1,196,261
1,338,170
1,440,571
2,057,095
1,566,305
1,403,221
1,009,550
413,248
1,296,066
431,440
862,261
972,186
433,805
605,375
974,351
757,949
628,880
554,825
1,338,200
697,921
362,540
471,111
837,362
732,383
782,591
736,855
925,774
1,410,879
30,598,567

14,132
82,836
91,369
76,912
83,663
95,701
107,054
115,246
164,568
125,304
112,258
80,764
33,060
103,685
34,515
68,981
77,775
34,704
48,430
77,948
60,636
50,310
44,386
107,056
55,834
29,003
37,689
66,989
58,591
62,607
58,948
74,062
112,870
2,447,885

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
825,000

25,000
82,836
91,369
76,912
83,663
95,701
107,054
115,246
164,568
125,304
112,258
80,764
33,060
103,685
34,515
68,981
77,775
34,704
48,430
77,948
60,636
50,310
44,386
107,056
55,834
29,003
37,689
66,989
58,591
62,607
58,948
74,062
112,870
2,458,754

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
39,508
0
29,084
0
0
0
0
0
0
11,761
0
41,499
0
0
409
0
0
0
21,968
49,966
87,527
0
43,603
0
6,941
0
0
0
0
0
332,266

4063
Huntington
4508
Joseph Rowntree
4702
All Saints RC VA Secondary
4703
York High School (incl'g ERC)
Totals for Secondary Schools
.
1100
Danesgate Community
7032
Applefields School
7033
Hob Moor Oaks
Totals for Special Schools
.
Totals for All Schools

24,894
552,282
(53,064)
(179,016)
345,097

(64,514)
56,576
0
98,413
90,475

89,408
495,706
(53,064)
(277,429)
254,622

85,000
338,626
0
0
423,626

4,408
157,080
(53,064)
(277,429)
(169,004)

5,842,112
5,645,268
4,807,715
3,840,838
20,135,933

292,106
282,263
240,386
192,042
1,006,797

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
100,000

292,106
282,263
240,386
192,042
1,006,797

0
0
0
0
0

0
213,443
0
0
213,443

295,055
280,053
179,179
754,287

94,644
8,763
1,301
104,708

200,411
271,290
177,878
649,579

70,933
74,889
11,857
157,679

129,478
196,401
166,021
491,900

3,269,880
2,847,227
2,288,549
8,405,656

261,590
227,778
183,084
672,452

25,000
25,000
25,000
75,000

261,590
227,778
183,084
672,452

0
0
0
0

0
43,511
0
43,511

2,874,899

404,870

2,470,029

1,192,201

1,277,828

59,140,156

4,127,134

1,000,000

4,138,003

0

589,220

Note 1 Core Funding comprises a School's Section 251 Resource Allocation for Mainstream schools, Place and High Needs Funding for Special Schools, plus Infants Class Size Funding,
EYSFF Allocations and Sixth Form Funding.
2 For the purposes of this Report all the Balances relating to all those schools that converted to Academy status on or before 31 st March 2018 have been excluded.
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ANNEX 6
DfE
No.

School Name

2013 Copmanthorpe Primary

2058 Ralph Butterfield primary

Resource Maximum
Total
Uncommitted
Total
Claw Back Claw Back
Allocatio Permitted Revenue
Balance
Committed
if request if request
Requests from schools
n 2017-18 Balance Balance @
Reserves
approved
not
Officer Recommendation
31/03/2018
Identified by
approved
Schools Amount
Reason given by School
1,196,261
95,701
124,785
93,883
30,902 30,902 Cluster Money held by the school for the
0
29,084 Permit - School should have
South Bank Cluster group relating to agreed
declared this balance in a different
school improvement funding
category.
1,009,550

80,764

49,325

19,051

30,274

13,274 School Forum Expenditure for Yr 3/4 writing,
Yr 5/6 reading and School Improvement
funding (cluster schools) This funding has
been given to this school for use by the
cluster schools, Wigginton and Headlands

0

0 Permit - School should have
declared this balance in a different
category.

2241 Headlands Primary

972,186

77,775

48,296

9,874

38,422

0

2241 Headlands Primary

972,186

77,775

48,296

9,874

38,422

1100 Danesgate PRU

3,269,880

261,590

200,411

129,478

70,933

5,844 Support Staff costs to support a child with
SEN and for whom School receives no
higher needs funding
8,199 TA Support September 2018 Reception
Admissions Intake above School's
Admissions Limit and to sustain TA hours
34,000 Academy Conversion Funding

7032 Applefields

2,847,227

227,778

271,290

196,401

74,889

41,847 To fund the short term costs of the increase
of PMLD and Autisitc Year 7 pupils
transferring from Hob Moor Oaks in 2018.

0

0 Reject - should be funded from
annual resource allocation or
general reserves.
0 Reject - should be funded from
annual resource allocation or
general reserves.
0 Permit - School should have
declared this balance in a different
category.
10,470 Permit -

0

39,554

TOTAL

134,066
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Agenda Item 9

York Schools Forum

2 July 2018

Centrally retained School Improvement funding allocated to schools 2017-18
Summary
1

At the 5 February 2018 meeting of Schools Forum it was proposed, and agreed, that
information about schools’ spending of £291k of centrally retained school
improvement funding returned to them in 2017-18 should be collected and collated
into a report to the forum for its final meeting of the academic year.

