Item 3

Comments from Schools - Formula Review Data 5/1/2011

Primary School Responses 
	Primary
	1. 
	I am dismayed at how our budget will reduce - £31,268. Mosaic does us no favours as some of our traveller families live on Tonbridge Wells’ plots of land in caravans. Prior attainment at KS1 allows us to target those pupils who need help - FSM is not a reliable indicator and pupils with ASD problems are not necessarily from disadvantaged backgrounds but do need intervention programs. I do not alter attainment at KS1 to affect my budget and object to feeling "punished" if others do so.

	Primary
	2. 
	Age and state of buildings needs to be acknowledged. Higher ratios of qualified adults required in reception classes needs to be acknowledged.

	Primary
	3. 
	Q4. Our analysis suggests that the proposed changes seem to benefit larger schools. We are not satisfied that our mosaic score is accurate and yet have been told we have no way of challenging this. We have serious concerns about significant differences between schools mosaic ranking and free school meals ranking. We feel there should be a closer correlation between these if both sets of data are an indication of deprivation.

	Primary
	4. 
	Individually, the majority of the proposed changes are good, and address the long term concerns held over complicated formulae and inconsistencies/disparities between phases. 
However: 
• Small schools are disproportionately affected by the proposals. A small school cannot operate to the same economies of scale as a larger school, and necessary cuts will affect pupils and the front line in greater measure in schools with fewer pupils. 
• We were assured at the briefing before the consultation that there would be winners and losers with the new proposals, and that the changes were not area specific. However, for our area, Sevenoaks South, 22 out of the 28 schools will receive a negative impact on their budgets if the proposed formula is approved. This will obviously impact on the area’s ability to share resources if overall funding is reduced – we propose that consideration needs to be given to the total impact on a local cluster or area and where significantly penalised, extra resources should be considered to be made available. 
• Smaller schools in the Sevenoaks South area, with budgets of less than £700,000, will experience an average of 4.6% reduction in their budget. Schools whose budget exceeds £700,000 receive a small increase of 0.13%. If a similar exercise is carried out looking at schools with budgets of under £500,000, the average reduction in Sevenoaks South is around 5.6%. Clearly, this is a very significant impact for those schools. 
• Obviously, with the proposed move to MOSAIC as the preferred method of allocating the budget, schools with the more affluent catchments can expect to receive lower amounts. However, in areas where there are small pockets of deprivation, schools will have to manage on an overall smaller budget whilst potentially tackling issues that would have a disproportionate effect on the majority cohort in the school. With smaller schools particularly in mind, there must be some kind of minimum income guarantee for these schools. 
• A teacher costs the same regardless of the affluence, or not, of the area in which they work. School running costs are the same regardless of catchment and for smaller schools in affluent areas, there is no slack from deprivation related budget headings to cater for the budget cuts which could affect teacher numbers. With these limitations, even a small increase in numbers has a huge effect on operating costs, as we would need to look at additional staffing, which would not be funded from the small amount of revenue brought in by a small number of additional pupils. In larger schools, it is assumed that this increase in cost could come from internal resources, but in smaller schools, this is not possible. 
• Schools in the area are all being asked to increase their PAN as the birth rate increases, but the proportion of income is potentially reduced, which makes it almost impossible to cater for these larger cohorts. In a school such as ours, for example, we have five classes, of which three have Key Stage 1 pupils. We are bound by law to limit these three classes to 30 pupils – if it becomes necessary to lose a teacher as a result of the cuts, we are looking at one Key Stage 2 class of nearly 60 children! Quite apart from the problems inherent in teaching such numbers, we do not have the physical capacity to cater for groups of this size – and no capital to try and deal with the physical constraints. • We do feel that prudence has also been somewhat penalised. Our School has embraced a culture of independence and prudent financial management, allowing all our most recent expansions including expansion of our Reception class facilities without resort to external funding streams. We are planning an additional classroom for which the capital cost will have to be funded from donations – this school has worked hard to deliver real community engagement and through goodwill, hard work and careful planning we hope to achieve this plan. However, the proposed formulae would not allow for us to recruit the additional staff resource needed to cater for the increased roll.   This example shows the clear risk to a small school, who is potentially going to be significantly penalised for being successful and embracing a forward looking approach to its development.   
• Our current development needs which will have to be funded almost entirely by donations, bring with them potential revenue cost as we will need to staff our additional classroom which is planned to cater for our increasing roll. The proposed formulae would not allow for this, leaving us with significant concerns about physically catering for our pupils. • Small village schools in rural areas such as ours have an essential role at the heart of their community. We are able to listen to and respond to the needs of our close knit communities, for whom their village school represents more than just a place where children are educated. This is a key tenant of the Government’s Big Society and localisation agenda and yet the locations where this can be achieved are at risk in the need to overall drive to achieve cost savings nationally – the Government needs to consider how one policy impacts upon another in practical terms. Local people want local schools, and in rural areas this is absolutely vital. However, cuts to already stretched budgets, along with pressures on accommodation, could mean that some of us face closure as we are unable to be financially viable. In order to ensure that we respond to the wishes of our communities, we need to ensure that a minimum funding guarantee is in place which covers the actual costs of running a small, often elderly, school regardless of deprivation or lack thereof.   In summary we agree with a simplified more transparent funding arrangement which has benefits for all stakeholders, reducing administration costs and enabling better planning for schools. However using our school as an example, we have made significant improvements within the current arrangements, improving outcomes for children and the facilities for learning. We have built up a committed team and embraced our community, meeting exactly the objectives set in previous years, all through careful fiscal management. But we would see significant loss to our income under the use of these proposals, and submit that any formula based on MOSAIC will disproportionately hit schools such as ours. The real concern is that we deal with individual children, and despite the data suggested by MOSAIC, these children can be susceptible to the same issues suffered by children who live in less affluent areas. Likewise some of the children in these less affluent areas may be better placed for learning than some of the children at our school. Our current three year plan would be undermined with our further proposed improvements jeopardised effecting outcomes.    I cite an example of a short while ago, when a family with three children at our school suffered a marital breakdown leading to significant changes to that family. The single parent struggled to cope with the new situation and we saw dramatic changes in the children, both in attendance and progress. Our attendance record went from well above the national average to something that required action in a very short space of time, undermining a very stable record in this regard. The parent eventually relocated another area away from their former spouse, and the children had to change schools. Had they stayed at our school those children, given that each child at our school represents + / -5% in any assessment of a cohort, they would have had a significant impact on our results. Yet a system based on these proposals would have been incapable of providing the additional needs that were necessary and which under the ECM agenda they are entitled to expect. It would have potentially impacted massively for us as a school in man y ways.    We would see a sizable loss that appears to be scant reward for our successes, yet those schools have not achieved may well see significant gains, and despite the motives behind these proposals it seems a perverse way to demonstrate recognition and to reward good performance which surely must also have a place within any proposed system. The proposals in our view require modification.  We firmly believe in the principle of Every Child Matters – and that really does mean Every Child... We would propose that the  funding formulae is examined more closely for small schools such as ours and that some measure of uplift or compensation is considered to facilitate the transition from a small unviable school to a small to medium financially viable

	Primary
	5. 
	The mosaic figure for our school does not show the deprivation and need of the pupils in the school. As a small school losing our minimum funding guarantee has had an enormous effect on our budget and we have lost over £20,000. Small rurals will undoubtedly suffer under this proposed budget. We have a child with a statement and this is not reflected in our SEN funding allocation.

	Primary
	6. 
	Q1 (NO) SEN/AEN/Disadvantaged differentiated funding should be a lower proportion of total funding.  
Q3 (Yes) But the outcome should not be, as it seems to be in the case of this school, to penalise a school which is already above average in efficiency based on KCC figures for income/expenditure per pupil, ref.  Benchmarking.   
Q9 (Yes) Subject to age and general condition of school buildings being taken fully into account.  
Q12 (Yes) But we do not agree with distributing the remaining grant balance using MOSAIC.  
Q14 (Do not know) Need to know more about the proposal - criteria, eligibility etc.  
Q16 (Yes) But YR should also be included.  
Q17 (No) School is already considered to be relatively efficient, ref. Benchmarking, but with the support and encouragement of KCC, has been reducing its rollover and was therefore already facing up to the need to make budget savings.  The effect of the new formula proposals increases our deficit substantially.  Unless the formula is changed in our favour we argue that a longer funding protection than the proposed 17 months would be essential.

	Primary
	7. 
	As a small, rural Primary School we are very concerned with the new proposal as currently it will be a reduction of 10% of our budget. We would find this reduction almost impossible to manage and there is a strong possibility that we would have to close. We are not against change and the simplification and transparency of a new formula is to be welcomed. We would ask that there is a minimum amount calculated per pupil/school that ensures it is still able to operate. This may still result in a reduction of our budget but not to the extent the current proposal indicates. In discussion with many other small rural schools, across the county, we feel that this proposal puts us all at a disadvantage and therefore some measures need to be put in place to re-address this important issue.

	Primary
	8. 
	Q16 - children who are new to this country take a great deal of teacher time to bring them 'up to speed' so that they can access the curriculum. This is expensive to provide.

	Primary
	9. 
	From the financial information provided it is not clear if the gain or loss from Mosaic is included within the transitional arrangements.  The figures provided suggest it is not and we would consider that unfair as we consider it should be included in the transitional arrangement.

	Primary
	10. 
	1.  In view of all of the above and other changes, we need our budgets as early as possible.  In some cases this is bound to lead to intricate staff planning 
2.  If your Mosaic status is low, then you are going to miss out in funding considerably on the proposals shown above.  This could lead to drastic changes needed in some schools. 
3.  We have found the appendices 1, 2, 3 and 4 very difficult to follow/understand in relation to our particular school. 
4.  The more simplified the delegated budget looks, the better it is for all stakeholders to fully understand.

	Primary
	11. 
	Looks like small schools are very much a target with the funding cuts - a seventeen month transition is helpful but doesn't alter the effect of taking very large funding slices away from schools.  
Q1. KS2 children should be funded as well, if not better than early KS3 children!  
Q2. With the pupil premium announced, will schools with disadvantaged pupils also be funded with additional revenue streams or will this be equitably distributed across the whole population?  
Q.3 As long as changes can be tracked back by schools, a simpler 'summary' maybe  
Q14 All schools that help others should be able to attract the AST funding stream.  
Q17. As Education spending is rising by 2%, how does my school lose Â£12,000 - I can't work it out even comparing to similar local schools. The funding mechanism is not, as yet, clear.

