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CITY OF YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
Minutes of the Schools Forum held on Monday 8th December 2014 at 12.30pm
Attendance list:
Members:
Tracey Ralph
Cath Hindmarch
Andy Herbert
Caroline Hancy
Bill Scriven
Brian Crosby
Ken McArthur
Nicola Fox
Cath Norris

Maintained Primary Headteacher and Chair
Maintained Primary Headteacher (also deputising for George
Gilmore as Special School Representative)
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Maintained Secondary Headteacher (VA school)
Academies Representative
Early Years Sector Representative
Maintained Nursery Representative
Pupil Referral Unit Representative (deputising for Tricia Head)

In Attendance:
Cllr Looker

Cabinet Member, Children’s Services

Observers / Advisors:
Richard Hartle
Maxine Squire

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

Salli Radford

Coordinator and Clerk

1.

Election of Chair
Maxine Squire welcomed everyone to the meeting. Maxine explained the membership
regulations and that two maintained secondary headteachers were still to be appointed
to the Forum.
The meeting considered whether to elect a chair or to defer this decision until full
membership had been secured. It was agreed to elect a chair for the meeting.
Tracey Ralph was unanimously elected as chair for the meeting.
Proposed:
Brian Crosby
Seconded:
Bill Scriven

2.

Welcome and introductions
Taken under item 1.

3.

Apologies for absence
Apologies were received, with consent, from Alison Birkinshaw – Further Education
Representative, George Gilmore – Special School Representative and Karen Tatham –
Maintained Primary Headteacher.

4.

Minutes of the York Education Partnership meeting of 29th September 2014
Previously distributed.
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The minutes of the meeting of 29th September 2014 were received. It was noted that
these had been signed of at the meeting of the York Learning Partnership Interim
Board on 21st November 2014.
5.

Matters Arising
There were no matters arising.

6.

School staff early retirement costs – de-delegated contingency
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle presented the proposals, advising of a context of
reduced LA funding. Richard advised that schools were being given the opportunity to
develop a contingency fund, with options and detail having been worked through
following a request made at the last York Education Partnership meeting.
The meeting noted the costs of early retirement packages agreed since April 2013.
In response to a question regarding the extent of the reduction in costs being sought by
the LA, Richard advised that the LA met redundancy costs for maintained schools but
not academies and that this would only be agreed if the redundancy was unavoidable.
Richard advised that the LA could no longer fund early retirement costs due to a lack of
resources as there was no budget available to enable this beyond the LA’s statutory
requirements.
Richard advised of the option for schools to create a central contingency, with the LA
acting as budget holder and assessor to enable allocation of funds.
In response to a question regarding the very costly voluntary redundancy packages for
members of staff over the age of 55, Richard advised that these costs were included in
the paper and that the LA would continue to fund the redundancy element in these
cases where eligibility criteria were met. It was noted that early retirement funding
arrangements were being altered rather than those covering redundancy costs.
In response to a question regarding the wide range of costs met since 2013, Richard
advised that costs varied widely according to final salary and age on retirement. It was
noted that there was no “typical” cost, though the average since April 2013 had been
c£26,000, an increase on previous years.
In response to a question regarding the proposed de-delegation costs, Richard advised
of the two options that had been modelled within the paper:
Option 1 – schools to be funded for eligible costs at 100% from a contingency
Option 2 – schools to be funded for eligible costs at 50% from a contingency
It was noted that the proposals were based on 100% of costs being estimated at
£380,000 per year, a cost of c£20 per pupil.
The meeting discussed the options, noting that any shortfall in the contingency would
need to be met by an increased de-delegation in the following year. It was suggested
that headteachers currently accessed early voluntary retirement as a means to address
budget and structural issues, with Richard advising that the LA would continue to
consider severance costs against savings as part of their analysis and that a
compromise might be agreed in some cases.
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In response to a question regarding a third option not to create a contingency through
de-delegation, Richard advised that this would become the default position once the LA
changed its approach.
In response to a question regarding funding for early retirement due to ill health,
Richard advised that these arrangements would not be affected and would continue to
be funded.
In response to a question regarding the need for a proposed city-wide strategy, Maxine
Squire advised that schools across the city were managing deficit budgets,
restructuring staffing and seeking to support appropriate retirements and that the LA
wished to enable schools to move forward when appropriate.
It was noted that the primary headteachers were inclined to agree that schools should
meet their own costs, though it was reported verbally that in cluster meetings some
secondary headteachers were less supportive of this view. It was suggested that a
panel of headteachers be formed to consider funding requests should a contingency be
formed.
The meeting further discussed options, with Richard advising that the number of early
retirement arrangements had increased in recent years and that the LA was currently
using discretion in making funding decisions.
In response to a question regarding the approaches being taken by other LAs within
the region, Richard advised that the current picture was mixed, though most LAs were
moving back toward statutory provision.
The four maintained school members eligible to vote on this decision agreed not
to establish a de-delegated contingency fund for 2015/16.
7.

2015/16 Schools Budget
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle apologised for late distribution of the paper,
advising that information from the Education Funding Agency (EFA) was still awaited
and was now expected to arrive on 15th December.
It was noted that Richard would consider the funding information once received and
would bring greater detail to the next meeting. It was further noted that only minor
variations were anticipated, and this may impact on high needs funding. The meeting
noted that the EFA’s deadline for the return of the LA’s local funding proposals was 20th
January 2015.
Richard advised that the LA was not proposing to change any funding rates unless
more material changes were included in the detail to be received from the EFA.
Richard advised that the recommendation was being made that the Schools Forum
accept the budget proposals in principle to enable submission by the 20th January
deadline, with the LA to be given discretion to vary per pupil formula funding rates up to
a maximum of 1%. If, following receipt of the government funding announcement, any
more material changes were required then there would need to be a further meeting of
the forum prior to 20th January to obtain approval.
In response to a question regarding the costs of the LA servicing the Forum, a total of
£42k, Maxine advised that this figure included staff time, including that of Richard and
other senior officers, to discharge the duties held by the Forum.
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In response to a question regarding the LA’s ability to make limited contributions to
“combined budgets supporting Every Child Matters objectives where there is a clear
educational benefit”, Richard advised that this detail was included in the paper as
“contributions to combined budgets (School Improvement, Schools Causing Concern,
Integrated Children’s Centres, Broadband Contract, Local Fostering Programme,
Safeguarding Advisor)” and totalled £1,966k. It was noted that these specific items had
been previously approved for support by the Schools Forum.
In response to a question regarding this allocation being based on the current or
proposed model for School Improvement support, Maxine advised that the funding
would support both structures, as arrangements moved from a position of LA provision
through its own staff to one of commissioning and quality assuring school improvement
arrangements.
In response to a question regarding the reliance on the top-slicing of budgets to
support the budget, Maxine advised that some of this funding was currently allocated to
support cluster working and some to enable school-to-school support arrangements for
school causing concern. Richard advised that funding remaining following the
allocation of the DSG and funding for some centrally provided services would be
distributed to schools via the Funding Formula or SEN allocations. Richard advised
that schools would receive a direct or indirect benefit, providing examples and financial
rationale to the meeting.
In response to a question regarding the proposed School Improvement model currently
at consultation stage and the proposed savings this model would deliver, Maxine
advised that the service was required to save £350,000 against the general fund. It
was noted that LA savings could not be made against the DSG as this did not
constitute LA funding.
In response to a question regarding the proposals for the Children’s Centres across the
city and the lack of awareness amongst headteachers of these proposals, Maxine
advised that a model had been taken to Cabinet but that detail could not yet be shared.
Maxine further advised that the results from the consultation indicated that there was
currently no appetite to close the Children’s Centres but that the number of LA posts
would reduce and that this would require consideration of a number of different delivery
models. It was noted that transformation work would take place in two stages:
1 – Savings would be made against the general fund
2 – Different delivery models would be developed on a case by case basis across the
Children’s Centres this would include discussions with schools
Maxine advised that there would be no city-wide model but that bespoke, communitylinked models would be developed through consultation.
Cllr Looker advised that the LA would work with headteachers, especially where there
was a Children’s Centre on site, with the 2015/16 arrangements being a holding
position which would not directly change outputs.
In response to a question regarding the possibility of the Schools Forum not approving
development of the current proposals, Richard advised that, though the Schools Forum
had the right to scrutinise and challenge the budget, the LA might, if necessary,
exercise its right to appeal to the Secretary of State if this challenge was deemed
unreasonable.
Maxine agreed to arrange drafting of a briefing paper on the responsibilities and
powers of the Schools Forum.
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The meeting further considered the budget proposals, with the Chair requesting that
decisions relating to the Children’s Centres and other issues be taken to the York
Learning Partnership first to ensure that headteachers were aware of proposals.
Maxine advised that the best possible models were being developed for the future.
In response to a question regarding the centrally retained budget for the termination of
employment costs totalling £383,000, Richard advised that this included some longstanding reorganisational and restructuring costs following school mergers and
closures. It was noted that these costs related to the legacy of the termination of
contracts and that no new costs would become chargeable to this budget.
In response to a question regarding the context of these historical costs, Richard
advised that individual arrangements had been made with staff and that these costs
would reduce over time.
In response to a question regarding the lack of detail relating to the contributions to
combined budgets totalling £1,966,000, Richard advised that the heading used was the
formal legislative wording and that individual budget headings were detailed in the 6th
bullet point at paragraph 9. It was also intended bring more detail on all of these
central budgets to the Forum at future meetings.
In response to a question regarding the £400,000 SEN transport costs and the options
available to reduce this, Richard advised that this represented only a small proportion
of the overall SEN transport budget that was being charged to the DSG. It was noted
that this fund was originally created to bring children back into the city from provision
outside York. It was noted that the LA had requested that the School Forum fund these
costs due to the significant overall saving generated by educating SEN pupils within the
city.
Richard agreed to bring back proposals to scrutinise each element of the centrally
retained budgets as part of the work plan for the Forum over the next 12 months.
The Forum noted the budget report, agreeing to maintain the centrally retained
budgets at the current levels for 2015/16.
Ken McArthur joined the meeting at 1.25pm.
The meeting considered the LA’s proposals for school formula funding. Richard
requested that the Forum grant the LA discretion to make adjustments by varying the
AWPU by a maximum of 1% up or down to allow for any variations in the DSG once
this information was made available, without referral back to the Forum in January.
The Forum agreed the LA’s proposals for school formula funding.
The meeting considered the LA’s proposals for the early years single funding formula,
with Ken McArthur advising that he supported this proposal. Ken advised that a
national review of the DSG would have been helpful as York’s funding allocation was
comparatively low.
The Forum agreed the LA’s proposals for the early years single funding formula.
8.