2

An exercise to collect information was initiated on 12 March and schools were asked,
and reminded, to return a simple proforma (Annex 1) by 27 April. 45 responses were
received and one, from the South Bank MAT, covered the funding allocated to five
schools.

3

This paper provides a summary of the responses. It was completed for consideration
by the Schools Forum Working Group, set up to consider options for use of this
funding (and another £110k) in 2018-19, on 23 May 2018.
Responses to the survey

4

No response was received from two secondary and 13 primary schools.
Primary schools

5

Responses contained varying degrees of detail. Some schools had broken their
expenditure down into significant numbers of different initiatives whereas others
identified a single, long term initiative (such as a given number of hours of additional
support for an intervention group or a multi-year licence for a particular software
resource).

6

There is evidence that, within MATs, schools used this funding to support MAT based
initiatives and training programmes. These schools were also more likely to use
funding to support accredited training (e.g. middle and senior leadership
development) offered by linked Teaching Schools.

7

The commonest use of funding was for unaccredited training. Providers included
Pathfinder TSA (through both its published programme and by purchasing consultant
time), independent consultants (including some linked to specific programmes such
as White Rose maths), direct school to school commissioning and “in-house”
cascades (especially linked to the Strategic School Improvement Fund round 1 KS2
Writing project).

8

11 schools highlighted training linked to maths, 13 to writing and a further 13 to
literacy, reading, speech and language or phonics. Much of this training was linked to
1

specific interventions for groups of pupils with nine schools highlighting reading, nine
writing and ten maths. Only four schools directly highlighted narrowing the gap
between the progress and attainment of disadvantaged pupils and their peers; there
were, however, several examples of schools targeting increased numbers of pupils
reaching higher standards (greater depth).
9

Five schools used funding to support pupils social, emotional and mental health
(SEMH) needs, mostly through training and provision of Emotional Literacy Support
Assistants (ELSA). Four schools identified training linked to Special Educational
Needs and Disabilities including specific learning difficulties such as Dyslexia.

10

13 schools used funding to address priorities in the Early Years and Foundation
Stage (EYFS). This included initiatives linked to Early Excellence and the local
collaboration between schools initiated by Poppleton Ousebank.

11

Ten schools purchased curriculum based resources and most of these were linked to
mathematics.

12

There was a variety of low frequency areas of expenditure and some of these were
for very small sums of money. Issues addressed included parental engagement,
safeguarding and staff wellbeing. Two schools used funding to commission external
health checks or reviews.
Secondary Schools

13

Because these are fewer in number, it is more difficult to generalise and identify
broad themes. Responses ranged from identifying spending on one or two “big ticket”
items (interventions to support particular groups of pupils) to expenditure across a
wide range of strategic priorities.

14

Two schools identified making additional payments to teaching staff for specific
responsibilities or to aid recruitment. One of these also costed additional non-contact
time allocated to those staff to carry out their additional responsibilities.

15

Direct interventions did not solely address KS4 / Y11. In addition to one school
intensively targeting a group of PP pupils, another referenced improving progress in
KS3 and another included transition activity. Three schools devoted part of their
funding towards PiXL membership or specific PiXL activity.

16

There were, as with primary schools, purchases of software packages / licences (eg.
IRIS to support improvement of teaching and learning and GCSE Pod to support KS4
pupils with additional learning resources).
South Bank MAT

17

The South Bank MAT allocated all £37k from its schools (Milthorpe, York High,
Woodthorpe, Scarcroft and Knavesmire) to supporting the implementation of its
strategic plan for York High School following that school’s inadequate Ofsted
judgment (February 2017).

18

The key elements of this plan funded were supporting improvement in teaching and
learning (funding three TLR posts (lead teachers), support for them from an Assistant
Headteacher at Millthorpe and purchase of IRIS) and development of middle leaders
2

(funding support from an Assistant Headteacher at Millthorpe School). The impact of
this expenditure is being monitored through YSAB arrangements, along with the
larger allocation from YSAB to the school.
Evaluation of impact
19

All schools responding, with the exception of one secondary school, provided
information about the school development plan priorities they sought to address and
about the (intended) impact of the activities undertaken. In the latter column of the
form, particularly where the activity was a sub-set of a larger strategic plan (as was
the case with one secondary school and the South Bank MAT plan for York High),
many activities resulted in outputs (eg. delivery of CPD programmes) which are
intended to produce impacts in the longer term. However, the imperative not to make
completion of the survey too onerous, the wide range of activities resourced through
this funding and the fact that the survey was taken two thirds of the way through the
year, mean that it is difficult to formulate findings.

20

In primary schools, the majority of respondents identified the intended impact of
activities as being improvements in standards achieved by cohorts or groups of
pupils. However, in almost half of these cases there was a lack of precision. Whereas
many schools had set clear, measurable targets based on end of Key Stage or
internally generated data for whole cohorts or targeted groups of pupils, others made
statements like “Increase the % of pupils achieving EXS+ in writing” or “close the gap
in reading outcomes for lower attainers”. Two schools provided evidence of progress
towards measurable targets using internal, in year data. The breadth of impact (and
resulting measures) also varied. One school spent its allocation of £7.5k on a
targeted intervention for 13 pupils and linked it to individual pupil targets whereas
another spent £1k on a short term intervention for 8 pupils (about 15% of cohort) in
Year 5 and gave a broad statement for intended impact about closing the gap in
reading and maths.