	Primary
	12. 
	General Comments We are unsure as to what constitutes disadvantaged factors and how old the data used is. The Kent Formula needs to take small school status into account. Simplification of the formula would be advantageous but we are aware that this may hide the details of the calculation We have had a recent increase in FSM and Traveller's and we want to ensure that this is accurately reflected in our Mosaic scoring. If this is not accurately recorded, then as a small school, the impact on our income will be disproportionally affected compared to larger schools. As an example of the impact to small schools our FSM has risen from 7 to 11, which as a percentage of our roll is a rise from 6% to 9%!

	Primary
	13. 
	In principle understand the need for simplifying the formula but unable to respond to detailed questions asked due to insufficient opportunities to discuss and evaluate potential impact.

	Primary
	14. 
	Standards grants - I believe it right to redistribute EIC and BIP funding more equitably, and we are a very big loser under this. However those schools that seem to benefit from redistribution in the most in areas I know best are the schools serving privileged communities, while those whose pupils are only a little less disadvantaged than our own seem to be losers under this current proposal too.

	Primary
	15. 
	Response to Q4   The use of mosaic as a factor shows a very different story from that of the Free School Meals (FSM) measure.  A comparison of Ashford Primary schools shows that whilst 15 schools have higher than average (for all schools across Kent) percentage of FSM, only 8 have a higher than Kent average mosaic score.  The effect of this is that 8 Ashford primary schools drop from being above average using the FSM factor for deprivation to being below average under mosaic, whilst only 1 school moves from below average under FSM to above average under mosaic.  Small rural schools seem to be unduly hit by this change as mosaic does not seem to genuinely reflect the rural deprivation we experience on a daily basis with pupils and their families.

	Primary
	16. 
	The use of mosaic shows a very different story from that of the FSM measure. Small rural schools have been hit incredibly hard, particularly within the Ashford area. They have received none of the additional funding in previous years that the inner city schools have. Postcodes do not genuinely reflect the rural deprivation we experience on a daily basis with pupils and their families. We will be losing close to 40 thousand based upon the new formula- a huge amount for a school of 148 pupils. Our expenditure is the same as any other school - staff, buildings, utilities etc. In actual fact, staff in rural schools are most likely to be more expensive as there is usually far less staff turnover. It seems that secure, high attaining rural schools within our area are being penalised - which will most certainly have an adverse effect on standards. It must be reviewed accordingly.

	Primary
	17. 
	I believe the proposed proportion of funding redirected towards compensating deprivation has become too great.  Further ‘losses’ in successful rural schools, which are not related to the economic decline, will lead to a critical reduction in capacity to sustain, let alone improve standards and care for all our pupils. I believe this survey does not address the crucial facts relating to proposals to improve fairness. Mosaic represents an over simplistic answer to the redistribution of money to areas of deprivation, without any concrete evidence relating to the actual costs involved or clear evidence that increasing funding to deprived areas produces better care/pupil progress or standards! Neither is there any surety that Mosaic identifies true levels of deprivation in rural areas? -Do able children no longer have an equal right to fair funding and parity of resources to achieve their full potential? -Deprivation is only one indicator affecting pupils' capacity for learning...the principle should be that all children have a right to access support regardless of 'background'.  -Schools successfully reducing their SEN register by increasing the numbers of children able to access the curriculum are now to be penalised under these proposals! A further reduction in funding will reduce schools’ capacity to continue to provide successful intervention strategies for a high proportion of non-SEN pupils.  No account is made for factors affecting small schools in rural areas particularly related to staffing and economies of scale; * Significance of fluctuating staff costs and greater difficulty in managing ‘average salary’ costs.  * Requirement to have experienced staff to take on a significantly greater range of responsibilities for curriculum co-ordination and school management.  * Provision of extended services and extra-curricula activities * Higher reliance on county services to support finance, payroll, buildings, INSET, curriculum/management ad vice, standards moderation etc. Capacity to buy-back county services/ provide non-contact time is likely to be severely affected without a protection factor for smaller schools. * Significant fluctuations in roll – SEN (contingency funding no longer available) and pupil mobility (up to 30% in KS 2) * Broadband costs? * Higher energy costs * Smaller than average class sizes = reduced funding though AWPU * Travel costs – provision of swimming, staff travel the proposals fail to provide; * Funding to promote and sustain high academic standards and progress? * Funding to meet the additional needs of gifted and talented pupils?  * Encourage schools to reduce SEN register by increasing pupils’ capacity to access the curriculum.   Suggestions: *Redistribution of specific grants -general,8% should be allocated in full to AWPU not 7% as proposed – to reduce effect of redistribution based on mosaic. * Lump sum inversely linked to size of school to recognise significant factors affecting smaller schools. * Protection factor linked to minimising the overall disparity between schools in overall funding per pupil/unit.  * Minimum / maximum overall funding per pupil/unit should be set to ensure greater fairness. * Provide a flat rate through the AWPU for securing pupil progress / curriculum diversity / community cohesion (Reducing reliance on Mosaic as the main determinant of additional need funding.

	Primary
	18. 
	Our Governing Body would like the Funding Forum and Members to consider in detail the impact these proposals are having on small rural schools such as ours. Especially when a school is underperforming and needs to demonstrate a significant improvement in standards.

	Primary
	19. 
	Q2 Pupil Premium - I have concern over the question prompting a response from schools that will benefit adversely from the pupil premium.  The response will therefore be a reflection of the deprivation of their cohort rather than an ethical response.  I therefore feel the response will be reflective of the budgetary impact on a majority of schools rather than the value of this delegated fund on the most vulnerable groups.  Please treat this response with caution when considering the moral purpose of the proposed allocated funding.

	Primary
	20. 
	Q17 As a school facing 15.4% reduction in funding due to the withdrawal of MFG and the new mosaic calculations affecting us adversely (even though we are 36th on the deprivation list) I know that the restructuring and processes I will need to go through to manage this huge reduction (i.e. redundancies for up to 30% of my support staff) CANNOT be done in 17 months without having a massively detrimental impact on the children in the school and their education. I feel that schools in our specific situation (there are 3 in Thanet I think) should be given more time to make the necessary changes. If the LA can use reserves to cushion this deduction over, say, 4 years - we can make changes without the children and their families being so adversely affected. The proposal as it currently stands threatens our school stability and performance - we are good with outstanding features presently.... after these changes, we will be unable to continue to support the children effectively to  make the required (above average) progress and Kent may have another school dropping into special measures. This is not scare tactics, this is reality. High adult to child ratios in areas of deprivation WORK.

	Primary
	21. 
	Q4/Q12 - While we can see that funding needs to be distributed to those areas in most need special needs cannot always be associated with postcode. Our school, as it has a very good reputation with special need children, attracts children with all manners of special needs but they don't necessarily come from an area that would be classed by postcode as in deprivation.  
Q19 - We don't feel that there is enough information on these proposals to be able to agree. For instance how does the mapping of existing bands into proposed bands work. Although there is a commitment to maintain current funding levels in the main for 2011-2012 will there be any further transitional arrangements as the potential impact is quite large? We hope that these proposals will go to further consultation when details are more concrete before being implemented.

	Primary
	22. 
	I think the mosaic schools are too broad. A school close us (1.5 miles away) by has a mosaic score of 53.3 and we have 5.8. How can this be fair as they will receive a lot more money!

	Primary
	23. 
	No reference has been made to capital expenditure, we need information about this, particularly since the message from KCC is that there is no money for school repairs other than boilers and roofs and landlord responsibility seems to be less and less.

	Primary
	24. 
	In principle we are in favour of simplification of the formula.  We very much support the concept of redistribution of the new pupil premium through the AWPU rather than allocation only based on FSM. We do not agree with paying any increase to schools immediately unless this was to be combined with not applying any decreased until year 3 also. As a one form entry school in an affluent area we rarely qualify for extra funding on any basis and with loyal experienced staff we are finding it more and more difficult to run the school on the basic formula.  If everything moves to mosaic formula we will find this impossible in the future and will face redundancies, which in a small school will impact on children learning significantly.

	Primary
	25. 
	The overall opinion of the school is that any changes should offer a fair and transparent approach which needs to be able to withstand scrutiny.  We believe that MOSAIC is a more accurate representation of the school’s actual catchment area and allows specific needs to be driven by the pupils.  This is a much more accurate basis than free school meals.  We believe that this represents a much fairer and simple form of funding as we think that it does level out inequalities and through reduced ring-fencing, schools are able to receive a fairer proportion of funding for SEN/AEN.  Previous guaranteed pupil funding had been unfair and based on incorrect assumptions. A budget should be established for pupils to raise standards and drive school improvement and therefore this school very strongly supports the formula review.  We do however believe that there is some naivety regarding the pupil premium and the suggestion that it should be driven exclusively by socio-economic factors, but overall this is statistically evidenced and therefore we would accept it as fair. We are very much in favour of narrowing the gap in funding between secondary and primary pupils as educationally we do not believe that this is justified.  The differential between this funding has been biased towards secondary schools, but we believe that if there is not investment in early years and during primary education then there has been a loss of educational opportunity. We support the proposal to keep the SDG funding centrally and deployed accordingly as we believe that in Folkestone we run a successful hub system and would like to continue to have access to resources that can be deployed by the LEA District Head. We have reservations that when grants are absorbed into one formula, the allocations for specific areas do not retain the same level of funding, as was evident was ICT Infrastructure was absorbed into the Capital Grant.  In terms of transitional arrangements, we do not think that there should be too long a timeline as we believe these new arrangements need to be implemented as soon as possible to work to the new system.

	Primary
	26. 
	Q10. We consider that age and state of buildings ought to be considered.  Those schools which did not qualify for BSF, some are in a very poor state which has not been helped by the lack of funding to KCC property.  The £90K could be better spent by using it for one or two projects a year and can make a real difference to 1 or 2 schools.