Early Years Inclusion Fund
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle presented the paper, advising that the proposals
had been developed to include three funding options at the request of the York
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Education Partnership. Richard advised that three funding options were now included
for consideration, with each outlining different levels of funding and support from
primary and secondary schools. Richard advised that Annex 1, previously distributed,
illustrated the anticipated impact on schools and early years providers of the three
options, based on 2014/15 pupil numbers.
The view was expressed by a primary headteacher that, whilst clusters appreciated the
principles of the proposal to seek contributions across schools, the context of evertightening school budgets meant that primary schools were of the view that secondary
schools should also contribute to this fund. It was noted that some clusters found the
proposed contributions challenging.
The meeting considered the proposals, with Ken McArthur advising that option 1 would
result in a reduction in core funding to Early Years providers of 1%, with this impacting
further on children due to the already low base-rate.
The meeting noted the impact on children of the cuts being made to a number of
services.
In response to a question regarding the view of the secondary headteachers, Bill
Scriven advised that, though the levels of contribution were relatively low, they were
being requested from schools already facing a budget deficit position and considering
redundancies.
Richard advised that the base budget for the fund was £50,000, though this had been
increased with one-off funding to £60,000 during 2014/15 and would be permanently
increased to £100,000 for 2015/16 if any of the proposed options were approved.
Ken advised that early years providers had not requested the increase in funding but
that this had been initiated by the LA’s Early Years team. Ken advised that it appeared
unfair to the early years sector to be treated differently to other sectors with regard to
SEN funding. Richard advised that there was an equivalent SEN contingency for
primary and secondary schools struggling to cope with SEN demands.
Cllr Looker advised that early years settings might begin to refuse to take SEN pupils if
funding was reduced, with the benefits to primary and secondary schools of early
inclusion being evident. Cllr Looker advised of the need to recognise the potentially
negative long-term impact of a reduction.
The meeting discussed the options, with the Chair advising that current SEN
management arrangements were not working as well as they might, with unreasonably
late notification to primary headteachers of high need children starting school. It was
suggested that it was also desirable to strengthen the partnerships between the
Children’s Centres and schools.
Maxine Squire advised of the work of the Portage teams to identify children requiring
support at an early stage, further advising that the effective use of funding had helped
to ensure that children accessed support at a very early stage.
Nicola Fox advised that St Paul’s Nursery had 12 Enhanced Resource Provision
places, with their being a waiting list for places. It was noted that the nursery worked
with the community to provide the best possible support.
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Maxine advised that improvements in healthcare and medicine generally and for
children with complex medical needs meant that more children were surviving early
childhood and moving into the education system than ever before.
The Forum agreed to support implementation of option three, with funding to be
allocated from early years, primary and secondary schools.
9.

Schools balances 2013/14
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle presented the balances, advising that these
were traditionally brought back to the Schools Forum for information and to note any
claw back. Richard advised that there was no claw back required at the end of
2013/14 as schools were generally managing their reserves well in the more difficult
financial climate and not retaining any significant levels of uncommitted general
reserves.
In response to a question regarding the schools currently holding balances on behalf of
their cluster and the reflection of this in the headline school balance, Richard advised
that this was taken into account as these balances were removed prior to presenting
the level of uncommitted general reserves and that it was the level of uncommitted
general reserve that was used in any claw back calculation.
In response to a question regarding the variation between the upper and lower balance
levels, Richard advised that there were sometimes anomalies as the figures for closing
or merging schools could produce high deficits or surpluses at the point of closure or
merger.
In response to a question regarding the reasons for the positions at the lower end of
the scale, Richard advised that this was generally due to a trend of falling pupil rolls
within some schools which made it increasingly difficult for these schools to move out
of a deficit position if the fall was not recognised and acted upon promptly enough.
In response to a question regarding the variation in secondary school balances,
Richard advised of the variance in staffing costs between some schools.
In response to a question regarding national comparators to the 5% and 8% permitted
reserve threshold, Richard advised that the national comparators were for total
reserves including committed reserves, whereas the permitted thresholds were for
uncommitted general reserves only.
In response to a question regarding the impact on LA data of not including academies
and how academy funding information was used in national comparators, Richard
advised that academy data was not included in this exercise.
The Forum noted the schools balances report.

10.

Any Other Business
It was noted that governor representatives and the trade unions had requested to
attend meetings as observers. It was noted that, as Schools Forum meetings were
public meetings, there was no reason why they should not be invited to attend.
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11.

Date and time of the next meeting
15th January 2015 at 2.30pm should further consideration of the 2015/16 schools
budget be necessary.
Next ordinary meeting to be agreed.

The meeting closed at 2.05pm.

Tracey Ralph
Chair

Date
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Agenda item 5

Children’s Services, Education and Skills

13 April 2014

Report to the Schools Forum

Roles and responsibilities of the Schools Forum
Summary
Following reconstitution of the Schools Forum as a separate decision-making and
consultative entity (following a period during which duties were discharged by the wider York
Education Partnership), we are circulating an outline of structure, roles and responsibilities of
the forum to bring clarity to the group.
Further detail can be found at https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/schools-forumsoperational-and-good-practice-guide-2015 This guidance will also be posted to the Schools
Forum pages of the CYC website.

School Forum Structure
The attached Education Funding Agency (EFA) summary outlines the membership
requirements for the forum. We arranged constitution of the forum in line with this based
and on the number of pupils in maintained schools and academies at 1st September 2014.
However, the conversion of two primary schools to academy status on 1st April 2015 will
necessitate a review of membership, as will any further change to the overall picture across
the city. We will arrange this review as often as is required and constituent groups may
need to review their representation to ensure that forum membership remains in-line with
legislation. Guidance will be provided on this as issues arise. The April 2015 meeting may
continue to make decisions as the regulations require the local authority to review
membership once conversions have taken place. This will now be arranged and further
detail on any required alterations to membership will follow.
A list of members at 1st April 2015 is attached for information.

Schools Forum powers and responsibilities 2015 to 2016
The attached EFA summary of powers and responsibilities for the current financial year
outlines the roles of the local authority, Schools Forum and DfE across a range of functions.
This decision planner will be used by LA officers and the Chair to guide the forum through its
annual schedule of work.

Recommendations:
1. All Schools Forum members are asked to familiarise themselves with the summaries
to enable them to feedback to their constituent groups on the work of the forum.
2. A review of membership following recent academy conversions will be arranged by
the LA, with a summary of membership, election / appointment arrangements and
terms of office to be provided to the next meeting.
3. The EFA-drafted Self-Assessment Toolkit is considered at a future meeting to ensure
that strengths and weaknesses of the new structure are identified and addressed as
necessary.

Contact Details
Author:
Salli Radford
Team Leader, Governance and Clerking
Tel: 01904 554210
email: salli.radford@york.gov.uk
Date

30/3/2015

For further information please contact the author of the report.
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YORK SCHOOLS FORUM – MEMBERSHIP 2014/15
Schools members: 12

Five maintained (including VA and VC)
primary school members

Plus David O’Brien gov rep

Tracey Ralph (Westfield
Primary)
Cath Hindmarch (Hobmoor
Federation)
Karen Tatham (Burton
Green Primary)
Andy Herbert (Fishergate
Primary)
Caroline Hancy
(Dunnington CE Primary
(VC))

Three maintained (including VA and VC)
secondary school members

Bill Scriven (All Saints RC
School (VA))
Lorna Savage (Fulford
School)
Trevor Burton (Millthorpe
School)

One academy member

Brian Crosby

One special school member

George Gilmore

One maintained nursery school member

Nicola Fox

One PRU member

Tricia Head

Non-schools members: One 16-19 representative
2
One PVI early years representative

Ken McArthur

TOTAL MEMBERS: 14

14

Invitees:

Alison Birkinshaw

Executive member for children and
young people

Cllr Janet Looker

Director of Children’s’ Services,
Education and Skills

Jon Stonehouse

Assistant Director, Education and Skills

Maxine Squire

Head of Finance

Richard Hartle

TOTAL INVITEES: 4
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Updated December 2014

Schools forums structure
A summary of the structure of schools forums.
Category

Schools members

Academies members

Non-school members

Represented groups

Where the LA maintains the
following types of school, they must
be represented on the schools
forum:

At least one academies member
must be a representative of
mainstream academies, which
includes free schools, UTCs and
Studio Schools. In addition, there
must be one member for each of
the following groups (if such exist in
the LA area):

16-19 providers







Primary Schools
Secondary Schools
Special Schools
Nursery Schools
PRUs




Published March 2015

Early years Private, Voluntary and
Independent (PVI) providers
Before considering other groups,
the LA must consider diocesan
representation

Special academies,
including free schools
Alternative provision
academies, including free
schools

1

Category

Schools members

Academies members

Non-school members

Type of member

Within each of the five groups
above there could be the following
types of member:

Any

Any






Headteachers (or their
representative)
Governors
Headteachers and
Governors
In overall terms there must
be at least one headteacher
(or their representative) and
one governor

Schools forum
structure

Schools members and academies
members must comprise at least
2/3rds of the schools forum
membership
Primary schools, secondary
schools and academies must be
broadly proportionately represented
on schools forum, based on the
total number of pupils registered at
them

Schools members and academies
members must comprise at least
2/3rds of the schools forum
membership
Primary schools, secondary
schools and academies must be
broadly proportionately represented
on schools forum, based on the
total number of pupils registered at
them

Voting

Only primary representatives can

No voting on de-delegation or the

Published March 2015

No voting on de-delegation or the
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Category

Schools members

Academies members

Non-school members

vote on primary school dedelegation
Only secondary representatives
can vote on secondary school dedelegation
All schools members can vote on
the scheme for financing schools
All schools members can vote on
any other schools forum business,
including the consultation on the
funding formula

scheme for financing schools
All academies members can vote
on any other schools forum
business, including the consultation
on the funding formula

scheme for financing schools
Only PVI representatives can vote
on the consultation on the funding
formula.
All non-school members can vote
on any other schools forum
business

Elected by

The relevant sub-group of the
relevant type of school e.g. primary
school governor representatives
are elected by the governors of
primary schools, secondary school
headteachers are elected by the
headteachers of secondary
schools.