21

In many cases in which activity was provision of training, schools cited improvements
in teaching and learning as the intended impact. Evaluation in these cases is clearly
reliant on monitoring and quality assurance processes, but no schools took the
opportunity to provide any summary information from them. Two schools provided
external validation, one through a recent Ofsted report and another (where activity
was linked to the SSIF project) from visits by the writing Project Lead and Expert
Practitioner.

22

In secondary schools, as noted above, one submission was part of a broader
strategic plan with multiple evaluation strands and another had no information about
impact at all. However, a division between schools providing measurable targets and
those making vaguer statements was also evident. For example, one school
identified a specified and significant increase in the Progress 8 score of the subject
area which had been targeted by its single activity, whereas elsewhere another year
group based intervention referenced improved performance across all groups.
Conclusions
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It is clear that in primary schools there has been a significant focus on improving
progress and attainment in reading, writing and mathematics across all stages. This
has taken the form, of both direct intervention with groups of pupils and of additional
training and moderation opportunities. Much of this has been linked to participation in
3

the SSIF Writing project or to the adoption by many primary schools of White Rose
Maths.
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In addition to the South Bank MAT’s decision to combine all its funding and direct it to
a single school, some schools within MATs used funding for cross-MAT programmes.
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In secondary schools, including York High, significant sums were allocated to
payments to staff for particular responsibilities and to provide time for these to be
carried out.
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Annex 2 provides a summary of the most frequent priorities for improvement
identified in 17 Section 5 and Section 8 inspections of primary schools in the last
twelve months. Whilst most of these were addressed by some schools, two
(attendance and personal, social and cultural development) were not referenced in
any school’s responses and, of the rest, the best coverage was of mathematics and,
as part of broader work on writing and literacy, spelling punctuation and grammar.
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The intended impacts / impact measures given in many responses were vague, with
no identified targets for improvement or baselines. Only a small number of schools
offered information about “in-year” progress. The focus in most plans on end of year
outcomes (either internal or external data) and the lack of precise impact measures
mean that any evaluation of impact at this stage has to be limited and that any
exercise to determine the impact of the funding in question overall would need to be
much onerous and resource intensive than that undertaken thus far.
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School Funding Briefing Paper and Campaign Action
Plan – May 2018
A. Briefing Paper
In summary, f40 will be campaigning for:
Schools
• A significant increase in the amount invested in education funding to meet the cost
pressures facing all schools (f40 is awaiting access to Department of Education
datasets in order to be able to calculate the shortfall).
• An index-linked activity led formula which can be used for ensuring sufficient funding
in the system and to define what the proportion for additional educational needs
should be and can be used to support policy changes in the system to enable
schools to meet post-Brexit needs.
• One National Funding Formula (NFF) without the need for Minimum Funding Levels
(MFL) and long-term locked in protections. If the MFL is to stay, then it should take
account of the additional educational needs (AEN) of schools and be fairly applied to
support the different levels of AEN.
• Continued flexibility to move funding to support specific local issues or organisational
requirements.
• The setting out of plans for the funding formula from 2020 onwards. Schools need to
know whether there will be sufficient funding in the education budget to achieve the
aims of the formula and when the government will move to a system of direct funding
to schools rather than via local authorities.
• The establishment of rolling three to four-year budget settlements for schools which
are inflation-proofed and include funding for cost-of-living increases.
High Needs
• Appropriate quantum of funding for the high needs block (which should be indexlinked). This needs to take into account the increasing demands of higher needs as
medical improvements take place. It also needs to retrospectively support the
increase in post-19 demand for education.
• An increase in capital funding to meet the additional demand for local specialist
places at an affordable price.
• Promotion of inclusive behaviours in schools, to stop schools passing a problem on.
This would include national support for making cultural change, with change to
legislation where necessary.
Early Years
• A review of the early years national formula to make it fit for future use.
• Appropriate quantum of funding for early years providers to take account of the
pressures of the living wage and the impact of 30 hours.
Central Schools Services Block
• Clarity on the way that the block will work and be increased in future.
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1. Background
1.1. This Briefing Paper outlines f40’s view of the current school funding situation.
1.2. The f40 group represents 41 English local authorities (see list at end of paper) with
historically low funding for education. We have been campaigning for a fairer system
for the allocation of funding for schools for over two decades.
1.3. Throughout this time, our primary objective has been to influence a change in the way
the government allocates funding to local education authorities and schools, so f40
welcomes the introduction of the NFF and commends the government for honouring its
manifesto commitment to take steps towards providing fairer funding for all children in
state funded schools in England.
1.4. However, f40 continues to have fundamental concerns about the new formula and
there is unanimous recognition that there is still more work to do to tackle remaining
locked-in inequalities.
2. Schools Block
2.1. The NFF is a step in the right direction, but it is based on historical averages rather
than on the real cost of running schools and is, therefore, still unfair. As part of the
NFF an extra £1.3bn has been made available, which is welcomed. However, there
was insufficient narrowing of the differential funding gap.
2.2. In f40’s opinion, the NFF does not take sufficient account of the interaction between
school funding and high needs funding – the 0.5% flexibility provided at present in
2018/19 and 2019/20 is only short-term and if the full “hard” NFF is implemented in
2020/21 as planned, this will provide significant challenges to many local authorities
given the current pressures on the high need block and the under-funding position they
are in. Each block should be funded sufficiently, thus removing any need to make
transfers between them.
2.3. The inconsistencies in funding for individual schools with similar characteristics across
the country remain too great as a result of the protection of schools that are better
funded. We concede that an NFF, allocating the same funding for all mainstream
pupils nationally, begins to resolve the problem of a child attracting very different levels
of funding wherever they are being taught, but the implementation of the NFF has not
yet achieved the desired outcome.
2.4. Following the government’s consultations, f40 thought the case for fair funding for
schools had been won. In advance of the announcement of the NFF, the government
agreed that the former system was unjustifiable and unfair, but regrettably they have
replaced one unfair system with another. Implementation of the NFF has more to do
with stability and the protection of schools against loss, rather than creating a fairer
funding system across all local authorities. We contend that an additional “F” is
required to create a new NFFF – a National Fair Funding Formula.
3. Refinements to the NFF Schools Block sought by f40
3.1. F40 believes that the government’s implementation of the NFF falls short of what was
expected, does not deliver true fairness and is, therefore, in need of fundamental
change. There are five key elements of the Schools Block NFF that f40 is unhappy
about and will be asking the government to consider, namely:
•