	Primary
	27. 
	Q1 Generally agree with the proposals outlined on table 2.  Particular consideration should be given to funding for those children identified as SEN in mainstream at school action plus and above as the resources required to meet the educational needs of these children are significant, and this is not always recognised through contingency funding that is available.  
Q2 Agree with the proposal. However I would urge the funding forums to continue to address the general imbalance between primary and secondary funding, as they have stated they will continue to do in a recent document. The proposals in the consultation, for example those in points 11 and 12 around mainstreaming, do seek to address this imbalance, but only in a relatively minor way.  
Q4 - PRIOR ATTAINMENT Very unhappy about this proposal, and disagree strongly with the sweeping assumptions made in the argument put forward in the consultation document (by the DFFG and Schools' Funding Forum). To quote: " They felt that to move to an objective data source i.e. MOSAIC, which targeted the funding to areas of most need, would remove the possibility of assessments being influenced by resourcing outcomes."  However, despite this, prior attainment is still to be used at secondary level. I find it hard to believe that any primary school dealing with children from ages 4-11 would seriously even consider influencing assessment outcomes at KS1 for "resourcing purposes." Such an approach would be counter-productive anyway, as well as unprofessional. Schools are extremely focused on maximising the achievements of their children, and it is certainly in a school's best interests for children to genuinely achieve higher, rather than lower scores at KS1.(and to ensure these scores are accurate.) Ofsted, for example would not look favourably on a primary school with high levels of underachievement at Key Stage One, unless the school could provide very strong evidence that these levels were as a result of clear educational needs. To shift this funding mechanism into the MOSAIC arena and target it at schools with high mosaic scores, rather than KS1 prior attainment is unfair.  It proposes that a child in a school with a low deprivation index rating who scores at level 2c or below at KS1 would not be allocated the same level of resources as a child scoring at this level in a school in a high deprivation area. However this funding is designed to help all the children with this level of educational difficulty, not just those with certain postcodes. In general, I agree with the principle of targeting more resources towards areas of deprivation, as the consultation aims to do, but feel that this particular proposal is wrong, for the reasons I have indicated.  I agree with the proposals for the distribution of the personalised learning element of point 4.  
Q8. I do not agree with removing the workforce reform element from the budget sheet. Although Workforce Reform provision has always been massively underfunded, it is very important (particularly for small and medium sized primaries) to see the amount allocated specifically for this purpose. Removal of this small level of funding is an unnecessary attack on schools with relatively low levels of SEN, and exacerbates the fact that the implications of workforce reform were never funded sufficiently for any primary school, and were bound to put pressure on other resources.  TRANSITION AND BUDGET CHANGES (points 17 onward)  Despite my school being a net loser under the proposals, and despite my strong feelings over some of the areas above, I support in principle the idea behind the proposals to make funding fairer, and redistribute money to areas in most need.   I do require more information on the way MOSAIC has been used to do this- for example its rating for our school does not seem to match the Index of multiple deprivation rating. Based on the information at the county briefings on the proposals, there also seems to be very big differences between the proposed gains and losses of statistically similar schools, which needs to be examined, and clarified.  Under the formula review changes, we stand to lose approximately £15177. This on its own would be difficult to manage, especially in the light of previous formula changes that have adversely affected our school, and have led to redundancies. However, it may well have been possible to manage this level of reduction. However, when the Minimum Funding Guarantee is removed and the transitional arrangements cease, our school budget stands to reduce by £56000 (at least 8%) This will make it extremely difficult to provide effective levels of resources to continue to raise standards in the school. We have already reduced staffing levels to pretty close to the minimum required to retain an adequate level of support to the pupils. The authority needs to look closely at this issue as it represents a cliff edge for schools in our position, at the same time as other schools are receiving a massive increase to their budget.  The issue of minimum funding for schools such as ours, transitional timescales, and whether this achieves a fair result for all schools, (which I know is the aim of the proposals) needs to be re-examined closely.

	Primary
	28. 
	Change to mosaic Impact of change to household seems quite severe Schools even with very low levels of deprivation measured by mosaic still have SEN pupils particularly under headings of Communication and Interaction and sensory. The budget allocations do not recognise this in any way.  13 Allocation should all be through the AWPU. Balance is wrong especially with other changes under comment above and proposals for pupil premium.  17 Transitional funding is too generous. Suggest 75% protection in Yr 1 --> 25% protection in year 2.

	Primary
	29. 
	I have to admit that I am somewhat disappointed that the Primary Executive, which represents Head teachers from all areas of Kent, has not played a larger role in these consultations.    
Q1 – In principle I agree with the idea of increasing the proportion of funding relating to SEN/AEN.  My concern, which I expressed in the last Primary Executive meeting, is that funding for SEN/AEN must be equitable between mainstream and special schools.  The proposals discussed at that meeting suggested that special schools were going to be receiving more money for exactly the same children – despite the fact that mainstream school classes are considerably larger than special school classes which causes additional problems for those of us in mainstream schools.  I trust that Kent, as a very large LA is robustly working to persuade Government that FSM is a crude and ineffective way of targeting the ‘poorest’ pupils.  We should be persuading Government to use a more sophisticated measure like Mosaic.  
Q2 – Since I started work in Thanet in 2008 I have been alarmed at the lack of resource available in terms of social services, speech therapy, educational psychology etc.  As an area of ‘Outstanding Natural Deprivation’ the Authority seems worryingly unconcerned about the inconsistencies of resource available across Kent.  We continue, in Thanet to suffer from poor Social Services inadequately equipped for the significantly higher case load.  Again in principle I can see the logic of spreading out the Pupil Premium so as not to ‘double fund’ deprivation – but there needs to be a cast iron guarantee that areas like Thanet are not further deprived by reallocating the Pupil Premium to highly advantaged areas of the County – who already benefit from considerably higher per pupil ratios of support services.  (I have asked for figures to be brought to Primary Executive and have not yet been supplied with them - I do not want to have to resort to a Freedom of Information request).  
Q3 – Simplification is very welcome – especially if it leads to more transparent comparisons between areas and schools in Kent.  I would be very concerned if simplification resulted in ignoring the significant additional resource required in inclusive mainstream schools (which exist throughout Kent) who are educating children with special needs / additional needs / social needs / child protection requirements.  Mosaic goes some way to picking up those factors but there are children who require significant extra support.  The statementing process should ensure that funding follows the child.  
Q4 – I have to admit to being somewhat offended at the suggestion that schools would distort their prior attainment data in order to secure additional funding.  If that is the case then there is a question of competence in those individual schools.  Along the same lines is the current disincentive to boost children’s learning as higher results leads to less funding.  I would like to think that no Head teacher would deliberately do that - but we have to recognise that schools are currently punished for being successful!  I therefore welcome the move to Mosaic as a measure for ascertaining level of need.  With the proviso that statementing continues to be the route by which inclusive schools obtain additional funding for children with high level needs.  
Q4 Personalised Learning (including EAL, Traveller, LAC and military) – we currently provide personalised learning across my primary school and would welcome this new proposal.  
Q7 – I am not sure that I fully understand the intricacies of this proposal.  It strikes me that, if the main thrust of the changes is to render the process fairer and more transparent, then the factors which contribute to this element should not be ‘frozen in 2007/8’.  My school has grown significantly since that time and the data from three years ago does not reflect our current cohort.  I am sure it is not beyond the w it of Management Information Services to provide that information from our 2010 census.  
Q8 – I agree with the assumptions made.  Indeed schools with high deprivation and AEN find it more difficult to redeploy adults many of whom work 1:1 with individuals.  
Q9 – Agreed.  
Q10 – ‘DFFG were unconvinced that there were consistently higher costs’.  Then they should do some proper research!  My school currently has ten temporary ‘bays’.  The heating costs are enormous as they are all heated by electric fan heaters.  The buildings all have single glazed windows and paper thin walls.  I strongly urge you to reconsider this proposal.  It cannot be right that a fully insulated new build receives the same building allocation as a school with a high number of temporary buildings.  My school has the lowest possible energy rating and would not get permission to be built today.  The County does have accurate and up-to-date information about its stock of buildings and it must be possible to calculate in a factor for the extra costs incurred.  The children are already disadvantaged by the poor state of their buildings – please don’t further punish them by taking away money from the revenue budget to pay for heating costs.  
Q16 yes 
Q17 – no, schools should get the benefits/deficits straight away – why should deprived children continue to subsidise rich children? 
Q18 – no for the same reason as above 
Q19 – my school was due to be a lead school so this is a sore point… answer is no

	Primary
	30. 
	AWPU  and grants should be fair across the board and where schools ( Grammar have been paid excess for the past 5 years then this should be stopped immediately and these grants spread again across the board The LA should wait until the government white paper is announced before making any changes to the existing formula

	Primary
	31. 
	Q16. Answered 'no' on the basis that YR pupils are excluded. In our view that is where the support should be targeted - on arrival into school. General - we disagree with the implied correlation between the Mosaic formula (based on household income/benefits) and pupils' educational needs. Likewise, to apply the pupil premium in the same way, we feel, is inappropriate. E.G. our school population has 105 pupils on the SEN register and 35 eligible for FSM. We have a concern re the transparency over planned AST funding. We have 2 ASTS on staff - paid at 2 different levels on the pay scale - where would the flat rate be pitched? One of our ASTs receives well planned and scheduled commissions via the learning group - the other (AST for Inclusion) seems to be a lot more reactive type work - how would this be catered for? We would need a formal commitment re hours (and therefore funding) to enable our 3 year budgeting process to work satisfactorily.

	Primary
	32. 
	I assumed the introduction of a "Pupil Premium" would support my school, based on FSM data, especially at 46+%.Initial calculations show we will be worse off than previous years.

	Primary
	33. 
	Q17 If the MFG is to be removed there is a need for ongoing protection for small schools in some other way as these changes are likely to cause the closure/federation of Kent’s many small schools

	Primary
	34. 
	Q2 - We wish to see a fairer system for distributing funding.  However, Kent’s use of Mosaic to calculate funding seems a far more sophisticated measure than basing funding on free school meals.  Therefore, reducing the amount of funding allocated using this measure would appear to be a backward step.  
Q16 - We agree with the proposal to provide schools with additional funding for new arrivals.  We understand the difficulty in determining whether or not pupils in YR are new arrivals, but these children will also need support and feel this should be reflected in the funding arrangements.   
Q17 - We recognise that schools which will experience a loss in their budget will need time to put in place the measures that will allow them to make these savings.  However, the intention behind these proposals is to make the funding system fairer.  Therefore, the schools that will gain under these proposals can reasonably be considered to have been under-funded under the previous funding arrangements.  It does not seem right, therefore, that pupils in these schools continue to miss out on the benefits that a more equitable funding system will bring (especially those who are already disadvantaged due to high levels of deprivation).