The relevant proprietors of
academies elect for their group,
e.g. mainstream academies,
special academies and alternative
provision academies

Election only applies to the
representative for the 16-19
providers, who is elected by all
eligible 16-19 providers

LA appointment of
members

Only if no election takes place by
the agreed date or in the event of a
tie

Only if no election takes place by
the agreed date or in the event of a
tie

Can appoint a 16-19 representative
only if no election takes place by
the agreed date or in the event of a
tie
For all other non-schools members

Published March 2015
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Category

Schools members

Academies members

Non-school members
the LA appoints, but it is good
practice to seek nominations from
the relevant bodies

Other attendees who are permitted to contribute to a schools forum meeting:


An observer appointed by the Secretary of State



The Chief Financial Officer



The Director of Children’s Services



Officers providing financial & technical advice to schools forum



The Executive Member for Children’s Services



Presenters (restricted to the paper they are presenting)



The Executive Member with responsibility for resources

Published March 2015
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Schools forum powers and responsibilities 2015 to 2016
A summary of the powers and responsibilities of schools forums.
Function

Local authority

Schools forum

Formula change (including redistributions)

Proposes and decides

Must be consulted [voting Checks for compliance
restrictions apply - see
with regulations
schools forum structure
document] and informs the
governing bodies of all
consultations

Contracts (where the LA is entering a contract to be
funded from the schools budget)

Proposes at least one
month prior to invitation to
tender, the terms of any
proposed contract

Gives a view and informs
the governing bodies of all
consultations

None

Consults annually

Gives a view and informs
the governing bodies of all
consultations

None

Financial issues relating to:
x arrangements for pupils with special
educational needs, in particular the places to
be commissioned by the LA and schools and

Published March 2015

DfE role

1

Function
x

x
x

Local authority

Schools forum

DfE role

Proposes any exclusions
from MFG for application
to DfE

Gives a view

Approval

Proposes

Primary and secondary
school member
representatives will decide
for their phase. Middle
schools are treated
according to their deemed
status

Will adjudicate where
schools forum does not
agree LA proposal

the arrangements for paying top-up funding;
arrangements for use of pupil referral units
and the education of children otherwise than at
school, in particular the places to be
commissioned by the LA and schools and the
arrangements for paying top-up funding;
arrangements for early years provision;
administration arrangements for the allocation
of central government grants

Minimum funding guarantee (MFG)

De-delegation for mainstream schools for:
x contingencies
x administration of free school meals
x insurance
x licences/subscriptions
x staff costs – supply cover
x support for minority ethnic
x pupils/underachieving groups
x behaviour support services
x library and museum services

Published March 2015

2

Function

Local authority

Central spend on and the criteria for allocating
funding from:
x growth fund (to meet requirements for basic
need including pre-opening and diseconomy of
Proposes
scale costs)
x falling rolls fund for surplus places in good or
outstanding schools where a population bulge
is expected in 2-3 years
Central spend on:
x equal pay back-pay
x places in independent schools for non-SEN
pupils
x early years expenditure

Proposes

Central spend on:
x admissions
x servicing of schools forum

Proposes up to the value
committed in 2014-15

Central spend on:
x capital expenditure funded from revenue
x contribution to combined budgets
x schools budget centrally funded termination of
employment costs

Proposes up to the value
committed in 2014-15 and
where expenditure has
already been committed.

Published March 2015

Schools forum

DfE role

Decides

Adjudicates where schools
forum does not agree LA
proposal

Decides

Adjudicates where schools
forum does not agree LA
proposal

Decides for each line

Adjudicates where schools
forum does not agree LA
proposal

Decides for each line

Adjudicates where schools
forum does not agree LA
proposal
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Function
x
x

Local authority

Schools forum

DfE role

Decides

None, but good practice to
inform forum

None

Decides

Adjudicates where schools
forum does not agree LA
proposal

schools budget funded prudential borrowing
costs
special education needs transport costs

Central spend on:
x licences negotiated centrally by the Secretary
of State
x children and young people with high needs

Carry forward a deficit on central expenditure to the
next year to be funded from the schools budget

Proposes

Scheme of financial management changes

Proposes and consults the
Approves (schools
governing body and Head
members only)
of every school

Adjudicates where schools
forum does not agree LA
proposal

Membership: length of office of members

Decides

None (but good practice
would suggest that they
gave a view)

Voting procedures

None

Determine voting
procedures

None

Facilitates

Elects (may not be an
elected member of the
Council or officer)

None

Chair of schools forum

Published March 2015
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Agenda Item 6

York Schools Forum

13 April 2015

Report of the Director Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of
Customer & Business Support Services
ANALYSIS OF THE 2015/16 SCHOOLS BUDGET
Summary
1

This report provides the forum with an analysis of the Schools Budget for the 2015/16
financial year. The report sets out how the budget has been allocated to the budget
lines within the statutory Section 251 Statement that the Local Authority (LA) is
required to provide for the DfE. An initial description of the expenditure and activity
funded by each budget line is then provided. The intention is that the forum uses this
information to gain an overview of the expenditure funded from the Dedicated
Schools Grant and then if necessary to request more detailed reports on individual
budget areas.
Background

2

At its meeting in December the forum made a number of strategic decisions about
the allocation of budgets funded from the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) for
2015/16. The majority of these decisions focused on the marginal or incremental
changes to budgets required from 2014/15 to 2015/16. As part of the discussions the
forum asked that a further report be presented setting out the resulting overall DSG
funded budgets for 2015/16

3

As a reminder, the DSG is ring-fenced for funding the provision of education for
pupils in schools. As such it covers funding delegated to individual LA maintained
schools, academies and PVI providers through the LMS & Early Years Funding
Formula, plus funding for other pupil provision which is retained centrally by the LA
(e.g. SEN, PRUs, Behaviour Support, Home & Hospital Tuition, School
Contingencies etc.). In addition some DSG funding is also retained centrally by the
LA for a small range of services directly supporting provision for pupils.

4

The LA itself cannot use the DSG for any purpose other than Schools Budget
funding, although with the permission of the Schools Forum contributions are being
made to the following areas:
• Combined budgets supporting Every Child Matters objectives where there is a
clear educational benefit.
• Prudential Borrowing, where overall net savings to the Schools Budget have
been demonstrated.
• Some SEN transport costs, again only where there is a net Schools Budget
saving.

The Schools Budget 2015/16
5

Annex 1 presents a draft version of the LA table from the Section 251 submission
that the LA will be submitting to the DfE. This shows that the total estimated Schools
Budget for 2015/16 is £117.589m. Further analysis and description of the individual
budget lines is set out in the following paragraphs.
Line 1.0.1 Individual Schools Budget (£101.749m)

6

The Individual Schools Budget (ISB) includes all of the LMS formula funding for
York’s maintained schools/academies and funding for early years settings delivered
through the Early Years Single Funding Formula. In addition the basic guaranteed
£10,000 per place funding for special schools, ERCs in mainstream schools and
alternative provision schools (Danesgate) comes under the ISB heading. Sixth form
funding allocations are also included within the ISB.
Lines 1.1.1 to 1.1.9 De-Delegated Items (£0.533m gross)

7

This represents the funding that schools have agreed (via the Schools Forum) to
hand back to the LA to allow the LA to provide a small number of services to
maintained primary and secondary schools. Funding cannot be de-delegated directly
from academies but academies are free to buy into these services on an individual
basis if they wish. The de-delegated services for 2015/16 are:
•

General Schools Contingency (Primary £50k / Secondary £26k)

•

Behaviour Support Outreach Service (Primary £174k)

•

Traveller Support Service (Primary £99k / Secondary £74k)

•

Free School Meals Eligibility Service (Primary £28k / Secondary £31k)

•

School Trade Union Facility Time (Primary £35k / Secondary £18k)

Lines 1.2.1 to 1.2.3 High Needs Top Up Funding (£8.364m)
8

9

High needs top ups are allocated for all pupils where the cost of funding the needs of
the pupil exceeds the core funding provided for such a pupil within the ISB allocation
for the school or setting, for example:
•

Mainstream pupils whose SEN costs exceed £6,000 per year (c12.5 LSA hours
per week)

•

Special School or ERC pupils whose total costs exceed £10,000 per year

•

Alternative Provision (Danesgate pupils) whose total costs exceed £10,000 per
year.

•

Post 16 SEN provision.

Unlike ISB funding which is only allocated to York schools, the LA is required to fund
the high needs top ups of all York pupils wherever their provision is based. This
includes providing funding to other LA schools and independent out of city special
schools where appropriate.

Line 1.2.4 Additional Targeted High Needs Funding for Mainstream Schools &
Academies (£0.150m)
10

This funding is allocated to mainstream schools and academies to meet additional
high needs support costs below the £6,000 threshold where the high needs element
of the school funding formula is deemed insufficient for schools with higher than
expected numbers of SEN pupils. Previously schools were required to make bids
against this SEN contingency budget. However, from 2014/15 the LA has been
required to allocate this on a transparent and predictable basis. The allocation
methodology is as follows:
Funding will be allocated to schools based on the number of statemented pupils
(excluding ERC pupils) triggering LA top up funding above an annually agreed
threshold. Separate thresholds will be set for primary schools (1% for 2015/16) and
secondary schools (2% for 2015/16). The calculations will be based on pupil number
and statement data at the time of the preceding October Census (i.e. October 2014
for the 2014/16 financial year). Each fte statemented pupil above the threshold will
generate an additional £6,000 of funding for the school.
Example 1:
A primary school with 5 statemented pupils and 250 pupils on roll at the October
2014 census:
5 / 250 x 100 = 2% statemented pupils
2% - 1% primary threshold = 1% above the threshold
1% x 250 pupils = 2.5 pupils above the threshold
2.5 pupils x £6,000 = £15,000 of additional funding
Example 2:
A secondary school with 25 statemented pupils and 1,000 pupils on roll at the
October 2014 census:
25 / 1,000 x 100 = 2.5% statemented pupils
2.5% - 2% secondary threshold = 0.5% above the threshold
0.5% x 1,000 pupils = 5 pupils above the threshold
5 pupils x £6,000 = £30,000 of additional funding
Line 1.2.5 SEN Support Services (£1.911m)

11

SEN support services covers the costs of non-delegated centrally retained specialist
SEN support for statemented and non-statemented pupils. It includes the following:
• Visual & Hearing Impairment
• Autism Support
• Physical Impairment
• Specialist Teaching including early years
• Mental Health Support for Schools
• Portage
• Early Support
• YILTS
• LAC Teacher
• Contribution to The Glen respite care centre
• General SEN Support

Line 1.2.6 Hospital Education Services (£0.188m)
12

This budget funds the costs of educating children in hospital settings.
Line 1.2.8 Support for Inclusion (£0.423m)

13

Support for inclusion includes centrally retained budgets funding expenditure in the
following areas:
• Nurture Groups
• Integrated Services for Disabled Children
• SEN Transitions Team
• Special School Outreach
Line 1.2.12 Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) Allowances (£0.005m)

14

This covers the estimated cost of the purchase of CRC allowances in relation to
PRUs in the LA’s area (only Danesgate for York). PRUs, unlike other maintained
schools and academies, will remain part of the CRC scheme in 2015/16.
Line 1.3.1 Central Expenditure on Children Under 5 (£0.316m)

15

This line covers the total funding that is centrally retained to support 2, 3 and 4 year
old provision in both maintained and PVI settings.
Line 1.4.1 Contribution to Combined Budgets (£1.966m)

16

Under the school finance regulations schools can agree (through the Schools Forum)
to allow the LA to use DSG funding to support certain central services that have a
wider educational benefit or generate a net overall saving to the Schools Budget.
These contributions are now limited to a maximum of the amounts agreed up to
2012/13 and no new contributions are allowed.