The amount invested in education funding and the cost pressures facing all
schools.
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•
•
•
•

The amount of funding for basic entitlement, relative to the educational
additional needs.
The provision of a 0.5% funding floor, which ‘locks in’ historical differences and
acts as a “sticking plaster” for wider formula shortcomings.
The lack of any activity-led analysis or definition of what exactly the
government is buying with this funding, or how expectations have changed
over time.
Other issues – e.g.Brexit, Capital and MATs

3.2. F40 will be happy to work with the government and the Department for Education to
improve the formula, and in particular to address our five main elements of concern.
4. The amount invested in education funding and the cost pressures facing all
schools
4.1. F40’s main argument continues to be about fairness of allocation. But we recognise
that quantum is increasingly central to the overall problem. In the past we had hoped
that a fairer funding allocation should be achieved by redistribution from the better
funded to the poorest funded, but we now realise that this is not something that the
government is prepared to undertake. That leaves no alternative but to collaborate with
other campaign organisations that have made the quantum of funding their main goal.
4.2. The WorthLess? campaign considers what schools can provide in reality, with the
funding they have and how the funding is shrinking as costs rise at a much faster rate
than the funding. Their campaign focuses on ensuring there is adequate funding for all
schools, with high quality teacher supply to support radical improvement in social
mobility and provide support to the most vulnerable children and families. For that we
need quality teacher recruitment and retention.
4.3. Whilst these are not absolutely the same as the aspirations of f40 we fully agree that
enabling schools in all parts of the country to have the ability to meet the needs of their
pupils, to enable them to fulfil their potential without this being at the expense of others
(either deprived pupil not receiving additional support or all pupils have the curriculum
and enhancements squeezed to pay for the basics such as heating, books or
teaching).
4.4. The Fair Funding for All Schools campaign is a parent led campaign. Parents are
noticing the cuts in funding and the increased requests from schools for contributions
to prop up the school budget. The campaign leaders recognise the changing nature of
the needs of education establishments, particularly with regard to a need for
competitive skills for post Brexit Britain. They feel that lack of funding is narrowing the
curriculum and taking the fun out of education with the impact of disengaging too many
learners at a time when we need our children to have the best opportunities.
4.5. Schools in low funded areas have inevitably had to prioritise meeting their core costs
to a greater degree than better funded schools and, as a consequence, have
struggled to improve outcomes for vulnerable pupils. The government’s failure to
‘grasp the nettle’ and fully implement the NFFF (the first F meaning Fair) means
schools cannot be judged fairly on the outcomes their pupils achieve. It is
unfortunate that the Department for Education is seeking further efficiencies from
schools, particularly those in the lowest funded areas, which have already cut costs
and achieved all the efficiencies possible. The fact is that it is the gap between
school funding and schools’ costs – for example, pay awards, pensions, National
Insurance and apprenticeship levy – that really needs to be addressed.
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4.6. Any efficiency targets should therefore be used as a means of achieving redistribution.
As most efficiencies have already been achieved in low funded schools, this increasing
pressure is resulting in additional workload and pressure on teachers and school
leaders exacerbating the already challenging issues with teacher recruitment and
retention.
4.7. F40 is calling for an immediate injection of new funding and the introduction of an
annual index-linked review of formula values to reflect the changing demand for school
services, the underlying costs and changing priorities. F40 is awaiting access to the
datasets held by the Department for Education, which it has been promised. Once we
have these datasets we will be able to calculate the shortfall. We will also encourage
the Department for Education to examine how annual reviews can be undertaken and
what consultation should be associated with it.
4.8

5

The national funding formula for schools should be exactly that; it should provide all
the funding that a school needs to for its pupils. Grant funding paid outside the national
formula can be inefficient and distorts the fairness of the national formula as it simply
retains opportunities for government to add additional funding for some schools. F40
believes that all universal grants paid to schools outside the national formula should be
phased out during the national funding formula’s implementation period. This should
include a review of pupil premium and the PE and sports grant. F40 accepts that
grants targeted at individual schools for example, teaching school funding cannot be
paid through the national formula. However, f40 also holds the view that when funding
is under so much pressure, the use of an amount for universal infant free school meals
does not provide value for money for the public purse and the policy should be
reviewed and the funding provided to support schools in funding the basics. Such
policies are laudable when there is sufficient funding in the system, but an
extravagance when funding is this stretched.
Basic entitlement relative to educational additional needs.

5.1

Without a clear understanding of what the government is funding it is difficult to
determine the basic entitlement compared to the additional educational needs.