	Primary
	35. 
	I feel that KCC should consider postponing this process until Pupil Premium and other budget changes have been fully assessed. There also needs to be a review on the overall impact on losing schools in terms of whether these changes would make the school impossible to run.

	Primary
	36. 
	Q1 - Whilst I agree that Mosaic identifies areas of deprivation, it does not identify many children with SEN. These children DO NOT always live in areas deemed to be deprived. This is therefore unfair and these children and schools will be disadvantaged. 
Q2 – It would appear that there will be significant differences in funding per pupil. Whilst some children may need additional help, all schools have to provide teachers, access to National Curriculum etc. Some schools may struggle with basic provision given the proposed adjustments, particularly small schools. This cannot be equitable?  
Q3 – Yes, I am in agreement. The current formula is far too complex, and difficult for schools to follow, without spending a significant amount of time on analysis.  
Q4 – Over and continued use of Mosaic could lead to small schools becoming unsustainable.  Not having expertise in the area of finance, it is very difficult for the non-expert to follow and fully understand the proposals and their implications.

	Primary
	37. 
	Q1 There is no correlation between deprivation and some types of SEN, particularly ASD.  As a school with significant numbers of SEN children, particularly ASD, this seems unfair. 
Q2 Use of the Pupil Premium seems to reallocate money meaning that some schools will get more than 10 times the funding per pupil of another school. This cannot be considered equitable. 
Q3 I am in agreement with the simplification of the budget. 
Q4 I cannot agree that colleague head teachers would downgrade pupil attainment to attract more funding! An over-reliance on Mosaic may make some schools, particularly small one, unsustainable.

	Primary
	38. 
	General Comment - We feel that the proposed changes vastly disadvantage small, rural primary schools. The Mosaic System is not set up for rural locations.  All Primary Head teachers in the previous Cranbrook and Paddock Wood Partnership strongly feel that these proposals will adversely affect our ability to provide the present high standard of teaching and learning to all our pupils.

	Primary
	39. 
	We oppose the use of Mosaic as it stands. Schools situated in affluent areas seem to be penalised despite high SEN and FSM numbers. We requested details on how mosaic is worked out (the 69 factors) but nobody was able to supply these to us. For example this school has over 60% of families in council/housing association property, high levels of single parents, free school meals and high SEN but the Mosaic is only shown as 14.22. It appears that the schools in this area with the most disadvantaged children are losing the most funding. We remain confused as we are not able to access the information on how this is worked out.

	Primary
	40. 
	I have a general comment which is that whilst we have significant numbers of pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds (32.5% FSM) this does not appear to be recognised in the proposed funding. There is a large disparity between our Mosaic ranking of 270 and the FSM ranking of 51 which makes a loss in revenue of 40%. This is a huge amount for a small school. Re question 2 in particular I strongly disagree with the proposal to moderate pupil premium funding - we lose out when mosaic is used to allocate rather than FSM so to move everything to a Mosaic basis compounds this. I disagree that we would be double funded as we will lose funding in all categories under the proposed formula, so would probably not benefit at all from the pupil premium if this is adopted. Whilst I agree in principle that historical grant allocations should perhaps be more fairly allocated across all schools, in practice anomalies do occur when applying a formulaic system such as Mosaic and I feel that this has happened with our school so I would like to see some funding used to correct such discrepancies.

	Primary
	41. 
	Q1 The Mosaic indicator does not reflect the profile of our children. We are a small church primary school with a reputation for its ability to provide for the emotional and educational needs of special needs children. As such we draw in pupils from outside the village with specific and considerable needs whose postcode would not reflect this. The balance is therefore wrong, as using this method, we will not receive adequate funding for our SEN children.  
Q4 As stated above, mosaic as an indicator is flawed. The complexity of needs of the children we have means their KS1 scores tend to be lower than one would expect for children of their postcode. In the past this has meant that we receive funding which enables us to provide for these needs. This funding will disappear under the proposed system, making it very difficult to provide staffing to cater for these children.  
Q12 Again, as with Q4, the application of mosaic, along with the removal of funding based on prior attainment, means that we are losing funding for vulnerable special needs children. Additionally, the personalisation grant was originally based partly on FSM. We are ranked 191 for Free School Meals but 410 for mosaic. This makes it clear that the children for whom we need funding most are not being successfully picked up by the mosaic indicator.  
Q13 Mosaic does not reflect our SEN profile (see above) and this means that we will lose vital funding for these children.  
Q17 As a small school with a budget of £348,889 under the current formula we stand to lose 41,000 - 12% is a huge proportion of our total budget. As only marginal cuts can be made to areas such as utilities, administration, building and grounds etc, the only area in which this level of saving could be made is teaching and support staff. £41,000 is equivalent to all our support staff or 1/4 of our teaching staff as well as a TA. This will obviously have a devastating detrimental effect on the quality of teaching and learning in the school.

	Primary
	42. 
	No specific question number as comment relates to MOSAIC. It is imperative that MOSAIC is purchased for all out of county pupils to be accurately assessed. For example, a quarter to a third of pupils at this school are Surrey residents at any time. If MOSAIC is not purchased for Surrey residents then we can have no confidence in our MOSAIC based allocations. All responses are based in assumption that small schools continue to receive Curriculum protection funding as shown on the proposed new look delegated formula budget.

	Primary
	43. 
	My school is a small village school which is a high performer, contributing well to KCC's overall levels of achievement. These proposals would see around £16,471 (4%) cut out of my school budget and would result in a serious impairment of the school's ability to deliver the standards agenda. My school does not serve an area in challenging circumstances but I feel strongly that it should not be penalised for this either. If there was a way to freeze my budget at the April 2010 figure I actually received then I may be able to make it work for a few years but to reduce it in any way will have implications for the maintenance of standards.

	Primary
	44. 
	Using Mosaic has meant that our small primary school will lose money that we cannot afford to lose.

	Primary
	45. 
	The proposals you have offered would remove all support from our SEN pupils.  We would have to make 2 of 3 TAs redundant and the last one would have to pick up the 24 jobs for the teachers of all three classes as I cannot return the roles to them.  The same three people do much of the cover in the school and this would increase our supply budget by £2500+ per year.   All three of these people have many roles beyond those mentioned above which would either not be covered or revert to teachers already doing 60-70 hour weeks. The impact on the SEN pupils whose current rates of progress average over +2 sub-levels a year will be extremely detrimental.   THIS DOES HIT THE FRONT LINE!

	Primary
	46. 
	I am very concerned that this change in funding results in a 14% reduction in our school budget. This would be unworkable, as you will be aware.  I have been Head teacher for nearly 2 years and have turned around a seemingly failing school. Our pupils’ attainment is now accelerating. This has been done with the dedication and hard work of all my staff whose employment is now under threat. The funding review ensures that our struggle is made harder and does not appear to support the Government's idea of the big society where all members of its community are valued. Please can this be recalculated to support the smaller schools in the County?

	Primary
	47. 
	Q17 Any formula funding MUST NOT disadvantage small rural schools. Small schools have and need additional funding to be able to serve the needs of the community. Distance and ease of access as well as reduction in travel and environmental impacts also have to be taken in to account and the small rural school reduces the impact on the environment.

	Primary
	48. 
	Q17 - with recent government announcements to allocate funding centrally it may be prudent to delay these proposed changes rather than cause potential upheaval and redundancies that may not need to have taken place.

	Primary
	49. 
	I do not agree with the use of mosaic as it takes no account of FSM or indeed the high proportion of travellers living under affluent postcodes.  The proposal is inconsistent with Every Child Matters.  The consultation document was poorly written and is difficult to use, even for those of us who can construct sentences properly.  The consultation was not circulated widely, therefore most governing bodies will not have the opportunity to comment and the system will be brought in without adequate consideration across the teaching, governing and parenting sectors.

	Primary
	50. 
	Various Questions - I do not agree that Mosaic is a fair way of measuring financial need within schools. It shows a small village with a significant amount of local authority and small housing, is 'better' than all bar three of the schools in the Tunbridge Wells district. Having lived and worked in Tunbridge Wells previously I know this to be inaccurate. It seems strange that KCC are intent on using Mosaic, but central government is using FSM as an indicator. 
Q16 - I could only agree to the EAL arrival budget supplement if this really is in addition to the budgets being allocated already, but not if it is to the detriment of other budget areas. 
Q17 - protection for schools losing out financially should be for more up to three years.

	Primary
	51. 
	We are strongly opposed to many of the proposals and our school stands to be significantly affected if these are agreed. We have high levels of SEN/AEN but have a low mosaic score and we often attract SEN/AEN children because of our Language Unit. We have also carried out a benchmarking exercise of local schools with a similar number of pupils, the results are quite alarming! We stand to lose £120,251 which is a 15% reduction in our total funding. Most other schools locally appear to have reductions of between £9000 and £36,000. We are extremely concerned that the quality of provision will be seriously compromised and would welcome discussions as to how school budgets such as ours (who stand to lose out significantly) could be safeguarded to some extent. We appreciate that funding will reduce but reductions to this extent are not manageable without seriously affecting the quality of provision.

	Primary
	52. 
	General: We have ticked 'don't know' where the answers cannot simply be 'yes' or 'no'. There is inadequate space in this box for comments on each question.  
Q3 Simplification is not something to aim for. Fairness is what counts, even if complex. Individual circumstances of each school must be taken into account. A simplified broad brush creates inequities.  
Q4 Prior attainment is a surer method of assessing needs than postal codes i.e. mosaic maybe easy to administer but is too simplistic. General: our school stands to lose over £30,000 under these proposals. Ofsted recognise the very low levels of attainment at entry level. These simplistic proposals appear not to. Ofsted also recognise the high Added Value achieved. These proposals suggest our school is overfunded. The school is rated 'Outstanding' and has a rising roll but currently has inadequate funds to respond to this rising roll. A cut in funding is unsustainable.