17

A significant proportion of this funding relates to former standards fund grants that
were mainstreamed in 2011/12. At that time a total of £12.494m of standards fund
grants were transferred into the DSG. Of this £11.303m was delegated directly to
schools or other settings through the LMS formula or other mechanisms. As the
remaining £1.191m of standards fund allocations were supporting central services
the Schools Forum agreed to allow this to continue in the following areas:
• School Improvement Service (£0.641m)
• Children’s Centres on school sites (£0.355m)
• Contribution to Schools Broadband Contract (£0.195m)

18

The remaining funding retained under the combined budget heading relates to three
specific decisions made prior to 2012/13 by the Schools Forum:
•

Children Looked After (£0.400m). This is used to support a combined budget
for managing education and care placement costs for the city’s CLA population,
and the development of a high quality local fostering programme. This followed a
report on the placement strategy for CLA that was presented to the lead Member
for Children’s Services in 2006. This report set out the advantages both for the
individual children’s care and education and financially of the approach being

taken. This contribution, towards a totalling fostering budget of £3.4m, has
allowed the LA to significantly reduce the number of children in out of city
placements. Local placements and their associated education costs are
significantly lower than more expensive external placements. This has resulted
in significant savings to the Schools Budget for the education element of these
placements with an estimated on-going annual saving of over £1.8m achieved
since 2006/07.
•

Safeguarding Advisor (Schools) (£0.050m). This funding, agreed in 2009/10,
allows the LA to employ an additional post within the Safeguarding Unit with a
specific role of supporting schools to deliver on their safeguarding duties.

•

Schools Causing Concern (£0.200m) / School Improvement Topslice
(£0.125m). Although this funding is initially retained centrally by the school
improvement service it is all ultimately either allocated to individual schools or
spent on activity supporting improvement at individual schools.

Line 1.4.2 School Admissions (£0.178m)
19

This budget funds the costs of the LA’s statutory functions in respect of the schools
admissions processes.
Line 1.4.3 Servicing of Schools Forums (£0.042m)

20

This covers the costs of the School Forum meetings including officer time in
preparing reports and attendance, and other associated costs such as consultations
linked to specific School Forum related decisions.
Line 1.4.4 Termination of Employment Costs (£0.383m)

21

School redundancy and early retirement costs where the revenue savings achieved
by the termination of employment to which they relate are greater than the costs
incurred. The costs charged to this budget only relate to decisions made prior to
2013/14. For information, the total expenditure incurred by the LA on school staff
redundancy is expected to be in excess of £1m in 2014/15.
Line 1.4.7 Prudential Borrowing Costs (£0.605m)

22

This budget is set aside to fund the repayment of loans for school building capital
works where the investment contributes towards an overall net revenue saving to the
Schools Budget. This is another area where the tightening of the regulations means
that further expenditure above this level will not be permitted. Contributions to the
following schemes are covered by the current budget provision:
• York High School (Merger of Lowfield and Oaklands Secondary Schools)
• Clifton with Rawcliffe Primary School (Merger of Clifton without Junior and
Rawcliffe Infants Schools)
• Our Lady Queen of Martyrs Primary School (Merger of Our Lady’s and English
Martyrs Primary Schools)
• Burnholme Community College closure – provision of additional secondary
school places at other schools

Line 1.4.10 Pupil Growth & Infant Class Sizes (£0.800m)
23

A budget of £350k is provided to fund unavoidable growth in pupil numbers at
individual schools due to demographic or other factors that are supported by the LA.
The criteria for applying the funding are:
Additional funding will be made available to schools where:
- the LA (or the school at the request or with the support of the LA) carries out a
formal consultation and approves an increase in the capacity of a school
- the LA requests a school to increase its published admissions number
- the LA requests a school to admit significant additional pupils (e.g. as part of a
reorganisation, school closure or other demographic pressure)
Funding will not be allocated to a school in the following circumstances:
- the school has surplus places and then takes additional pupils up to its PAN
outside of the circumstances described above
- the school admits pupils in excess of their PAN at their own choice
- the school is directed/requested to admit additional pupils as a result of errors,
appeals, fair access protocol, SEN, LAC etc.
Funding will be calculated based on the number of additional pupils admitted
multiplied by the relevant AWPU value and pro-rated for the period that the pupils
will be unfunded in the main school funding formula allocation.

24

At the request of primary schools a budget of £450k was transferred from the LMS
Funding Formula to allow more targeted allocations of funding to be made to help
support schools to deliver on their statutory requirement to maintain infant class sizes
at 30 or fewer. Funding is allocated to schools in year on an academic year basis
following the publication of the actual October census numbers.
Line 1.4.11 SEN Transport (£0.400m)

25

This relates to the strategy around reducing the number and cost of out of city
placements and is linked to the local fostering contribution described at paragraph
18. The rationale for charging the costs to the Schools Budget is that as external
placements are reduced, and more children are retained within the city, then
significant savings accrue to the Schools Budget for the education element of the
provision. However a knock on consequence is that as education provision is made
within York inevitably the local transport costs for this group of high needs children
increases.

26

Overall, as referred to in paragraph 18, it is estimated that on-going annual savings
to the Schools Budget of over £1.8m have been delivered through the placement
strategy. Therefore after taking account of the increased charges to the Schools
Budget of £0.4m for local fostering and £0.4m for SEN transport the strategy has still
delivered a net Schools Budget saving of a least £1m per year.

Line 1.4.13 Exceptions Agreed by the Secretary of State (£0.110m)
27

This budget is retained centrally to fund the costs of a number of school copyright
licence agreements that are now negotiated nationally by the DfE for all publicly
funded schools and charged to LAs rather than to individual schools. For 2015-16
these are:
• The Copyright Licensing Agency licence
• The School Printed Music licence
• The Newspaper Licensing Agency Schools licence
• The Educational Recording Agency licence
• The Public Video Screening licence
• The Motion Picture Licensing Company licence
• The Performing Right Society licence
• The Phonographic Performance licence
• The Mechanical Copyright Protection Society licence
• The Christian Copyright Licensing International licence
Recommendations

28

Members of the forum are asked to note and comment on the budget information
contained in this report. In particular the forum is asked to identify any further more
detailed information it would like to receive on individual budget lines or areas. The
expectation is that these further reports would help inform the forum ahead of
decisions required in setting the 2016/17 Schools Budget.

Contact Details
Author:

Chief Officers Responsible for the Report:

Richard Hartle
Finance Manager:
Adults, Children and Education

Jon Stonehouse
Director of Children’s Services, Education & Skills

Tel: 01904 554225

Ian Floyd
Director of Customer and Business Support Services
Tel: 01904 551100

email:
richard.hartle@york.gov.uk

Tel: 01904 554200

Report
Approved

√

Date

For further information please contact the author of the report
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ANNEX 1
S251 SCHOOLS BUDGET SUMMARY 2015/16 - DRAFT
Line
Ref.

Description

1.0.1

ISB
Individual Schools Budget (before Academy recoupment)

1.1.1
1.1.2
1.1.3
1.1.4
1.1.5
1.1.6
1.1.7
1.1.8
1.1.9

DEDELGATED ITEMS
Contingencies
Behaviour Support Services
Support to UPEG & Bilingual Learners
Free School Meals Eligibility
Insurance
Museum & Library Service
Licences & Subscriptions
Staff Costs - Supply Cover excluding cover for Facility Time
Staff Costs - Supply Cover for Facility Time

HIGH NEEDS BUDGET
1.2.1 Top Up Funding - Maintained Schools
1.2.2 Top Up Funding - Academies, Free Schools & Colleges
1.2.3 Top Up & Other Funding - Non-Maintained & Independent Providers
1 2 4 Additional Targeted High Needs Funding for Mainstream Schools & Academies
1.2.
1.2.5 SEN Support Services
1.2.6 Hospital Education Services
1.2.7 Other Alternative Provision Services
1.2.8 Support for Inclusion
1.2.9 Special Schools & PRUs in Financial Difficulty
1.2.10 PFI & BSF Costs at Special Schools & AP PRUs
1.2.11 Direct Payments (SEN & Disability)
1.2.12 Carbon Reduction Committment Allowances PRUs
1.3.1

EARLY YEARS BUDGET
Central Expenditure on Children Under 5

1.4.1
142
1.4.
1.4.3
1.4.4
1.4.5
1.4.6
1.4.7
1.4.8
1.4.9
1.4.10
1.4.11
1.4.12
1.4.13

CENTRAL PROVISION WITHIN SCHOOLS BUDGET
Contribution to Combined Budgets
S h l Ad
Schoo
Admissions
Servicing of Schools Forums
Termination of Employment Costs
Falling Rollls Fund
Capital Expenditure from Revenue (CERA)
Prudential Borrowing Costs
Fees to Independent Schools Without SEN
Equal Pay - Back Pay
Pupil Growth & Infant Class Sizes
SEN Transport
Exceptions Agreed by the Secretary of State
Other Items

1.5.1

Other Specific Grants

1.6.1

TOTAL SCHOOLS BUDGET (Before Academy Recoupment)

Early
Years
£

Primary
£

6,797,670

46,694,680

44,488,760

50,330
50
330
173,790
98,750
28,430
0
0
0
0
35,110

25,790
25
790
0
72,430
30,810
0
0
0
0
17,990

30,205
0
69,795
0
449,853

572,960
110,050
0
116 000
116,000
833,741

602,480
184,000
0
34 000
34,000
603,229

0
0

0
196,168

0
149,066

0

0

0

Special
& AP
£

Secondary
£

Post
School
£

Gross
£

3,767,500

Income
£

101,748,610
76,120
76
120
173,790
171,180
59,240
0
0
0
0
53,100

3,672,500
0
2,184,400

0
363,280
574,120

23,877
188,360
0
78,196
0
0
0
5,000

0
0
0

0

315,600

Net
£
101,748,610

(76,120)
(76
120)
(173,790)
(171,180)
(59,240)
0
0
0
0
(53,100)

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

4,878,145
657,330
2,828,315
150 000
150,000
1,910,700
188,360
0
423,430
0
0
0
5,000

4,878,145
657,330
2,828,315
150 000
150,000
1,910,700
188,360
0
423,430
0
0
0
5,000

315,600

315,600
1,966,000
178 070
178,070
41,510
382,830
0
0
605,000
0
0
800,000
400,000
0
110,000
0

38,985
3,644
644
2,685
7,834
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2,251

1,121,981
99 549
99,549
22,158
214,019
0
0
82,000
0
0
600,000
0
0
61,495

774,535
72 026
72,026
16,032
154,847
0
0
523,000
0
0
200,000
0
0
44,493

30,500
2,851
851
635
6,129
0
0
0
0
0
0
400,000
0
1,761

0
0
0

1,966,000
178 070
178,070
41,510
382,830
0
0
605,000
0
0
800,000
400,000
0
110,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

7,718,522

51,111,211

47,993,488

10,361,708

937,400

118,122,330

(533,430)

117,588,900

Agenda Item 7

York Schools Forum

13 April 2015

Report of the Director Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of Customer &
Business Support Services
RECONSIDERATION OF DE-DELEGATED CONTINGENCY FOR SCHOOL STAFF EARLY
RETIREMENT COSTS
Summary
1

This report asks the Schools Forum to decide whether it wishes to reconsider its previous
decision not to establish a de-delegated central contingency budget to fund, or part fund,
the costs of school staff early retirements.
Background

2

The previous report considered by the forum in December 2014 is attached at Annex 1.
Since the December meeting the LA has received representations from a number of
schools concerned that, in making the decision, the potential impact on individual schools
needing to reduce staffing due to budget pressures was not properly considered. There
was also concern that as the December meeting was the first of the newly constituted
Schools Forum, the wider views of all schools on this issue may not have been fully
canvassed.