5.2

Whilst there has been a deliberate movement of funding into additional educational
needs, partly to support those so-called “ordinary working families”, we don’t consider
that the additional needs indicators support those families and therefore by reducing
the basic element of funding this could be having the opposite effect to that intended.

5.3

F40 is concerned about the balance of funding to address additional needs at a time
when schools are struggling to meet their core responsibilities, as evidenced by the
National Audit Office report (December 2016) which indicated cost increases of around
8%. Whilst not looking to reduce additional needs spending, schools need to be able to
meet core costs as a first priority. We consider that too much funding is directed
towards deprivation and that when Pupil Premium is also taken in to account this could
be considered as double funding. The basic funding under NFF is simply too low. It
creates distortions which risk replacing one unfairness with another.

5.4

We seek more clarity regarding the funding for deprivation in the main funding formula
and that contained within the pupil premium. Whilst reviewing the overall level of
funding, we advocate the incorporation of existing levels of Pupil Premium into the
main formula at the earliest possible opportunity. The use of the same indicator for
several funding streams just multiplies funding disparities and causes additional work
for schools.
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6

The funding protections, which lock in historical differences

6.1

One of the key principles set out in the early NFF consultations, supported by f40, was
that pupils of similar characteristics should attract similar levels of funding wherever
they are in the country (allowing for the area cost adjustment).

6.2

Redistribution of funding has not occurred to any noticeable extent, and the NFF has
not achieved what was expected. It continues to be the case that similar local schools
are not funded on the same basis as others.

6.3

The NFF should be applied to all schools on a consistent basis. However, the
protections applied ‘lock in’ some of the historical differences for those schools which
have been well or overfunded for several decades. Equally the cost of this protection
limits the impact of the new formula and results in the continuation of different funding
levels for pupils across the country. Stability for schools in funding is important, but not
at the expense of never reaching a fair formula and outcome. In practice, schools in
lower funded areas will be subsidising those in better funded areas who have gained.

7

Lack of activity-led analysis

7.1

f40 remains convinced that without an underlying analysis of the costs of running
education provision, the NFF can only provide a short-term solution to funding schools
and other providers. The historic averages that are currently used will inevitably lose
all credence and there is nothing in the formula to replace them or to support any
changes in government priorities.

7.2

The funding formula model developed by f40 and presented to the Department for
Education two years ago attempted to do this based on analysis of staffing ratios and
associated school level costs. We urge the Department for Education to look again at
our modelling, to consider each element of that model to ascertain the true cost of
operating a school and to ensure the funding rates are sufficient in any review of the
NFF. We understand that implementation of an activity-led formula is politically difficult,
but at the very least, there are parts of it that can be used to create a fairer system.

7.3

There are still elements of the NFF that rely upon historical spend and these must be
addressed in the near future, e.g. premises related costs including business rates and
sparsity. The link of pupil led funding and sparsity funding to the lump sum has also
not been fully addressed. Some local authorities compensated for a low lump sum
with a high sparsity (for example) and others used the factors in quite sophisticated
ways. A formula based upon averages removes this nuance but doesn’t necessarily
compensate for it appropriately. More work needs to be undertaken to truly understand
the costs of small rural schools.

7.4

f40 believes that a per pupil MFL is unnecessary and the NFF should undertake this
role. We are surprised that the opportunity was not taken to ensure that this is the
case. In the circumstances f40 believes the retained MFL needs to protect small
schools with low needs and take account of deprivation and other additional
educational needs, rather than simply a protection for some schools. At present a large
school with low deprivation or additional needs can be supported by a significant
amount of additional funding where a school with medium additional needs receives
the same envelope of funding for a more challenging cohort of pupils. F40 has argued
that the funding needs to support schools in low deprived areas, but not at the
expense of other schools. The NFF needs to provide sufficient funding for all schools
via the formula so that those with additional needs are appropriately funded too.

7.5

The purpose of the MFL is to provide a minimum funding per pupil at a school, but for
small schools, the divisor in the calculation will automatically provide a per pupil
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amount that is above the MFL. This does not mean that a small school can operate as
the fixed costs of such a school are higher than the MFL allows, but the MFL
mechanism cannot be increased as it would be unaffordable and artificially protect too
many schools. For the smallest schools, a different MFL needs to exist that is higher
than the general value, or as stated in the previous paragraph the formula should take
this into account for all schools without the need for an MFL.
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Other important issues

8.1

The Department for Education must set out plans for the funding formula from 2020
onwards. Schools need to know whether there will be sufficient funding in the
education budget to achieve the aims of the formula and when the government will
move to a system of direct funding to schools rather than via local authorities.

8.2

The Department must also establish rolling three to four-year budget settlements for
schools which are inflation-proofed and include funding for cost-of-living increases.

8.3

The UK leaving the EU is going to provide a new set of challenges for the education
system and the funding formula needs to be able to react to them in a positive and
proactive way. The government has clearly stated that the ‘Brexit dividend’ will be used
to support the NHS and schools funding and we anticipate that the NFF will be used to
distribute this ‘windfall’ funding to schools. But any such distribution must be
undertaken in an objective way that is clearly linked to addressing the current
underfunded needs of children and young people across the country.

8.4

In a period of austerity when funding is limited, f40 believes that it is imprudent to
create additional school-place capacity that is not linked to basic need. Investment in
new and additional school places where the need is unproven and often completely
unnecessary, is inefficient and impacts on the viability of neighbouring schools.