	Primary
	53. 
	We support 4 c hybrid funding provided that children with Severe complex needs, including those with statements of Special Educational needs are funded according to the actual cost of supporting those needs in terms of physical and human resources, including, where needed support at break times where needed and to enable adaptation of work where a sensory need demands this to ensure access to the curriculum

	Primary
	54. 
	Q18 why are small schools losing so much allocation as outlined on the spreadsheet, even when the FSM mosaic etc. are more worthy than some of the gainers? Is it the intention to close rural/small schools? As far as I can see this is the intention.

	Primary
	55. 
	There should be protection for rural schools who seem to be the losers in these proposals - to the point of possibly making them unviable.

	Primary
	56. 
	We support the current funding arrangements. Evidence presented to us thus far has been insufficient for us to be convinced enough to change our views with regard to the new proposals. If the current government is emphasising a wish to support AEN and disadvantaged children then it should support its case in a properly managed way. At a time when funds are under pressure, it would be dangerous to shift finances around without a proper debate and the presentation of reliable data across the board. CHAIR OF GOVERNORS AND HEADTEACHER

	Primary
	57. 
	Question 1 Yes if method of distribution recognised traveller children but no because Mosaic (postcode) does not identify the level of need and traveller children's level of need. Also the recommendation is that prior attainment is removed from the formula and in my view it needs to remain a consideration with the new formula. 
Question 2 The same reason as above; if deprivation was reflected in the new formula then I would agree specifically in relation to travellers but no because the new formula does not take account of travellers, prior attainment and I believe FREE SCHOOL MEALS is a very poor measure because of take up i.e. travellers do not take up this. 
Question 4 No because Mosaic (postcode) does not pick up my deprived children i.e. travellers. 
Question 12 I want them to still take into consideration prior attainment for primary. 
Question 13 as above In summary I would like prior attainment to still be reflected in the formula and my traveller children to be recognised as a needy group which they will not be under the new formula.

	Primary
	58. 
	Q17 With the changes coming into place and the time scale given we feel that there needs to be protection for a longer period of time.

	Primary
	59. 
	* Given these fundamental changes to budgets our school needs to be able to make the final decision on allocation of funds from different income buckets. * Distance to other local schools makes it difficult to share resources. * We have a Victorian building that's more expensive to heat and maintain which should be factored into additional funding. * Ultimately the scale of reduction that's planned is going to lead to unwanted & detrimental staff reduction.  
Q4. Decisions made based on Mosaic aren't completely relevant. Our school has challenges of deprivation that aren't identified via a general census view of the area. We're impacted by rural isolation. Our school should be able to make the decision on funding allocation between years.  Q13 a. There should be a lower % weighting from Mosaic.  Q13 b. Give school the discretion to decide.

	Primary
	60. 
	Q 11, 13 & 17 These proposals would reduce our school budget by a total of 13.67% by 2013 and it also looks like some schools who you would expect to have a high mosaic score are suffering with similar reductions in their SSG & SDG.  Managing such drastic reductions could lead to cutting the staffing numbers in half.

	Primary
	61. 
	School Governors wanted to comment that with the new proposals this school would lose £9600 which will have a significant impact on a small school such as ours snf impact the standards of teaching as it would be impossible to maintain current staffing levels. We appreciate the recession and need for cuts but wondered if the 8% carry forward amount could be suspended at the current time to allow schools to have money in the future for its biggest expenditure (staffing)

	Primary
	62. 
	Q 2 Whilst in agreement that disadvantaged schools should receive the pupil premium, we are concerned that our school which has a low proportion of disadvantaged children will be penalised and have a considerably reduced budget in order to effect this

	Primary
	63. 
	Q4. Changing the SEN and AEN prior attainment to Mosaic will reduce our budget by £4000 (1% of total budget) 
Q13a Changes to the SDG and delegated grants will reduce our budget by about 2.5%.  Total formula changes will result in a £16,000 loss for our school.  As a small school this is a 4% budget reduction.

	Primary
	64. 
	Q2 - Whilst I agree that allocation according to FSM is inaccurate I feel that Kent's suggestion to change funding according to what school's receive from the pupil premium is immoral and is in direct opposition to the way in which the pupil premium is being proposed by central government. 
Q3 - he new method of publishing budgets might be on less sheets of paper but does not adequately explain how each individual school is winning or losing as blanket headings give no indication of the detail below them.  It seems than rather than providing clarity and transparency the formula has been buried deep in fog!! 
Q7 - I remain unclear as to how challenging circumstances is calculated.  I have lost a great deal under this heading but my school is in the middle of Margate central ward one of the most deprived in the whole of Kent, how are circumstances not challenging for my school?

	Primary
	65. 
	This is a general comment regarding the whole process.  As a small school the loss of the Minimum Funding Guarantee of £24,782 would mean that we would not be viable within 18 months.   Added to this we would lose £7,692 through the mainstreaming of grants into DSG.   This together with other changes means that by 2013/14 we will have £37,514 less in our budget.  The proposed total reduction in funding is more than our monthly advance.     There is no capacity within our budget or staffing to save this money and continue to maintain our current standard as we are running on the minimum number of staff for our school size.    We have 4 classes and each one needs a teacher, the Head teacher already teaches 2 days per week.   Teaching Assistant support was cut to a minimum at the beginning of this academic year and we are unable to cut staffing further and remain operational.  We are a high achieving school with consistently good results well above the national average, we are always over subscribed.  However, if the Funding Forum uses its power as stated in the consultation document, “to set aside the requirement of the Minimum Funding Guarantee to enable these changes to take effect” we will be forced to close.   We are sure that we cannot be alone in this situation; once again small schools are becoming susceptible due to their size and the fact that they are more expensive to run.  Historically it was always accepted that small schools would need curriculum protection or a minimum funding guarantee to ensure that they could remain open and continue to remain at the heart of the rural communities that they serve. To look at this extra funding protection as “unfair” is short sighted and misguided.     If   reductions in funding must take place they should be offered for much longer than 17 months.   Our school faces a reduction of almost 10% of it total budget such massive funding changes cannot be made to in such a short timescale.      We understand that this Formula Review Consultation has come at the end of the three year cycle of school budgets.  However we would question the timing of such a consultation given the change in government and the funding cuts across the public sector as a whole and the changes within educational funding.  Surely it would have been better to wait and see what the new Government’s proposals were in both short and long term before changing anything.    Our school has recently undergone a full modernisation, it has returned 3 good Ofsted Inspections, it has a stable dedicated staff and has always managed its budget well.  We know from recent over subscription issues that there is not the capacity at other schools in our area for our children the majority of whom come from within a 2.8 mile radius.  For this school the implications of these Proposals are dire, we will no longer be economically viable and will be facing an ongoing growing deficit budget from 2013/1 4.

	Primary
	66. 
	neither allocation methods makes allowance for small rural schools and the additional cost of accessing services sports and other facilities; No allowance is made for rural deprivation-mosaic and fsm does not account for families who chose to be independent despite living in extreme poverty; the pupil premium will not compensate for the budget losses. Pupils will be disadvantages and school will lose the equivalent of 1.5 of teaching staff.

	Primary
	67. 
	The proposals have been examined in detail by the finance committee of the governing body. Two governors attended a briefing session in Ashford after the proposals were unveiled. The committee agrees with the county's motivation for seeking a financial settlement that is fair and equitable, but doubts the accuracy of some of KCC's methodology. Rural schools appear to be unfairly disadvantaged. There is also an apparent overlap between KCC's proposals and the changes proposed by central government. For these reasons it is felt that KCC's proposals should be placed on hold until the future shape of school finances is clarified at National level.  As a satisfactory school aspiring to be outstanding a significant cut in funding will stifle our ability to improve learning.

	Primary
	68. 
	as a school we are extremely concerned about a significant loss of revenue and the likely impact on the quality of provision and pupil outcomes...... we remain unconvinced that the new funding approach fully recognises the needs of our pupils as assumes that FSM children have the highest level of need which is only true for certain needs not all.  It also misses the point that by using mosaic as a constant reference schools can benefit several times for the same child and yet schools with other genuine needs not linked to social deprivation are unfairly penalised. The proposed flat rate for AST is completely unacceptable as means schools will be losing money for having experienced high quality staff that KCC have encouraged schools to employ and now intend to use them to subsidise the ridiculous decision to strip down the advisory service to the point that it can no longer effectively support schools and now expects these schools to subsidise an incompetent local authority..... Kent will simply lose this massive talent and schools will end up only providing support to those schools prepared to pay a premium

	Primary
	69. 
	We have a long list of additional comments so have emailed a separate word document to Ian Hamilton and Simon Pleace.

	Primary
	70. 
	We understand the need for a consultation process, however, we feel allocating even more funds based on deprivation penalises schools such as ourselves. We have received only minimal additional funding and already have one of the lowest incomes per pupil before the consultation. After the consultation we have even less funding which does not seem fair. This is felt even more as we are the only outstanding primary school in the Ashford area. This we have achieved through the dedication and talents of our staff in spite of the lower levels of funding we have historically received. To receive a disproportionate further cut, especially with the pending Pupil Premium, we feel completely deflated and disillusioned! Frankly despite our desire to continue work within the Kent Partnership of school these funding changes would leave us with only one sensible course of action.

	Primary
	71. 
	This was compiled by the School Headmistress, Head of Governors and Chair of the Finance Committee  General Comments: There is considerable inconsistency in the statements and the figures for example: the main aims say that additional money will be available for schools but our draft budget shows a reduction - why?  Mosaic - hard to understand as our school has never had so many families with deprivation but our funding is decreasing (mental health, housing, poverty issues etc) - how can this be so?  Mosaic - how accurate is this data, how recent, how relevant, how often is it updated for new build properties?  We understand it cannot be perfect but it is being propounded as the only solution and it does not appear to reflect the deprivation in our experience.  The information we have been provided with to make our judgements appears to have left out some areas of our funding.  Specifically the Other Standards Fund Bids, such as primary languages, support to all schools, assessment for learning?  Where have these been included in the budgets?