3

As school funding allocations have already been set for 2015/16, then any formal
decision to de-delegate could now only be implemented from 2016/17. This means that if
the forum decided to change its previous decision and approve a de-delegation, it would
have to be implemented as a separate agreement with all maintained schools for 2015/16
rather than a formal de-delegation.
Recommendations

4

Members of the forum are asked to decide whether they wish to reconsider their decision
not to establish a de-delegated contingency fund for staff early retirement costs.
Contact Details
Author:
Richard Hartle
Finance Manager:
Adults, Children and
Education
Tel: 01904 554225
email:
richard.hartle@york.gov.uk

Chief Officers Responsible for the Report:
Jon Stonehouse
Director of Children’s Services, Education & Skills
Tel: 01904 554200
Ian Floyd
Director of Customer and Business Support Services
Tel: 01904 551100
Report Approved

√

Date

For further information please contact the author of the report
Annex 1: Previous (8 December 2014) Report to the Schools Forum
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Annex 1

Schools Forum

8 December 2014

Report of the Director Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of Customer &
Business Support Services
SCHOOL STAFF EARLY RETIREMENT COSTS – DE-DELEGATED CONTINGENCY
Summary
1

This report asks the Schools Forum to decide whether it wishes to establish a dedelegated central contingency budget to fund, or part fund, the costs of school staff early
retirements from 2015/16.

2

The report is presented to the forum for a formal decision, which can be made collectively
for all maintained schools, or separately by primary and secondary school sectors. If
schools choose not to establish the contingency budget then the full cost of school staff
early retirements will be charged to individual schools’ delegated budgets from April 2015.
Background

3

This report follows on from previous reports to the York Education Partnership (YEP)
board on 19 June and 29 September, which set out details of the current policy, the
legislative position and the recent changes to the funding system for schools and LAs that
prompted a review of the LA’s funding policy. Forum members are asked to refer to these
earlier reports for full background information.

4

At its last meeting school members of the YEP board asked for further information to be
provided on previous early retirement costs at individual schools, to assist in coming to a
decision on de-delegation.
Previous Early Retirement Costs

5

The costs of early retirement packages agreed since April 2013 are set out below:
No. of Staff
5
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
21

£
114,566
92,757
76,577
57,796
49,244
41,432
34,810
29,935
22,536
19,057
14,769
3,114
556,593

6

Over this 18 month period, the average cost to the LA of each early retirement was
£26.5k. However costs can vary considerably, with individual retirements ranging from
£1k to £93k.
De-delegation Options

7

Although the LA is now no longer permitted to charge these costs to the central DSG
funded Schools Budget, it is possible for maintained schools collectively to establish a
specific contingency budget by agreeing to an additional de-delegation of funding from
their formula allocations. This contingency could then be used to provide funding to
individual schools to support the early retirement costs of eligible staffing reductions and
restructures.
Option 1 – Fund Eligible Costs at 100%

8

Considering the current level of early retirement costs and trends, it is estimated that a dedelegated contingency budget of around £380k would be required in 2015/16 to enable
funding to be provided for all eligible costs at 100%. This would equate to a de-delegation
of c£20 per pupil; i.e. £5,000 for a 250 pupil primary school and £20,000 for a 1,000 pupil
secondary school.
Option 2 – Fund Eligible Costs at 50%

9

Under option 2 the costs of any eligible early retirement costs would be split 50:50
between the de-delegated contingency budget and the respective school. This would
require an estimated de-delegated contingency budget of around £190k, and would equate
to a de-delegation of c£10 per pupil; i.e. £2,500 for a 250 pupil primary school and £10,000
for a 1,000 pupil secondary school.

10

Under either option, any funding that remained unspent at the end of the year could either
be returned to schools, or carried forward to the following year enabling a reduction in that
year’s de-delegated per pupil amounts. Any year end deficit would be carried forward and
become a first call on the following year’s de-delegated budget.
Recommendations

11

Members of the forum are asked to decide whether a specific de-delegated contingency
fund should be established for 2015/16, and if so at what level.

Contact Details
Author:

Chief Officers Responsible for the Report:

Richard Hartle
Finance Manager:
Adults, Children and Education

Jon Stonehouse
Director of Children’s Services, Education & Skills
Tel: 01904 554200

Tel: 01904 554225

Ian Floyd
Director of Customer and Business Support Services
Tel: 01904 551100

email: richard.hartle@york.gov.uk

Report
Approved

√

Date

For further information please contact the author of the report
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Agenda Item 8

York Schools Forum

13 April 2015

Report of the Director Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of Customer &
Business Support Services
LOCAL AUTHORITY FUNDING FORMULAE COMPARISONS 2015/16
Summary
1

This report presents an analysis of LAs’ schools funding formulae as undertaken by
the Education Funding Agency (EFA). The report is for information and discussion.
However, the forum may wish to commission further work from LA officers as a result
of the discussions.
Background

2

As part of its reform of school funding the DfE instructed each LA to review and
simplify its existing LMS Funding Formula for the 2013/14 financial year under a set
of strict new criteria. In subsequent years these criteria have been further tightened
as central government moves further toward a fully national funding formula for
schools.

3

In January 2015 LAs in England submitted to the EFA their formulae for allocating
their Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) Schools Block funding for 2015/16 to their
schools. For 2015/16 LAs can fund schools using a maximum of twelve clearly
defined factors.

4

From this data the EFA has now published an overview of the formula factor values
chosen by LAs for 2015/16. The EFA document provides charts and a brief
commentary on the ranges of unit funding amounts that LAs have selected, and the
proportions of Schools Block funding attributed under each of the permitted factors.
Formulae Comparisons

5

Annex 1 provides an extract of the charts from the DfE document. For comparative
purposes the actual amounts and percentages for York have been added in red.

6

When reviewing the charts, and in particular the relative position of York in relation to
other LAs, it is important to remember York’s overall position in the funding table of
all LAs for Schools Block DSG in 2015/16.

7

Table 1 below shows that for 2015/16 York is receiving a sum of £4,202 per pupil for
its Schools Block DSG. This is the 6th lowest allocation of all 150 LAs, and
represents 91.1% of the average amount for all LAs (60.0% of the highest funded
LA).

Recommendations
8

Members of the forum are asked to:
• Note and comment on the comparative data provided in Annex 1.
• Consider whether they wish to commission any further work from LA officers on
any aspects of the current York funding formula.
Contact Details
Author:
Richard Hartle
Finance Manager:
Adults, Children and
Education
Tel: 01904 554225
email:
richard.hartle@york.gov.uk

Chief Officers Responsible for the Report:
Jon Stonehouse
Director of Children’s Services, Education & Skills
Tel: 01904 554200
Ian Floyd
Director of Customer and Business Support Services
Tel: 01904 551100
Report Approved

√

Date
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For further information please contact the author of the report
Annex 1: Extract from EFA Schools Block Funding Formulae 2015/16 (Analysis of
local authorities’ Schools Block funding formulae)

Water Cost Reduction Scheme
City of York Council

>
>
>

The service is split into 4 distinct stages designed to minimize disruption to CYC whilst allowing the Council to
retain full control of the decision-making process. Schneider Electric is tasked to investigate known queries,
identify new opportunities and make firm recommendations with clarity around the associated financial
benefits and payback. Where approved by CYC these recommendations will be implemented by Schneider
Electric, subject to which the changes made and commercial benefits quantified and reported back.

1

1

Desktop
Review

2

Onsite
Inspection

Detailed audit of
charges claimed by
water companies

Validation of
charges against
site infrastructure

Costs scrutinized
against contracts,
tariff structures and
supply set-up

Water efficiency
appraisal of
appliances and
working practices

Consumption
profiled against
forecasts and
industry
benchmarks

3

Recommen
dations

Report detailing
action required to
improve charging
structures, rectify
anomalies,
introduce efficiency
improvements and
recover
overcharges
claimed
Recommendations
include an
explanation of
each opportunity
identified, the
financial benefits,
capital investment
requirements and
next steps

4

Implement
ation

Direct liaison with
water companies to
secure savings and
recover monies
claimed in error
Co-ordination of
site remedial works
Quantification of
savings achieved

CYC
Approval

The remuneration to Schneider Electric shall be: > 30% of such refunds that arise from the recommendations
> 30% of 12 months value of such savings as arise from the changes stated in the recommendations in
respect of each separate saving

Proprietary & Confidential
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Water Cost Reduction Scheme
City of York Council

Having appointed Schneider Electric earlier this year to audit our water costs we are delighted with
the results so far.
Within the 6 months of your appointment you have already implemented savings of £100,000 per annum
impacting significantly on the Council’s utility costs. In addition you have successfully negotiated with our
supplier refunds exceeding £200,000 in value following your comprehensive auditing exercise and physical
site inspections by your Engineering team. By presenting your recommendations to us for approval through
regular review meetings we have been kept fully updated of your progress at every stage. Your ability to liaise
directly with the supplier on our behalf to obtain these refunds has allowed us
to target our limited resource on other priorities.
Bill Henderson – Council & Energy Manager, City of Edinburgh Council

Together with site surveys by your Water Engineers, your ongoing analysis of our supplier invoices
has continued to deliver savings and refunds for our large and ever-changing property portfolio,
which are appreciated more than ever in the current financial climate. We have recently enjoyed
various different types of savings, including the identification and repair of a large leak,
reductions in drainage costs and a refund in excess of £100,000 in respect of effluent
charges for a landfill site. We are confident that savings and refunds will continue to be
achieved through your ongoing monitoring of our water costs.
Peter MacMillan – Senior Energy Officer, City of Stoke on Trent