8.5

F40 firmly believes that capital investment is needed to support growth in specific
strategic areas. For example, where there is a proven basic need; where efficiencies
can be placed in the system by capital means (e.g. adding classroom space to one
school to enable the closure of another); and by providing capital to support capacity
for SEND pupils in new resourced provision or free special schools enabling education
closer to home for those pupils. The additional capital that has already been targeted
at SEND is welcomed. However, the allocations at LA are insignificant in addressing
the real pressures and increased demand many LAs are facing due to the increase of
pupils with high needs.

8.6

Over time there has been a significant increase in the roles that schools are expected
to fulfil, without any additional funding as a result of cuts in other public services.
Schools are the end point in the process and now find that they are having to
undertake counselling, support to mental health, social care and family support
especially to those at risk of exclusion and also having to buy other therapy services
such as speech and language therapy. This places enormous strains on school
budgets as they have to buy in services, but do not receive funding for it.

8.7

F40 understands that MATs are different to maintained schools and are here to stay,
but we would like to see MATs being held more accountable for some of the decisions
that they make, especially with regard to pay and distribution of funding between
individual academies in the MAT. The management of deficits in MATs is not
transparent and MATs are not being treated equally with maintained schools. This is
not an acceptable situation.

8.8

The concept of notional SEN needs to be national. For 2018-19 there is (in theory if
not in practice) one formula for schools and yet there are 150 different definitions of
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notional SEN. School’s should not, but do, put reliance on these figures for their
budgeting and there are different ways of supporting inclusive schools around the
country. This is an aspect of the schools’ block that needs to be consistent across the
country and part of the national formula.
8.9

9
9.1

Home to School Transport remains an ongoing problem for rural authorities,
particularly as more schools become academies. They are making decisions regarding
the school day which impact on the local authority home to school transport
arrangements and budgets. LAs have reduced levels of control, but are expected to
fund in accordance with the legislation.
High Needs
The funding of high needs is not keeping pace with demand and medical diagnosis
and the introduction of high needs NFF has done nothing to address the problems.
F40 is calling for an immediate injection of new funding and the introduction of an
annual index-linked review for this block. At this point we are unable to state exactly
what level of new funding is required but we will undertake research to identify the
amount of underfunding.
More specifically f40 has growing concerns about:

9.2

Demand – the demand for high needs funding is out-stripping the budgets available to
local authorities across the country, resulting in serious deficits in the high needs
blocks in over half of all local authorities. Many have no real plans to recover these
deficits and cuts to existing high needs services and pupil top-up funding simply makes
what provision that is available that much more unsustainable. There is an emerging
crisis in high needs funding that f40 urges the government to address before
permanent damage is done to very many vulnerable pupils. The Department for
Education’s attempts to fix the problem by permitting a 0.5% transfer from schools
funding to high needs is too little too late: not only does it fail to address the size of the
emerging funding problem, but it also hardens attitudes between schools (through their
representatives on schools’ forums) and local authorities (who advise schools forums).
There has been no recognition of the increasing population since 2013-14 in the high
needs block and if the funding blocks are to be ringfenced then there is a moral
imperative that the high needs block is properly funded rather than permit small scale
transfers from a schools’ block that is already under considerable cost pressures.

9.3

Complexity of need – the complexity of the high needs services demanded by more
and more children (and their parents) is far greater than was the case just a few years
ago. And as medical assessment and methods of treatment improve and intensify, the
demand for them increases. The increased demand again creates more workload and
greater costs. This complexity makes it harder for the authorities to judge, involves
more and more medical services and as a result creates greater work load and greater
costs. Such increasing needs requires recognition through the national high needs
formula through an annual increase in the high needs funding quantum

9.4

Supply of places - the provision of places that can handle increasingly complex cases
is dwindling and where they do exist, the demand-led market place is driving up costs.
This is often independent provision, at a distance from the LA and significantly more,
frequently double, local authority provision costs. The independent sector is tending to
dictate the costs associated with the supply and holding local authorities to ransom
and consideration needs to be given to setting cost limits. Importantly parents and
SEN professionals see increasing benefits in keeping children locally with access to
family and local community services. Additional support to avoid family breakdown is
essential in avoiding high cost out county placements which increasingly are not in the
child’s best interests.
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9.5

Post-16 extension to 25 - local authorities are seeing a significant growth in the
number of children they are funding post-16 as a result of recent policy changes. High
needs funding was never provided to take account of this number of children and as
such, additional funding needs to be found to meet this new demand.

9.6

Harmonisation of elements 1, 2 & 3 in post-16 high needs funding with school
funding - Consistency is required between schools and colleges: the funding to meet
the high needs threshold of £6,000 is included in the national school funding formula
but for colleges the £6,000 high needs threshold, known as Element 2, is funded in
DSG and transferred through individual local authority declaration to the ESFA. It
would be much more efficient and simpler if post-16 Element 2 funding was included in
the lagged learner post-16 national funding formula i.e. the same as schools. A one-off
national transfer from DSG to FE funding would be all that is necessary

9.7

Impact on SEN Transport – there has been a major increase in post-16 to 25
transport costs as a result of policy changes introduced by the government. As the
number of children with additional needs increases so does the cost of transport which
is placing additional demand pressures on LA budgets already facing significant
reductions.

9.8

Impact on exclusions – increasingly exclusions are occurring in primary schools and
there is little provision available to meet the needs of these pupils. Evidence from
primary headteachers is that behaviour is getting worse at much earlier ages and this
is linked to changes in society heavily influenced by inappropriate computer games
and an inability for pupils to follow instructions and authority in schools. With funding
being focused at AEN rather than basic entitlement, schools not in receipt are finding
more and more that their only option is to exclude the pupils.