	Primary
	72. 
	Q14. AST funding needs to be set as part of formula budget to enable 3 yr plans etc to be set. With 4 ASTs employed it would be impossible to predict our budget without some kind of set allocation rather than when LEA commissions work.

	Primary
	73. 
	Although I do agree in principal that funding should be made fairer from looking at the finance data you have given and talking to colleagues it appears that small schools of around 100 pupils especially in my area (Sevenoaks) are being hit hard. Already we don't have the staff that many large schools have e.g. caretakers (as head teacher I undertake many caretaking jobs), enough midday meals supervisors for lunchtimes (I do supervision duties as well). With a reduction in our funding I am not sure how the school is going to be able to afford a head teacher in future years. Many small schools in my area have recently had problems such as poor OFSTEDS because the head teachers are too busy taking on other roles and can't dedicate their time to leading. How will small schools continue to function? Free school meals- my FSM indicator from January '10 is 1.9%, however it has recently gone up to 10%- where will this be reflected in the funding. Also because our meals are coo ked off site and delivered mid-morning they are not great and many pupils that I know who are eligible for FSM don't take them up. For example I have some FSM families whereby one sibling has the FSM but brothers and sisters don't and instead bring a packed lunch. FSM is an unfair way to distribute funding.

	Primary
	74. 
	Due to baseline Mosaic, SEN Mosaic, AEN prior attainment mosaic and the changes to the delegated grants, it means that we have £14,652 less. With the use of Prior Attainment as a funding measure we had more money and as a high achieving school we are unclear as to how the funding is reduced so significantly with the use of Mosaic when we have a number of families in assisted housing and 12% free school meals at present.

	Primary
	75. 
	Q4 & 7 Overall the impact of changes in the SSG, SSGP and SDG will have a significant reduction (i.e. 20%) of total current formula budget. This will require redundancy to manage the reduction and will have significant adverse impact on the standards of attainment.  We are a small school in a relatively affluent area. However, we have a high proportion of vulnerable SEN pupils (30.9% RAISEonline 2010). Parents choose this school for their children because it is small in size and has a caring family atmosphere.  Staff redundancy will have a detrimental impact on our vulnerable pupils and parental confidence in the school.  I believe this will result in parents removing pupils (as has happened in the past after a previous poor Ofsted report) and the financial viability of the school would again be an issue. The school budget is already significantly supported by our Governing Body. Further cuts could not be made up by them. 
Q8 All PPA cover is by the head teacher and timetabled staff. Our TA? SEN support staff are not removed from supporting all pupils to cover PPA time.

	Primary
	76. 
	Q4. We do not agree with basing funding on MOSAIC. We have children from traveller and other low income families, who should qualify for extra support, but they do not have formal addresses, and their postcodes are based on the properties of very 'well to do' neighbours. Any funding based on this info, which would be the case with MOSAIC, would therefore be inaccurate.  
Q17. Yes we think that it is crucial to offer protection for at least 17 months.  We have other questions: will primary schools be allowed to exceed the BCM of 8%? This will be particularly important for small primaries to make allowances for uncertainties. If the answer is yes, do we have a guarantee that it would not be clawed back?  The minimum funding guarantee looks detrimental to small schools. Is it an aim of the formula review to disadvantage small schools?

	Primary
	77. 
	In general we support the drive to move funds to the Primary sector with additional support for deprivation factors.  We support Mosaic rather than FSM for identifying deprivation.  
Q19 Schools in Lead School Pilot should be protected for the early ending of the Pilot as staffing commitments have been made.  With reference to the proposal we feel there should be a facility for outreach from mainstream schools on the line of the Pilot.  It could be funded in the same way you propose to fund AST's.

	Primary
	78. 
	Q1.  Did not agree with how the 'disadvantaged' funding had to be spent in the current and previous financial year - too many restrictions make it difficult for schools to apply funding where it is really needed.

	Primary
	79. 
	Re Q17 the new funding formula indicates that we should be receiving more funding, but the severe transitional funding adjustment means we will have less funding next year than this. We would like to know why this is occurring.

	Primary
	80. 
	In principle understand the need for simplifying the formula but unable to respond to detailed questions asked due to insufficient opportunities to discuss and evaluate potential impact.

	Primary
	81. 
	Q2. If our school achieved the current level of funding, then I would agree that Kent is supporting pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds in the school. However under the proposals the school loses £74,771 and will only gain £44,161 from the Pupil Premium, giving a deficit of £30,610. This was meant to ensure that the most disadvantaged children get the help they need; however it will mean instead a reduction of the specialist support staff in school that are supporting those very pupils. It will not support the school's drive to push standards above floor targets. Q4, 7, 11 I have reservations about the high credence given to MOSAIC. Last year a study was taken in the part of East Malling which the vast majority of my pupils come from. It said: "Stepstile and Winterfield are two small, adjoining estates that form part of the larger East Malling Estate in the village of East Malling.....The East Malling Estate has the highest concentration of social housing in Tonbridge and Malling.  2.2 "Relative to other areas within the district and county, East Malling is amongst the poorest. East Malling is struggling with certain aspects of deprivation more than others; in particular education and skills, and crime. East Malling village is home to the ward's more affluent residents, whilst the East Malling estate houses on lower incomes. This division is not reflected in official statistics. Ward-level data hides the true picture of deprivation on the Stepstile and Winterfield Estates". Under MOSAIC our school is ranked 55, which due to the above I don't believe truly reflects the nature of this particular small area. However there are also other factors which need to be considered. The school is ranked 2 for FSM with 61.5%. When this is compared with the schools allocated more per pupils in the redistribution of specific grants table, it is noted that (barring 1 school) their FSM is very much lower - many of them being in 20 and 30%.  The funding for supporting children subject to a Child Protection plan also needs to be considered. LCT data shows that in Tonbridge and Malling 26 children aged 4-6 were subject to a plan in March 2010 - 50% of those children are at our school; 25 children aged 9-13 (includes secondary) were subject to a plan - 20% of those children are at our school. 13.5% of the school has active social service involvement and 41% have a CP file. Yet if you compare our funding with other schools with no child protection there is very little difference. Child protection is a factor which affects behaviour; social and emotional wellbeing; emotional wellbeing of staff; staff time (on average 4 multi-agency meetings per week i.e. 2 full days!)School's individual circumstances need to be taken into account - it should not just be about a formula.   
Q13 It stated in the notes that 'allocations do not therefore always reflect current needs and priorities" - I think in our case they currently do as visitor s to our school and multi-agency partners would testify to.    Without this funding the level of support we are giving would be impossible. The £74,000 is made up of the salaries of the Family Liaison Officer; 2 nurture group leaders; teacher to support smaller classes; and learning mentor. The impact of losing these staff will mean more permanent and fixed term exclusions; less parental engagement; standards which are already below floor target dropping; more staff stress leading to more staff absences and limited support for vulnerable children. In our recent Ofsted Capacity to Improve was good and Safeguarding was outstanding, both these grades will drop if our current funding is taken away from us.  I do think that there needs to be a reform, but I do think that there needs to be some flexibility of approach - the data does not always tell the 'story behind the figures'.

	Primary
	82. 
	Answers to specific questions have been marked often as 'don't know' the reason is set out below:  The proposals to change the school funding formula were discussed at the Governing Body meeting.  The governors were fully supportive of the overall drive to simplify the formula and to make the allocation of funding transparent.  However we note that when the proposed changes are applied to the funding for our school for the current year, that is with the same roll, our school would lose over £14,000 of its funding-a reduction of nearly 1.5%.  If this is set against the promise of growth in real term funding for education this seems far from equitable.  We understand that there will be protection built into the funding arrangements but this will only mean that the reduction will not fully bite until 1 September 2012, it is still a reduction and will affect the education of our children. The proposals if implemented as drafted would for us make our 3 year plan unviable.  We are a very successful school and will continue to be so.  The changes that you are proposing to the funding formula will however force us again to cut costs and make the task more difficult.  We therefore would ask you to look again at your proposals and ensure that schools either do not suffer a reduction in funding or that proper long term protection is put in place.

	Primary
	83. 
	This may well adversely affect junior schools

	Primary
	84. 
	Q4.Only taking into account mosaic and disregarding prior attainment factors would not fully address needs. It must be born in mind that SEN needs do not only occur in families in economically challenged situations. Q20.The Pilot Lead School Model posed huge problems for schools like ours. Any support forthcoming from lead schools, never in great supply, in no way helped schools address the legal entitlements set out in statements. The day to day requirements of LSA time and training for those LSAs placed great financial burden on our budget. Understandably educating statemented children in mainstream schools represents huge savings for the LEA. However this results in a small school's SEN budget being swallowed up for the needs of a very few to the detriment of other children with real but lesser need. The loss of severe and complex funding was unfair!

	Primary
	85. 
	I am very concerned that the funding of small schools with low mosaic figures will be hit too hard. Staffing morale, test results and academic achievement will decline if the funding is rebalanced UNFAIRLY!! The academy route would become more appealing to schools in this position.

	Primary
	86. 
	Re Q16, we did not fully understand the proposal. Why are Reception Class EAL pupils excluded from the funding as they need extra support due to this factor?
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Secondary School Responses

	Secondary
	1. 
	Q14 - Don’t Use Advance Skills Teachers 
Q17 - 17months is not long enough- Whose budget gains would be scaled back.

	Secondary
	2. 
	I do have concerns that the use of Mosaic only where central Government seems to be using the FSM measure might introduce an element of imbalance in the funding.  I am totally supportive of the proposal to reduce the weighting on Mosaic in the Kent formula in order to address the weight given to FSM in the Pupil Premium.  I believe the proposals seem sensible and measured and am happy to support them - I do however worry that a selective school with a large sixth form serving a low scoring Mosaic area will be significantly 'hit' by new funding arrangements and feel the safeguarding of whole school budgets will be vital to provide schools with the time to make the savings that might be forced upon them.  It is very difficult to predict the full impact of any changes until details of the national Pupil Premium and Sixth Form funding are known.    I consider that the proposals covering how Kent will share out the money it receives to schools seem fair and reasonable - my main concern is that central Government may impose new rules that significantly reduce the size of Kent's 'pot'.