With utility costs increasing it is essential that the Council explores all available avenues to make
savings, and having exhausted our own efforts we felt that allowing a second set of eyes to review
our accounts was merited. At the kick-off stakeholder meeting we agreed a clear audit strategy with
Schneider Electric, from the provision of data through to site access and reporting expectations. With such a
large portfolio and in view of the nature of the works involved we appreciated that the audit would take a
number of months to complete; however, we were also keen for quick results to demonstrate its value and
Schneider Electric were able to facilitate feedback through regular communications and review meetings
whilst ensuring that we remained very much in control of the decision-making process. Engaging under a
performance contract that mitigated capital exposure to the Council and placed the risk on to Schneider
Electric through their commitment to deliver savings, we are pleased to say that the project has proved a
success, and we would have no hesitation in recommending their service to any organisation under pressure
to meet stringent financial targets.
David Rhodes - Corporate Environmental Manager,
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council

Proprietary & Confidential
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Agenda item 10

School Forum April 2015 – Briefing Paper

Title: The Draft Interim Commissioning Plan, 2015-16
Issue:
In order to move to secure sector-led school improvement arrangements
from September 2015 an interim commissioning plan has been drafted
by the Local Authority. The plan has been informed by a needs analysis
which has identified city wide school improvement priorities. A key
element in moving from the existing school improvement arrangements
to the sector-led model will be the role of the clusters and the teaching
school alliances. In order to have robust school to school support
arrangements and a city-wide CPD offer in place the teaching school
alliances will need to be funded to develop the capacity needed in both
these strands of work.
The teaching school alliances will be held to account by the School
Improvement Commissioning Group and the Schools Forum for the
quality and impact of their work and will work in partnership with the
Local Authority to ensure that the work they co-ordinate is driven by the
city’s vision that 100% of York schools are good or better.
The attached draft interim commissioning plan outlines the priorities for
improvement and the resources needed to develop the sector-led school
improvement arrangements. The key principles underpinning these
arrangements are:
•

Partnership and collaboration makes us stronger. York remains
one school with many campuses;
• All York’s children should be able to attend a great school;
• All schools in York benefit from the collective use of resources to
support and sustain school improvement

Attachments:

• Draft Interim Commissioning Plan for 2015-16
• Annex 1: Details of the funding requirements for the teaching
school alliances
Action required:
• That the members of Schools Forum discuss the interim
commissioning plan and agree to de-delegate funding from the
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) to support the interim
commissioning plan
• That the members of Schools Forum discuss options around the
use of £160K saving from the DSG. These options could include:
(a) To return the £160K saving to the Schools Funding Formula to
allow it to be allocated to all schools as part of the formula
funding agreement
(b) To allocate the money to the clusters to increase cluster funding
from £125K to £285K

Contact:
Name: Maxine Squire
Title: Assistant Director, Education and Skills
Tel: 01904 553007
Email: maxine.squire@york.gov.uk
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School Improvement Interim Commissioning Plan, 2015-16
The Local Authority will work with the headteacher members of the School Improvement
Commissioning Group (SICG) and the chair of the York Learning Partnership to produce an annual
commissioning plan drawn from a needs’ based analysis to identify the school improvement priorities
in the city. The commissioning plan will be presented to the School Improvement Commissioning
Group and the members of the Schools Forum. The SICG agree the commissioning plan and
recommend the funding agreement to the Schools Forum who will agree to the use of the Dedicated
Schools Grant (DSG) to support the school improvement activities outlined in the commissioning plan.
Commissioning Principles
1) The York Learning Partnership (YLP) is committed to providing all children and young people in
York with a great education through ensuring that every school in the city is a great school.
2) Members of the YLP School Improvement Commissioning Group (SICG) take corporate
responsibility for the use of the commissioning fund which is de-delegated by the School’s Forum
from the DSG, to benefit all children and young people in the city so that outcomes improve, gaps
are closed and barriers to improvement are removed.
3) All schools will benefit from the use of funding to commission CPD from Pathfinder Teaching
School Alliance, which will be used to address the city's improvement priorities.
4) The use school to school support funding will be prioritised commission Ebor Teaching School
Alliance to provide support for all schools that are not yet good or are at risk of losing their existing
good status so that they to move to good within two years or are securely good at their next
inspection.
5) The use of funding will be prioritised to ensure that gaps in performance between disadvantaged
pupils and their peers are closed.
6) The impact of all commissioned interventions is reported to the School’s Forum and the executive
board of the York Learning Partnership.
The role of the Teaching School Alliances
York currently has two teaching school alliances (TSA), Ebor and Pathfinder. The teaching schools
have a national, regional and local reach which provides York with the capacity to draw on York
based school improvement professionals and to benefit from the external links which the teaching
schools are able to exploit. This allows York to benefit from internal strengths whilst remaining
outward facing.
Ebor and Pathfinder have access to National College of Teaching and Leadership (NCTL) system
leaders who can be used to develop CPD and school to school support at whole school, subject and
individual teacher levels.
The two teaching schools will be commissioned to deliver against priorities outlined in the
commissioning plan. Ebor TSA will be commissioned to lead the co-ordination and delivery of school
to school support and Pathfinder TSA will be commissioned to co-ordinate, plan and deliver needs led
CPD packages.
School to School support covers a broad spectrum of activity from individual coaching of teachers to
improve classroom practice to whole school intervention in a failing school.
Funding to support clusters
The six geographical clusters in the city have been allocated funding from the School Improvement
Commissioning Fund (£125,000). This funding has been allocated to build the capacity to drive sector
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led school improvement in localities. The focus of collaborative work in clusters is determined by the
improvement priorities identified in each cluster but could include:
1) Improving the quality of teaching
2) Effective use of the pupil premium to close gaps between disadvantaged pupils and their peers
3) Developing middle and/or senior leadership
4) Improving behaviour and attendance.
5) Supporting effective transitions
Each cluster completes an annual cluster improvement plan which outlines the focus of the cluster
work, how the cluster funding will be used and how the impact of cluster work will be monitored and
evaluated. Cluster chairs are accountable to the YLP for the use of cluster funding to deliver the
outcomes outlined in the cluster improvement plan.
Funding to support category 3 and 4 schools
The partnership believes that all children and young people in York should be able to attend great
schools. This will allow them to realise their ambitions and live their dreams. As a partnership of
educators we will work together to support or schools to be good or better.
Schools that are yet good or are at risk of losing their current good judgements will be prioritised for
support commissioned by the School Improvement Commissioning Group (SICG).

Improvement Priorities, 2015-16
The following improvement priorities have been produced using national and local data sets, local
intelligence provided by York Challenge Partners and the LAs risk assessment process.
Priority 1: Ensuring all schools are good or better
As of March 2015, 7 schools have Ofsted judgements of requiring improvement. Each of these
schools has been prioritised for support and the interim commissioning plan will be used to
commission targeted support for each of these schools. A support plan will be written for each school
and this plan will outline the intended outcomes of the commissioned support. Commissioned
interventions will be managed through the Ebor Teaching School Alliance and will depend on the
needs and circumstances of individual schools but can include:
1) Support from a partner headteacher (including NLEs and LLEs and heads from neighbouring LAs)
2) Support to improve the quality of governance
3) Additional leadership or teaching capacity
4) Support from an SLE to improve a subject or aspect

The impact of commissioned interventions will be monitored and evaluated by the SICG and reported
to the YLP executive board and the Schools Forum. Commissioned interventions will be included as
part of the support plans and LA statements of action for grade 3 and grade 4 schools.
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School

Current Ofsted grade
and date of inspection

Previous Ofsted
grade

Canon Lee

Requiring
Requiring Improvement
Improvement/September
2013

Areas for
Improvement
Raising attainment,
particularly in
mathematics
Improving the quality
of teaching and
leadership

Lakeside

Requiring
Improvement/May 2014

Good

Raising attainment,
particularly in maths.
Improving the quality
of middle leadership.
Improving the quality
of teaching and
governance.

New Earswick

Requiring
Improvement/May 2014

Requiring Improvement

Improving attainment
and progress in KS2
Improving the quality
of teaching in KS2
Pupil Premium review
has been advised

Osbaldwick

Requiring
Improvement/November
2014

Good

Improving teaching of
maths and writing so it
is consistently good
Improve the quality of
marking and feedback

Park Grove

Requiring
Improvement/November
2013

Good

Improving
achievement in EYFS
Improving quality of
teaching in EYFS and
KS1.
Improving leadership
and management and
governance.
Using marking and
targets consistently to
accelerate pupils’
progress

St Lawrence’s

Requiring
Improvement/June 2014

Requiring Improvement

Improving
achievement across all
key stages so it is
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consistently good
Improving
achievement in maths
Improving the quality
of teaching, particularly
in KS2
Improving pupils’
behaviour for learning
Ensuring that
leadership and
management has an
impact on ensuring
achievement and
teaching are
consistently good
Woodthorpe

Requiring
Improvement/March
2015

Requiring Improvement

Raising attainment so
that it is good across
all key stages.
Improving teaching so
that it is consistently
good or better.
Pupil Premium review
has been advised

Four of the schools shown in the table above have received SICG funding to support their
improvement in 2014-15. These schools are:
•

Canon Lee – due for inspection in 2015

•

Lakeside – due for inspection in 2015-16

•

Park Grove – due for inspection in 2015

•

St Lawrence’s – due for inspection in 2015-16

Priority 2: Support for ‘At Risk’ schools
Through the process of annual risk assessment the local authority uses the following criteria to review
the progress schools are making and to identify whether schools currently graded as good would be
at risk of losing that status at their next inspection. These schools are prioritised for commissioned
support.
Risk Assessment Criteria:
•

Attainment and progress is below floor standards

•

Value added is significantly below national for the core subjects and/or identified pupil groups
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•

There are wide gaps in performance between identified pupil groups e.g. gender, pupil
premium, SEN etc and their peers

•

There are wide gaps in performance between English and mathematics

•

The quality of teaching is inconsistent across phases and/or subjects

•

There a wide variations in performance between phases

•

There are concerns about the quality of leadership (headteacher, senior and/or middle
leaders)

•

There have been significant changes in the context of the school since the previous inspection

•

There are concerns about the quality of governance

•

The school is not using its resources well to improve the quality of education and improve the
well being of its pupils

•

There are concerns about the behaviour, safety and attendance of pupils

•

The school is failing to discharge its statutory duties effectively

•

The school is failing to promote the social, moral, cultural and spiritual development of its
pupils

Schools identified at risk will be indentified for support by the School Improvement Commissioning
Group. Support could include:
•

Leadership support from an NLE, LLE, SLE or YLE

•

Support for governance from an NLG or YLG. This could include an external review of
governance conducted by an NLG