9.9

Mental Health and links to health service (e.g. Child and Adolescent Mental
Health Services (CAHMS)) - admissions to hospital schools/pupil referral units
(PRUS) are increasing based on mental health needs and are approved by CAMHS.
Annual increases are in excess of 10% per annum but funding remains static within
DSG. New burdens for Tier 4 mental health placements have been transferred from
health to education without additional funding. This is contrary to agreed custom and
practice with government.

9.10 Inclusion - As the financial pressures increase on schools’ budgets, the ability and
willingness for schools to take on more complex children within a mainstream setting
will be challenged which is resulting in more children being directed towards specialist
provision and in more exclusions. If this continues to happen the full pupil funding in
the schools’ block, including the £6,000 threshold cost hidden within the national
formula, will need to become more explicit and follow the pupil to the high needs block.
It cannot be right that schools block funding is reduced by the primary or secondary
unit of funding and this does not appear to transfer automatically to the high needs
block.
9.11 There are currently no levers for LAs to apply to schools that do not act inclusively.
Academies can refuse to accept pupils and it takes around a term for the Secretary of
State to direct an academy leaving the Local Authority needing to find specialist
provision for the pupil, when they should be in a mainstream school. There was
discussion in the White Paper ‘Education Excellence Everywhere’ that schools should
remain responsible (both financially and in terms of standards) for that pupil until they
were back on roll at a mainstream school (or in specialist provision). This will also be
a challenge for the system but must be better for the pupil than the current system
where pupils are effectively moved on as quickly as possible regardless of whether
that is in their best interests.
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9.12 Significant funding pressures are being placed upon local authority budgets and the
DSG. The impact of this is to put pressure on schools as they are the group that have
been relatively protected. Schools are being asked to take on more and more work
that traditionally was undertaken elsewhere (e.g. youth work, parenting support) or
was less of an issue in the past (e.g. mental health). Schools need to be suitably
funded and trained for this work. The idea of the majority of pupils turning up at
school, working happily in a class of 30 and skipping home at the end of the day is
long gone. Schools are significantly more complex institutions than they were and the
funding for this has not kept pace. It is recognised that austerity measures have
limited government funding and that schools have been protected, but the amount of
additional work they do, and cost pressures put upon them has more than removed
any protection they had.
9.13 Impact on special schools and pupil referral units – both these categories of
schools are funded entirely from the high needs block and thus are not in receipt of the
additional funding that has been directed to schools. The high needs block is where
the funding is most under pressure at present, and so local authorities are forced to
squeeze these budgets. Yet, it is at these schools that the most vulnerable pupils are
educated and where the greatest difference can be made to young lives for the future.
This is where the reduction of future costs of supporting independence in adults or
places in the judicial system happens. Investment in these schools is vitally important,
but budget reductions (in real terms) are stopping these schools from having the
flexibility to work with individuals and make a real long-term difference.
9.14 Place funding of £10,000 – place funding provides typically 50% of funding for special
schools and needs to be increased regularly to meet inflationary costs in special
schools. It is unacceptable to require special schools to absorb increased staffing and
premises costs and continue to provide the best provision for the most vulnerable
pupils in society. Given the pressures on the high needs budgets local authorities are
unable to increase top-up funding to compensate. Place funding for special schools is
a much more significant contribution to the school’s budget than the mainstream
school lump sum and must be recognised as such.
9.15 The historic element of the high needs block will need to be better understood if it is to
remain part of the formula for the long term. LAs made decisions about how much they
used for the HNB based upon their needs at the time. To baseline this into the formula
is clearly fairer, but it needs to be part of a review of the quantum of funding that is
available for high needs block given what has been stated above.
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Early Years

10.1 There have been no universal increases in funding rates for early years providers, yet
the cost of introduction of the living wage is having a significantly greater impact on
nursery sector costs than is the case for employers generally. Alongside this, providers
are expected to provide more of their working week at the national funding rate
(whereas before the introduction of the entitlement of 30 hours for working parents, the
nursery had over 50% of the working week to make up the cost difference) and
employer on costs have risen separately from the living wage. Thus, providers are
finding it increasingly difficult to provide early education. F40 is calling for an
immediate injection of new funding and the introduction of an annual index-linked
review for this block. At this stage we are unable to state exactly what level of new
funding is required but we will undertake research to identify the level of underfunding.
10.2 Almost immediately after the introduction of the Early Years National Funding Formula,
a floor was introduced to prop up authorities at the lowest levels as it was recognised
that the lowest funding values were insufficient. The underlying formula is clearly not
working as it should, and the area that needs review is the business rates element
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which distributed the available quantum far more widely than it should compared to the
actual rates paid. Some small amount of work on this part of the formula could make it
fit for purpose in the long term.
10.3 With the pressures on the high needs block, some local authorities are using the early
years block to fund the early years inclusion fund, leading to a reduction in the funding
rate payable to providers.
10.4 There is limited interest or appetite in the sector to expand to meet demand for 30
hours as government has eroded their business models and reduced profitability.