	Secondary
	3. 
	SDG grant - my school is a big loser on this, approximately £160000-£180000. With expected reduction sixth form money as well the school will be in a dire situation. I recently went through redundancies to realign the school budget and avoid a deficit. To further reduce costs by the equivalent of 5-6 teachers is impossible. The practicalities of this proposal are untenable.

	Secondary
	4. 
	Q17: where a school is faced with a significant reduction in funding due to the mainstreaming of grants a timescale of 17 months is too short to be able to effect the required changes in the staffing budget without a catastrophic impact on the school's curriculum and therefore its performance. Phasing changes over three years would be a more realistic timescale.

	Secondary
	5. 
	Whilst there are a whole host of proposed changes to the distribution of funding the only way to consider this from an individual school level is by looking at the bottom line effect.  Many of the aims of the consultation are laudable but the effects are potentially disastrous and will have a devastating effect on pupils' education.  The bottom line for this school is a potential reduction of £362k in 17 months time.  This has been caused by two main factors.   1. Our school has successfully obtained grants for significant funding over a number of years which have been used to support our pupils.  This has been a major factor in (a) moving the school from "serious weaknesses" to "outstanding" and (b) moving the school out of National Challenge.  The school, however, remains vulnerable and will probably remain so in a selective education system.  Much of this funding is now being "put back into the pot" and redistributed to other schools.   2. We remain a school in challenging circumstances.  The rationale that the resources required to support AEN children increases at a disproportional rate to the total pupil numbers and therefore requires additional funding is, I believe, correct.  However, the allocation for our school under your proposals is zero.  This simply cannot be right.  The loss of funding for this school represents an amount of £499 per pupil - by far the biggest in Kent.  In contrast, one school gains over £683 per pupil.  No school can possibly cope with losses of £499 per pupil over such a short time frame without disastrous effects to pupils' education.  At the very, very least there must be some element of protection.

	Secondary
	6. 
	Whilst I have not been part of many of the funding meetings, we have discussed our worries about the budget and funding daily as a Senior Leadership Team.  I am horrified to learn that we stand to lose £362,000 or £499 per pupil from September 2012 as a direct result of KCC's proposals.  We have already lost the £230,000 which was allocated to us as a National Challenge school, because our results were poor.  This enabled us to employ good additional staff and resources to lift the results significantly from 14& %A*-C including English and Maths in 2008, to 34% in 2009; a success which we sustained in 2010.  Consequently we have already had to make redundancies, increasing class sizes and severely affecting staff morale.  We are a very fragile school in a poor socio economic area, where such a massive reduction in resources will destroy all the hard work to lift the results and lead to decline back to where we were.  Presumably, we will be identified as 'failing' once again and more money will be sent back our way!  This kind of yo-yo effect cannot be sustained - it destroys staff and pupil confidence and morale and more importantly our children's education and prospects suffer beyond measure.  How can a school survive a loss totalling £582,000 in such a short time?  Are we expected to function with 20+ less staff when we already have class sizes of over 30 in many cases?  It appears that the proposal that there will be a maximum loss per pupil of 1.5% in 2011/12 is clearly only an ethic or philosophy that lasts a year!  Whilst we were aware that our budget would be cut, I cannot emphasise enough, the impact that this scale of loss will have on a school like ours, where the cohort of children are one of the most vulnerable in the country.

	Secondary
	7. 
	As a result of the proposed restructuring of school funding allocation, our school will lose £362,000 or £499 per student with effect from September 2012.  This will simply destroy the school.   There are several points I have to make:  
1.  A school cannot survive such an enormous cut.   Michael Gove, in his letter to head teachers this week, states that the minimum funding guarantee will mean that a school will not see any reduction of more than 1.5% per pupil before the pupil premium is applied.  This school is currently allocated £807 per student which is to be reduced to £517 a total cut of 36% per pupil.  Kent would agree that this does not apply immediately, indeed, the cut in funding does not begin for 18 months so the MFG does technically apply to our school.  However, clearly Kent’s proposals are just delaying tactics to allow Michael Gove’s legislation to apply before the axe is brought down to destroy our school.  Michael Gove is adamant that turbulence should be avoided.  Kent is avoiding it – for 18 months only and then the storm really hits.  This is legislation by name only and is clearly a way for Kent to follow government advice in the immediate future only.  It must be basic common sense to realise that if turbulence is to be avoided (Michael Gove’s words) by preventing funding being cut by more than 1.5% per pupil next year then the same must apply to every subsequent year. Kent is merely delaying the enormous turbulence this funding proposal is going to cause.  This school will fall off the cliff.  
2. In 2009 this school was seen as the 5th most challenging National Challenge school in the country with 5A*-C grades including English and maths standing at 14%.  Our school, despite getting an outstanding at Ofsted, was seen as a failing school.  £230,000 was given to us.  We used all of this money on staffing – our results went up to 34% 5A*-C including English and maths – the second most improved school in the country.  The £230,000 was taken away and we made staff redundant.  This year I expect to achieve 25% 5A*-C including English and maths.  The staff work just as hard.  I am totally committed to outstanding academic achievement but our students have low prior attainment and our staffing levels are reduced.  If the £230,000 loss from National Challenge is added to £362,000 loss from Kent restructuring, an overall loss over 2 years would be £592,000.  Our school will fail again.  Kent will then throw more money at us and we will go through the whole process again.  Meanwhile, the total immorality of this is that it is the students who sit in the middle of this funding cat and mouse game; they become the pawns and their education suffers.  If the students are lucky they are in a funded year, if they are unlucky they have a huge shortage of staff and resources; this is morally completely unacceptable to me. Schools have received extra funding because they need it.   
3. At the public consultation meeting the word ‘fair’ was repeated again and again by the KCC accountant.  Kent does not have a fair school system in the first place so fairness as a concept is irrelevant and hypocritical.  I am delighted to be the head of school of an non-selective school – the students are wonderful and I wouldn’t want anything else but the level of support needed is of course far greater than that needed in a grammar school.   Both grammar schools and non-selective schools have the same floor target of 35% including English and maths but the starting point is so vastly different.  Fairness is only an issue if it applies to all aspects of the system – it cannot be banded about when it suits Kent to use the term.  
4. The loss of such a huge portion of our budget in one hit would destroy our school.  We have just had BSF, we have fabulous new buildings, we were the only non-selective school to achieve an outstanding under the new Ofsted criteria, and we are a lead behaviour school.  We are hugely successful because and only because we have an excellent staff and our funding has been used to procure them and keep them.  We are also a hugely fragile school with high levels of deprivation, massive challenges in terms of meeting national targets and lots of specific special educational needs.  We already have a crack due to the removal of our National Challenge money – this proposal will without doubt shatter us.  Kent should be celebrating this school – I have always been a huge supporter of KCC and expect the same celebration of us in return.  Kent is not celebrating our school, it is going to destroy us.  I urge you to reconsider your proposals.

	Secondary
	8. 
	CONCERNS THAT PUPIL DATA NO LONGER RECOGNISES NATIONAL CURRICULUM LEVEL 3 ON ENTRY TO SECONDARY AS AN INDICATOR. CONCERNS THAT MORE MONEY IS BEING MOVED FROM SEN/AEN TO AWPU TO SIMPLIFY FORMULA

	Secondary
	9. 
	Further comments to the School Formula Funding Review Consultation    Q1. The switch of Funding to Primary is a great loss to Secondary Schools. Primaries do not have the complexities that Secondary Schools have in terms of curriculum breadth and delivery. This change is likely to have an adverse effect on Standards and Behaviour. Fairness is more than just distribution of monies but about access to provision. Primary Schools should receive more funds but not at the expense of the Secondary Schools which have improved in the last 12 years out of all recognition. The additional Pupil Premium does not appear to bring in any new or additional Funding.    
Q2. We have heard from KCC that Pupil Premium is already included in next years budget therefore there is not an increase of £5M in all AWPUs.    Q3. We agree to the ' Principle of Simplification' provided this is done by keeping the fairness between all Schools. There appears to be some major losers like our school, but the gainers do not appear to benefit at the same proportion to the losers.    
Q4. We regret the loss of level 3 Funding under Prior Attainment as Students on Level 3 still need a higher level of support.    
Q5. No Comment.    
Q6. No Comment.    
Q7. No Comment.    
Q8. Relates to Primary only. No Comment.    
Q9. Insurance change. No Comment.    
Q10. No Comment.    
Q11. The Mainstreaming of Special Grants will cause huge loss of funding and will have massive detrimental effects in Schools who receive these grants.    
Q12. The Mosaic Assessment we are told Identifies areas of School Need and this is welcomed. Our Governors have expressed their agreement to this.     
Q13. Excellence and BIP Schools were identified on basis of need and deprivation. Support Staff and Adult Teaching Staff will inevitably face redundancy. Schools with High Level Problems will not receive sufficient Funding and Schools that do not need this Funding will benefit. Schools in areas such as Sittingbourne and Faversham did not benefit from the original funding therefore it would make better sense to redistribute these funds across the original EIC Clusters and include such areas not every School. This does not fit with fairness.    
Q14. We welcome this development.    
Q15. Special Schools - No Comment.    
Q16. We welcome this move which creates greater fairness.    
Q17. If Excellence and BIP were distributed by greatest need the transitional Budget protection would not be as high. However if this is to be continued the School welcomes this level of protection.    
Q19. The development of lead Schools does not accurately allocate funds to support students with specific learning need e.g. ASD, Speech and language, hearing, visual. Many Secondary Schools have a high level of students with such needs and are unable to access support from Lead Schools as they argue that the funds are only able to support students in the Lead School. Our school has similar numbers to other local secondary schools but are managing their students without additional funds.  A fair method of distribution of funds should be to reallocate funds according to individual School needs.

	Secondary
	10. 
	Q17 We are in agreement that the funding reductions that will be difficult for some schools to manage should be supported by any unallocated DSG.  However, many of these schools have been fortunate to have access to outdated grants, whilst others have been excluded from them.  The proposed funding arrangements do well to address these issues but, by not allowing schools that are entitled to benefit from these proposals, once again penalises them and restricts their development for a further 17 months.  We feel that this rather defeats the object of a review within a three year cycle of school budgets if schools need to wait half this time to feel the full benefit of it.