•

Targeted CPD

•

Use of SLEs to support improvements at subject level

•

A Pupil Premium Review

The impact of commissioned support will be monitored by the SICG and reported to the YLP
Executive Board, the School Improvement Monitoring Group and the Schools Forum.
Priority 3: Schools due for re-inspection during 2015-16
Under the current inspection framework there are 13 schools due for re-inspection during 2015-16.
This will be reviewed in September 2015 following the introduction of the new inspection framework
however it would be useful to commission professional development briefings for heads, senior
leaders and governors to support preparations for Ofsted.
Priority 4: Closing the Gap between disadvantaged pupils and their peers
York performs consistently well against key national performance indicators at the end of key stages.
However, this high performance against key attainment indicators has hidden the underperformance
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of disadvantaged pupils in the city. Whilst there have been improvements performance across key
stages remains inconsistent with gaps closing in some key stages and widening in others due often to
cohort factors rather than the impact of interventions. In 2014 the gap narrowed in both Early Years
and Key Stage 2 however the gap remains static in Key Stage 1 and has widened in Key Stage 4.
The small size of the disadvantaged cohort in York (approximately 300 children per year group)
means that they are very thinly spread across the city. As a result their outcomes can vary
significantly by school and cluster. On the whole, schools with the largest numbers of disadvantaged
pupils have the narrowest gaps however this can be caused by the headline figure for their peers
being at or just above the national average. The gaps tend to be wider in schools where the cohort
size is small and headline performance is significantly above the national average.
Sharing best practice and focusing on the cohort at city and cluster level will be important to
sustainably closing the gap. The data shows that the gaps are widest in literacy, particularly in writing,
across all key stages. This impacts on the progress of disadvantaged pupils and makes it more
difficult for them to access the curriculum and engage fully with learning.
Requiring Improvement schools which receive a grade 3 for the quality of leadership are being
instructed to commission Pupil Premium reviews. Currently these reviews have to be conducted by
accredited NLEs or LLEs. In York we have two LLEs who are accredited Pupil Premium reviewers.
As part of the commissioning plan for 2015-16 it would be useful to commission Pupil Premium
reviews for ‘At Risk’ schools with wide gaps which are likely to be re-inspected during 2015-16.
Priority 5: Improving the quality of teaching
School self evaluation and external quality assurance by Ofsted and York Challenge
Partners/Advisers shows that there are variations in the quality of teaching across key stages,
subjects and schools. Ensuring that the quality of teaching is consistently good or better in all phases
and subjects will mean that all children in York achieve the best possible outcomes and are able to
attend schools that are good or better. Even in good and better schools there are aspects of teaching
in phases and subjects that require improvement and in order to support their continuous
improvement it is important to provide all teachers with access to high quality continuing professional
development (CPD).
In order to secure a city wide CPD offer Pathfinder Teaching School Alliance have completed an
extensive consultation exercise which is being used to develop a comprehensive, needs led
programme of CPD. This programme will focus on using the skills of existing good and outstanding
teachers and school leaders to develop and sustain professional learning networks.
City wide priorities for continuing professional development include:
•

Securing excellent learning and progress in the early years

•

A focus on developing the quality of teaching and leadership in English, mathematics and
science

•

Improving writing across all key stages but particularly in KS1 and KS2

•

Developing understanding of changes to assessment and the curriculum across all key stages
with a particular emphasis on assessing without levels and progress 8

•

Supporting high quality PSHE across all phases
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•

Support for KS4 subjects which performed below the national average for GCSE in the subject
in 2014. These subjects were: English Language (just in line), Art and Design, IT and PE.

Priority 6: Succession Planning and improving the quality of leadership
Developing and growing teachers and leaders are crucially important to maintaining good and better
schools in York. A key priority is to ensure that York has systems in place to support teachers
throughout their careers and to spot and grow talent. The two teaching school alliances, Ebor and
Pathfinder will work in partnership with the Local Authority, the NCTL and the city’s universities to
develop career and leadership pathways which will ensure that York is able to attract and retain the
brightest and the best to the city’s schools.
To do this York needs to continue to have in place:
•

Strong ITT through Schools Direct and SCITTs

•

Comprehensive and high quality induction, support, training and quality assurance procedures
for NQTs

•

Specific support and training for RQTs

•

Middle leader development

•

Senior leader development

•

Headteacher induction

•

Support and development for serving headteachers

Outline Funding requirements
In 2014-15 the following amounts of DSG were de-delegated to the Local Authority to support school
improvement:
•

School Improvement Commissioning Fund: £125K

•

Schools Causing Concern Fund:

£200K

•

Support for School Improvement:

£641

This gave a total de-delegation of £966K
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Funding for 2015-16
Improvement Priority

Funding Required

Priority 1 and 2: Support for
RI schools and ‘At Risk
Schools’

£251,700K –This will be used to commission the Ebor Teaching School
Alliance (ETSA) to provide NLEs, LLEs and SLEs as required for the
school to school support plans written for each RI/’At Risk’ school.
Each support plan will be written following due diligence exercise
conducted in partnership between the LA and the ETSA. See Annex 1.

Priority 6: Succession
planning and improving the
quality of leadership

This funding would be used to ensure that capacity is in place to source
and deploy system leaders. The deployment plans will outline the
accountabilities and outcomes expected from each deployment.
The ETSA will co-ordinate bids to the NCTL School to School Support
Fund to support the deployment of system leaders (individual bids of up
to 20K can be made). Successful bids will reduce the demands for
DSG funding.
An average deployment of a term for an NLE/LLE would cost 10K

Funding to support clusters

£125K – currently the School Improvement Commissioning Fund is
used to support school improvement in clusters. It is proposed that this
should continue to be used to support cluster work with each cluster
using a proportion of it’s funding to focus on work to improve the quality
of teaching and close the gap in attainment and progress between
disadvantaged pupils and their peers.

Priority 3: Schools due for
re-inspection

£2K – to commission professional briefings from external consultants

Priority 4 and Priority 5:
Closing the Gap and
Improving the quality of
teaching.

£226,680K – to commission a city-wide CPD programme from the
Pathfinder Teaching School Alliance (PTSA). In order to deliver the
programme PTSA need to be supported to recruit posts in their
structure. Details of the offer and the costs of posts are shown in
Annex 1.

Priority 6: Succession
planning and improving the
quality of leadership

The programme of CPD will be developed through a process of annual
consultation with all members of the York Learning Partnership.
An annual programme of quality assurance drop-ins will be conducted
by the LA to ensure that the programme is delivering best value.

Priority 1 and 2: Support for
RI schools and ‘At Risk
Schools’
Priority 3: Schools due for
re-inspection

£200K – The Local Authority School Causing Concern Fund. This will
be retained by the LA to commission emergency interventions as
outlined in the Schools Causing Concern statutory guidance. The use
of the fund will be audited annually and the audit report will be received
by the Schools Forum and the YLP Executive Board. Any unused
funding will be returned to the DSG at the end of the financial year.

Total required: £805,380K
Total unallocated from the DSG: £160,620K
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Annex 1: Details of the projected costs of the Teaching School Alliances

Ebor Teaching School Alliance: Capacity to provide school to school support

Secondary Team

£ Day

Total
Days

Costs

NLE

500

78 39,000

LLE

400

39 15,600

SLE

300

100 30,000

Secondary Team Costs
Primary Team

84,600

NLE

500

78 39,000

LLE

400

39 15,600

SLE

300

100 30,000

Primary Team Costs

84,600

Leadership and support Fixed
Costs

Director S2S Support Leadership 9‐11

60,000

Admin Grade 6 37 hrs 46 weeks

22,500

Fixed Costs Total

82,500

Total Costs Yr 1

251,700
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Pathfinder Teaching School Alliance: Capacity to deliver city wide CPD
Area of Work
1

2

3

Core Staffing
Teaching School Lead
Primary Co‐Ordinator
Primary Delivery
Secondary Co‐Ordinator
Administrator

‐ 1 day pw
‐ 3 day pw
‐ 3 day pw
‐ 3 day pw
‐ Full Time (TTO)

£16,000

Secondary Focused
Subject Specific
Leadership Specific

£17,100
£4,840

Other
Support Staff
Infrastructure
Meeting the Needs

TOTAL COST

Notes

£145,000

Primary Focused
SLE Course Delivery

Teaching Learning &
Career Progression
4

Cost

£34,000

£1,740
£8,000
n/a

‐ Website and Host School base
‐ Full cost recovery basis (NET nil cost)

£226,680

If Schools were charged a 'notional' fee for buying into the service
the above Cost could be reduced, i.e. if 50 Schools contribute £500 this
reduces the net cost to approximately £200,000.
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Children’s Services, Education and Skills

13 April 2014

Report to the Schools Forum

New School Finance Software: Reporting Function
Summary
The council has procured a new financial management system for schools (FMSS) and roll
out commenced on 1 April 2015. The system has the potential to deliver a wide range of
efficiencies as its use develops. A particular area we would like to focus on is the reporting
function.
The Reporting Function
The reports can be split into three groups:
1. This range of reports is secure, and ensures that the data on FMSS is being reported
unchanged. They include budget monitoring, VAT and year end returns. This will
reassure headteachers and governors that there has been no changes to the data
other than through FMSS which is auditable.
2. Like paragraph 1 reports, this range of reports is secure with no user intervention. To
ensure that these reports are as meaningful as possible we would like to consult with
Schools Forum about requirements.
3. These reports are easily exported from the system into Excel spreadsheets. Full
user intervention is allowed to facilitate in-depth interrogation and analysis of the data
for presentation in a format meaningful to end users.
Consultation with Schools
FMSS has the capability to create and store a range of user reports within the system
providing easy access and usability. However, to export meaningful data we need to
understand what analysis is required to include relevant codes in the input process.
Examples
Here are two examples of the type of report that could be available to headteachers and
governors:
• spend by key stage
• spend by subject/curriculum area
Both the above could be integrated with pupil outcomes data to provide management
information around value for money.

Consulting schools could be undertaken either with:
1. a small group of headteachers’, business and/or finance staff and governors’
representatives.
2. three separate groups made up from the above representatives
3. target a sample of schools and target these representatives in each school.

Recommendation
1. Schools Forum is asked to consider whether or not this initiative should be
supported.
2. If this should be supported, decide on the consultation approach and set up the
group, who will feedback to their wider group of colleagues through appropriate
newsletters, etc., or by email.
However, if Schools Forum decides no action is required at this time, the recommendation
could be raised for review in the future.

Contact Details
Author:
Linda Brook
School Business Support Manager
Tel: 01904 554574
email: linda.brook@york.gov.uk

Chief Officer Responsible for the Report:
Ian Floyd
Director, Customer and Business Support Services
Tel: 01904 551100
Report Approved

For further information please contact the author of the report
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Agenda Item 12
4

Schools’ Forum

13th April 2015

Report of the Director of Customer and Business Support Services

ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL BALANCES – SPRING TERM 2014-15
Summary
1

The purpose of this report is to present the latest projection of balances based on
schools’ Spring Term Monitoring Reports. In total school balances are expected to
fall from £4.4m at 31st March 2014 to £3.2m at 31st March 2015, a projected fall of
£1.2m or 26.8%.
Headline Figures

2

The series of tables and graphs at Annex 1 provide the detailed analysis for
consideration by the Forum. In summary the information shows that:
• Total balances are expected to fall by £1.186m to £3.239m (a decrease of 26.8%).
This compares to schools original projections (per start budgets) of a £1.794m fall
to £2.630m (a projected fall of 40.6%).
• Total revenue balances are expected to fall by £0.591m from 31st March 2014 to
£2.908m at 31st March 2015 a decrease of 16.9%. This compares to schools
original projections (per start budgets) of a £1.165m fall to £2.334m (a projected
fall of 33.3%).
• Total revenue balances at 31 March 2015 are projected to represent 3.28% of
schools’ total resource allocations compared to 3.92% of resource allocations at
31 March 2014.