10.5 There is a significant recruitment issue across the sector which is exacerbated through
the increase to 30 hours which requires more qualified staff. Settings are reporting that
they have to limit places due to recruitment issues which then impacts on the local
authority sufficiency of places.
10.6 Many f40 nursery schools are outstanding and are set in areas of disadvantage.
Nursery schools are required through regulation to have unique cost factors so moving
to a single hourly rate across all providers will not be sustainable. The uncertainty of
future plans is causing turbulence in our schools which is unhelpful.
11 Central Schools Services Block
11.1 It is still early days for the central services block. The Department for Education has
provided no information on how it’s going to work and how the quantum will be
increased to cover inflationary costs in the long run. This applies equally to many other
parts of the school funding system and f40 would welcome greater clarity. There is
scope to use the CSSB to provide the missing flexibility for schools that just don’t fit
the formula, but this would need to be funded.
11.2 Additionally, f40 would welcome further information as to how the Department intends
to manage and/or re-allocate funding that is current identified as “historical
commitments” within each local authority’s base funding.
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B. Campaign Action Plan
1. Briefing Paper and Action Plan
This Briefing paper will form the basis of f40’s campaigning in the immediate future. Once
approved by the Executive Committee it will be sent to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

All Member Authorities for consideration and subsequent ratification.
The Secretary of State and Director of the Education Funding Group at the
Department of Education.
All Members of Parliament representing f40 areas.
All like-minded fair funding campaign groups, including trade unions.
The Education Select Committee’s inquiry into school and college funding (deadline
30th May 2018).
The Education Select Committee’s inquiry into special educational needs and
disabilities funding (deadline 14th June 2018).
The national, regional and local media (in f40 areas).

2. Meeting with the Secretary of State
We have been invited to a meeting with the Secretary of State on Monday 25 June to
discuss the implications stemming from the launch of NFF and f40’s concerns about its
shortcomings. Our Briefing Paper will be the main item on the agenda and we will make it
clear that f40 will continue to campaign for a national FAIR funding formula, in collaboration
with other school funding campaign organisations.
3. Parliamentary Briefing
We will organise a Briefing for Members of Parliament in the House of Commons. Ideally this
will be staged in advance of the Summer recess (i.e. pre-24 July 2018).
4. Collaboration with other Campaign Groups
It was agreed at the Executive Committee held on 26 March 2018 that we should seek,
wherever possible and appropriate, to collaborate with other school funding campaign
groups.
•
•

We have established a link with ASCL and agreed that we should work more closely
together on school funding. ASCL has agreed to be represented on f40’s Executive
Committee.
We have agreed to attend a Joint Campaign meeting organised by Jules White of the
Worth Less? Campaign on 3 July 2018. The main items on the agenda will be to:
- Consider/Agree focus of collaborative work.
- Highlight each group’s strengths and confirm the need for maintaining separate
“identities”.
- Consider/Agree a range of campaign actions (e.g.1000 head teachers to
Parliament in September/ October 2018, parent action, Parliamentary questions).

Agreed critical dates/events for joint campaigning
-

The start of the academic year
The Autumn Statement
The Comprehensive Spending Review 2019

5. Expansion of the membership of f40
Traditionally, the membership of f40 has been the poorest funded tranche of local authorities
based on the old GUF (Guaranteed Unit of Funding) arrangement. There are currently 41
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(as of April 2018) members of f40 and it stands to reason that some of these are above the
worst 40 threshold. It is also the case that some poorly funded authorities well within the
worst-funded threshold, are not in membership.
The NFF has created a whole new funding position that complicates the production of a
simple league table as there are now three streams – Schools, High Needs and Early Years
blocks - that affect the standing of local authority funding, and we now need a three-column
league table (i.e. showing the league position for each of the blocks).
We are working on the production of this three-stranded league table. When completed it will
show which local authorities ought to be in f40 membership and an approach will be made to
them to recruit them to the group.
6. Role of MATs in the fair funding campaign
At the Executive Committee meeting on 26 March a decision was taken to maintain the LAbased membership arrangement for f40, but to endeavour to include the larger MATs in our
circulations. Ultimately, the hope is that a few MATs might recognise the value and
relevance of f40’s campaign to their own funding position, leading to them joining the group.
Work has commenced on identifying the MATs that operate in f40 areas so that they can be
approached to see if they will agree to being added to f40’s circulations.

May 2018

F40 Membership
1.f40 is a cross-party group which has the support of MPs, councillors, education directors,
governors, head teachers, parents and teaching union representatives. The group has 41
member authorities representing over 3.1 million pupils in over 9,000 schools.
2.The members are: Buckinghamshire, Cambridgeshire, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire
East, Cheshire West and Chester, Cornwall, Derbyshire, Devon, Dorset, East Riding of
Yorkshire, East Sussex, Gloucestershire, Hampshire, Herefordshire, Kent, Leicestershire,
Lincolnshire, North Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire, North Yorkshire, Northumberland,
Oxfordshire, Plymouth, Shropshire, Solihull, Somerset, South Gloucestershire, Staffordshire,
Stockport, Suffolk, Swindon, Torbay, Trafford, Wakefield, Warrington, Warwickshire, West
Sussex, Wigan, Wiltshire, Worcestershire and York.
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YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
Schedule of Meeting Dates 2018/19
Start time for all meetings during the year is 9.00, with meetings due to end by 12.00.
All meetings will take place at West Offices and are open to observers.

Autumn Term 2018

Spring Term 2019

Summer Term 2019

Friday 28th September

Monday 4th February

Friday 3rd May

Friday 5th July

9.00 –12.00

9.00 –12.00

9.00 –12.00

9.00 –12.00

Cerialis Room

Cerialis Room

Cerialis Room

Cerialis Room