3

The Secondary and Special School sectors are both predicting a fall from the position
at 31st March 2014 whereas Primary Schools are forecasting a rise; with revenue
balances at 31 March 2015 projected at:
Projected
Change Percentage
Projected
Revenue from 31st
Change
Percentage of
Balances Mar 2014
Resource
Allocation
Primary Schools
£2.804m
£0.254m
10.0%
6.03%
Secondary Schools
£0.138m (£0.544m)
(79.7%)
0.39%
Special Schools
(£0.035m) (£0.301m) (113.1%)
(0.53%)
Total All Schools
£2.908m (£0.591m)
(16.9%)
3.28%

4

The figures above represent the projected net position at 31 March 2015. This hides
the fact that there are expected to be 11 schools (5 at 31 March 2014) with deficit
revenue balances totalling £0.804m at 31 March 2015 (£0.403m at 31 March 2014).

5

The Forum is asked to note that 5 of the 11 schools now forecasting to end 2014-15
with deficit revenue balances planned for surplus balances in their Start Budgets.
Their predicted deficit revenue balances total £0.116m representing 14.4% of the
total expected deficit revenue balances and a deterioration from their Start Budget
position of £0.183m.

6

Historically schools have tended to under forecast their outturn balances. The
following table shows the average difference over the last 3 years between actual
outturn and schools projected outturn balances from their Spring Term Budget
Monitoring Reports. This is then added to schools projected revenue balances to
give estimated revenue balances at 31st March 2015.

Primary Schools
Secondary Schools
Special Schools
Total All Schools
7

3 year average
difference –
actual v projected
Revenue Balances
£0.634m
£0.518m
£0.147m
£1.298m

Schools
Projected
Revenue
Balances
£2.804m
£0.138m
(£0.035m)
£2.908m

Estimated
Revenue
Balances at
31st March 2015
£3.438m
£0.656m
£0.112m
£4.206m

Compared to the actual total revenue balance at 31st March 2014 of £3.499m, the
estimate in the table above of £4.206 represents an increase of £0.707m or 20.2%.
By contrast over the same 3 year period actual revenue outturn balances have fallen
by an average of 10.1% per year. This indicates Schools’ projections in their Spring
Term Monitoring Reports may this year be much closer to their actual revenue
outturn balances than in previous years.

Recommendations
8

The Forum is asked to note and comment on the analysis provided in this report and
the annex.

Contact Details
Author:

Chief Officer Responsible for the Report:

Paul Shepherd

Ian Floyd

School Business & Monitoring Officer
Tel. 554572

Director of Customer and Business Support
Services

For further information please contact the author of the report
Annex 1 – Detailed Analysis of School Balances per 2014-15 Spring Term Monitoring
Background Papers
2013-14 School Outturn Statements
2014-15 School Start Budgets

2014-15 School Spring Term Monitoring Statements

Annex 1 – Table 1
Budget Monitoring 2014-15 - Spring Term
Excluding in-year conversions to Academy status
Total Reserves
2013-14 Outturn: Actual
2014-15 Outturn Forecasts
per Start Budget
per Summer Monitoring
per Autumn Monitoring
per Spring Monitoring

All Schools
£m
4.425

Primary
£m
3.310

Secondary
£m
0.760

Special
£m
0.354

2.630
2.714
2.484
3.239

2.367
2.398
2.478
3.181

0.045
0.087
(0.078)
0.072

0.218
0.229
0.084
(0.014)

Total no of Schools
No of Schools with a predicted outturn in overall surplus at 31st March 2015
overall deficit at 31st March 2015

59

49

7

3

50
9

46
3

3
4

1
2

£m
0.924

£m
0.760

£m
0.076

£m
0.088

0.296
0.275
0.231
0.331

0.285
0.275
0.351
3.768

(0.050)
(0.049)
(0.154)
(0.067)

0.060
0.048
0.034
0.021

40
12
7

34
9
6

4
2
1

2
1
0

Revenue Balances
2013-14 Outturn: Actual
Surplus Balances
Deficit Balances
Net
as a percentage of Resource Allocation

3.902
(0.403)
3.499
3.92%

2.599
(0.048)
2.550
5.62%

0.995
(0.313)
0.682
1.82%

0.308
(0.042)
0.267
4.10%

2014-15 Outturn: Forecast per Start Budget
Surplus Balances
Deficit Balances
Net
as a percentage of Resource Allocation

2.882
(0.548)
2.334
2.63%

2.189
(0.107)
2.082
4.48%

0.536
(0.441)
0.095
0.27%

0.157
0.000
0.157
2.37%

2014-15 Outturn: Forecast per Summer Monitoring
Surplus Balances
Deficit Balances
Net
as a percentage of Resource Allocation

3.097
(0.657)
2.440
2.75%

2.212
(0.089)
2.123
4.57%

0.705
(0.569)
0.136
0.38%

0.181
0.000
0.181
2.73%

2014-15 Outturn: Forecast per Autumn Monitoring
Surplus Balances
Deficit Balances
Net
as a percentage of Resource Allocation

2.992
(0.739)
2.253
2.53%

2.224
(0.097)
2.127
4.58%

0.659
(0.583)
0.076
0.21%

0.109
(0.059)
0.050
1.27%

2014-15 Outturn: Forecast per Spring Monitoring
Surplus Balances
Deficit Balances
Net
as a percentage of Resource Allocation

3.712
(0.804)
2.908
3.28%

2.907
(0.102)
2.804
6.03%

0.702
(0.564)
0.138
0.39%

0.103
(0.138)
(0.035)
(0.53%)

No of Schools with predicted outturn of a surplus on Revenue at 31st March 2015
deficit on Revenue at 31st March 2015

48
11

44
5

3
4

1
2

Capital Balances
2013-14 Outturn: Actual
2014-15 Outturn :Forecasts
per Start Budget
per Summer Monitoring
per Autumn Monitoring
per Spring Monitoring
Total no of Schools with a predicted outturn of a surplus on Capital at 31st March 2015
a deficit on Capital at 31st March 2015
a balanced budget at 31st March 2015

ANNEX 1
GRAPH 1.1
COMPARISON OF TOTAL RESERVES
2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15
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GRAPH 1.2
COMPARISON OF REVENUE BALANCES
2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15
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2014/15 Start Budget
2014/15 Summer Term
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4.00

2014/15 Autumn Term
3.434

2014/15 Spring Term
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3.00

£m
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2.334
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2.550

2.804

2.127
2.123
2.082

2.00
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0.617
0.143
0.143
0.136
0.095
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GRAPH 1.3
COMPARISON OF CAPITAL BALANCES
2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15
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1.045
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2014/15 Summer Term
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2014/15 Spring Term
0.760

£m

0.80
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0.331
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0.20
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0.0340.021

0.077

0.00
-0.049
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Special Schools

(80)
St Oswald's CE Primary

Hempland Primary

Poppleton Road Primary

Badger Hill Primary

Bishopthorpe Infants

Burton Green Primary

Headlands Primary

Ralph Butterfield Primary

Acomb Primary

Wheldrake with Thonganby CE Primary

Yearsley Grove Primary

Dunnington CE Primary

St Barnabas CE Primary

St Mary's CE Primary

Wigginton Primary

Stockton on the Forest Primary

Heworth Primary

St Paul's Nursery

Rufforth Primary

Archbishop of York's CE Junior

St Wilfrid's RC Primary

Fishergate Primary

Copmanthorpe Primary

Naburn CE Primary

Skelton Primary

St Paul's CE Primary

Elvington CE Primary

Huntington Primary

Lakeside Primary

St Aelred's RC Primary

Woodthorpe Primary

Hob Moor Primary

Scarcroft Primary

Clifton Green Primary

Dringhouses Primary

Park Grove Primary

Knavesmire Primary

Carr Junior

Lord Deramore's Primary

Tang Hall Primary

St George's RC Primary

Carr Infant

New Earswick Primary

OLQM RC VA Primary

St Lawrence's CE Primary

Poppleton Ousebank Primary

Clifton with Rawcliffe Primary

Westfield Primary

698.8
669.8

160

Osbaldwick Primary
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GRAPH 1.4
Primary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Forecast
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GRAPH 1.5
Secondary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Monitoring
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GRAPH 1.6
Special Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Monitoring
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GRAPH 1.7
Primary Schools - Comparison of Capital Balances
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Forecast

90
Start Budget

Spring Term

60

45

30

15

0

ANNEX 1
GRAPH 1.8
Secondary Schools - Comparison of Capital Balances
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Forecast
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GRAPH 1.9
Special Schools - Comparison of Capital Balances
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Forecast
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GRAPH 1.10
Primary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances as a Percentage of Resource Allocation
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Monitoring Reports
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GRAPH 1.11
Secondary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances as a Percentage of Resource Allocation
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Monitoring Reports
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GRAPH 1.12
Special Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances as a Percentage of Resource Allocation
2014-15 Start Budget v Spring Term Forecast
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Report
Type
Title & Description
Consultation
Review of Special School Place Funding Values
A consideration of the LA's proposals to amend the Special School
place funding values from 2016/17.
Information/
School Outturn Balances & Clawback 2015/16
Presentation of school balances as at 31 March 2015 and consideration Decison
of any clawback of funding from individual schools proposed under the
LMS scheme.
Information/
Schools Budget Outturn 2014/15
Decison
A report on the outturn position for 2014/15. This should include
explanations of variations to budget, the level of carry forward to
2015/16, and details of expenditure allocated to schools from the
various central held contingency budgets.
Consultation
De-Delegated Budgets for 2016/17
An intial discussion in advance of setting the 2016/17 budget in the
autumn term.
Information
School Budgets & Balances Monitoring - Summer Term Update
Analysis and charts detailing the projected outturn position for individual
LA maintained schools for 2015/16.
Consultation/
DSG & Schools Budget Monitoring Report 2015/16
Decision
Monitoring of income and expenditure including a consideration of the
projected outturn position for 2015/16.
Consultation/
DSG & Schools Budget 2016/17
Decision
First consideration of the 2016/17 budget position and consequent
implications.
Information
School Budgets & Balances Monitoring - Autumn Term Update
Analysis and charts detailing the projected outturn position for individual
LA maintained schools for 2015/16.
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