	Secondary
	11. 
	I am very concerned that no funding has been allocated to students transferring to High Schools who are working at level 3.  The new floor targets are a significant factor for High Schools, and it is essential that level 3 students receive additional support to make good progress.  Overall we are looking at a reduction of approximately £400k which will create serious problems for us to be able to maintain standards and remain above floor targets.  Grammar schools do not have the significant problems that High Schools have and therefore do not need so much additional specific money.  High schools like ours must be protected to ensure we can put the resources in place to meet the needs of all our students.

	Secondary
	12. 
	Q17 I do not agree that the school in receipt of LIG, BIP and Excellence in Cities Funding should be given protection for 17 months.  They have been given this additional funding for long enough and I believe that it should cease from 1st April 2011.

	Secondary
	13. 
	Question 17. At this school, we wholly and strongly disagree that there should be a period of 17 months for the transitional arrangements. A small number of schools have benefited excessively from the maintenance of the Excellence in Cities funding stream for example; the initiative ended in 2006 and these schools have been receiving considerable funds for this defunct initiative every year since. In the meantime other schools have had to cope with much lower levels of funding, and, as in the case of this school, have made necessary adjustments through redundancy and cost-effective curriculum changes. It would be wholly unjust to continue this excessive funding for schools which have been receiving it for no purpose for the last 5 years. These schools have known that this funding must come to an end and should have been expecting this. They would have ample time to make the necessary adjustments for September 2011 and should not be funded any longer than this. It would in fact be outrageous to continue penalising all other schools and to give these schools unwarranted additional funds, when they have been benefiting so profoundly for such a long period of time. It would be utterly inequitable. 
Question 2. We support the pupil premium, but are very concerned that there should not be a double-funding of disadvantaged pupils as a consequence of carrying forward elements of Kent's existing funding policy.

	Secondary
	14. 
	Q17 - The fact that several schools have been receiving way in excess of other schools because of 'old' defunct grants which they should not have carried on receiving e.g. LiC EiC should not mean that should now have 17 months protection - what about all the other schools which did not have the benefit of additional funding in the first place? Several of these schools have already had to make some redundancies - it does not seem right or fair that schools which have enjoyed additional funding in the past should be protected from these.

	Secondary
	15. 
	Please note that we have a number of comments and views to share regarding the answers to a number of these questions. It's shame that this response form does not give an opportunity to explain the rationale behind the answers in order to fully share these views. For example: Q4 issue re prior attainment our rationale and response would be - Pupils who are achieving level 3 require additional intervention. The impact of funding targeted at level 3 pupils is significant as pupils make real progress through intervention. Impact is far less at level 2 or below unless student is EAL. Additional funding for those entering secondary schools at NC level 2 is wasted (in terms of progress and attainment) the funding should be for those entering at NC level 3.

	Secondary
	16. 
	Question 3 - whilst simplification is to be welcomed the overriding principles must be fairness and transparency.  Question 17 - in relation to Question 13 - The additional payment for schools receiving LIG, EIC and BIP money (an initiative which ended in 2006) and for which therefore no public account has been required, must stop as a matter of extreme urgency.  Some schools have disproportionately benefitted to the detriment of others.  Extending this inequity is totally unjustified.  Schools have known about this and should have planned accordingly.  I am concerned that many schools in their responses will not recognise the level of inequity which has continued for so long and which is not made clear in the consultation - referred to as "not an entirely consistent way" which is a major understatement.  No additional money should be used to support this travesty.

	Secondary
	17. 
	Q2 - given that some schools will gain from and some schools will lose from the Pupil premium we are not in favour of retaining the Kent local premium but would favour some help for schools that are going to receive significantly less from the premium. Given that  it would appear that FSM will be the fairly  crude measure  to be used for allocating  the premium, most Grammar Schools are going to receive  very little funding. 

Q18- a number of schools it appears have continued to receive EIC and LIG funding for I gather the last five years. This has amounted to substantial sums of money for certain schools without any pre-conditions or accountability. It is simply not fair for these schools to have this protected for another 18 months; it should if fairness mattered, be discontinued from September 2011.

	Secondary
	18. 
	AEN/SEN Funding to secondary schools.  This affects Q.1, Q4, Q12, Q13, Q15 and Q.19.  While I support much that is proposed in this consultation, I see this aspect as a fundamental flaw that drives right through the effects of these proposals on secondary schools in areas of selection. Taking Level 2 at KS2 ignores the majority of secondary-age SEN/AEN needs: ASD, ADHD, BESD, SLCN. Most of these kick in and are identified in the secondary environment and teenage years.  There is little correlation either with low KS2 outcomes or MOSAIC. 
Q. 19 Units - The principles being addressed are fully supported and will give schools with units the opportunities to address many more students' needs.  However, the differences between rates for special schools or banded students and those with similar needs in mainstream are too great.  Coupled with the loss of AEN/SEN funding for mainstream secondary schools, these funding proposals are unacceptable.  I will write to the Forum with mo re detailed explanation of why I believe the proposals in this Consultation would work in an authority which has comprehensive schools but is highly detrimental in Kent where high schools have the bulk of needy children of all types.

	Secondary
	19. 
	Where is there anything about Minimum Funding Guarantee? Is this to continue?

	Secondary
	20. 
	Q1- As a school with significant disadvantage any shift toward financial recognition would be supported. 
Q2- Pupil premium should target purely disadvantaged not AWPU. 
Q3- Agree as long as the impact on Mosaic is not diluted by simplification. Q4- Concerned at the basis used for KS2 prior attainment since these are TA and not SAT tests, hence non moderated and less reliable. Would support reforms at level 2. 
Q12- Support Mosaic model since it provides the most reliable indicator of deprivation at a local context. 
Q13a - Agree to strengthening Mosaic component. 
Q13b - As a non LIG/BIP school, support the 'drift' to primary. 
Q14- Should be accessible from the centre. Would Academy status impact on access? 
Q16- Important funding and fully support move. 
Q17- Important for schools to be provided with planning for this shortfall contingency.

	Secondary
	21. 
	The proposal to adjust the funding formula was discussed at the Governors' Finance & Property meeting today (meeting includes the head teacher and school manager).  We entirely support the principle of simplifying the formula and seeking a fairer distribution of funding.   However, after lengthy discussions it was concluded that our recommendation would be that, due to the many other changes currently being proposed, no change is made to the existing system until there is greater clarity regarding the other changes underway.  To proceed with this proposed change would just add to the degree of uncertainty schools face in determining their future funding

	Secondary
	22. 
	Where a child has a specific need for equipment or resources, e.g. visually impaired, then this should be funded. Apart from that, as there is no correlation between attainment by AEN/SEN/disadvantaged children and the amount of cash received then this type of funding should be discontinued and excluded from the funding formula and the funds allocated according to the remaining factors. The vast majority of pupils are being penalised and are loosing out by continuing with this funding allocation method.      Funding for premises should be based on identified need for improvement rather than area or age.  Phasing out "discontinued" grant funding over a period of 17 months should be considered as an option. This will reduce the amount needed to continue funding this inequitable situation and allocate more funds in a fair manner to all schools.

	Secondary
	23. 
	We agree with the approach to simplify the mechanisms for calculating the funding for AWPU and SEN/AEN students but this rationalisation should not be made when it causes such a detrimental affect to the overall funding to schools. These proposals will mean many schools will be financially worse off purely by 'a change in accounting arrangements' - this is unfair and unreasonable for the students and staff in the schools who are losing out. It is right that schools that receive government grants that are no longer in existence but who still enjoy the benefit should have that element of funding withdrawn however, our school does not benefit from these 'ex' grants. As a result of the proposals we will be £30,000 worse off which will result in further budget savings and potentially place staff at risk of redundancy, thus potentially incurring further costs that the school cannot afford.

	Secondary
	24. 
	Question 2 - I do not know why KCC are seeking to anticipate a future government policy on pupil premium. What happens next year if the government do not pay a pupil premium will KCC adjust the formulae back?   If the government come out with a new policy on say gifted and talented pupils will KCC seek to adjust the formulae? We think that this sets a worrying precedent and that whilst we agree with simplification of the formulae we do not see why the pupil premium has been mixed up in this.  Q13 whilst we agree with correcting historical inconsistencies we would not like to see funding being re-distributed every time a school obtains a new grant through their own endeavours.

	Secondary
	25. 
	Q13 - I am absolutely amazed that banker schools have continued to receive funding for EiC, LIG and BIP - I thought these programmes went long ago and was totally unaware that funding was still around for this.  These schools have neither advertised to support nor offered support to other schools, as the programmes originally intended.   Shouldn't these schools be accountable for the expenditure of this surplus 'free money' they have received?  They should have to publicly provide evidence not only to KCC but also to other schools who could have benefited from this funding, the added value of their input and support (!)  
Q18/Q13 I agree in principal about protecting reductions in funding for schools but I feel very strongly that EiC, LIG and BIP banker schools should not be protected for 17 months.  Other schools have staff employed for specific programmes - e.g. Extended Schools, Schools Sports Co-ordinators etc - will these schools receive protection for 17 months?     Lots of schools are facing the prospect of having to make some very difficult decisions with regard to staffing.    
Q17 - Difficult to answer when Q13 would suggest these schools would be the benefactors again - I agree in principle re protection - but when will it end?  What about next year's budget reductions, which are likely to be bigger than this year.  Protection should not necessarily be across the board but reviewed on the basis of actual need/reserves held etc.

	Secondary
	26. 
	Q1 Disadvantaged funding should be a lower proportion of total funding Q13b AWPU funding should not be the same for Primary & Secondary phases - secondary differentiation needs/costs are greater

	Secondary
	27. 
	Q4 - I don't agree with the prior attainment proposal as we have a situation where 30% of our year 7 intake with both level 3 and level 4 read below their chronological age. We then have to spend a large amount of money before they can access the KS3 curriculum.

	Secondary
	28. 
	Q17 We do not agree with the funding protection for LIG and EIC as this has been paid incorrectly for the last 3 years and should be redistributed amongst all secondary schools with immediate effect. We believe the schools in question have been given adequate time to plan and make provision for the loss of this grant.

	Secondary
	29. 
	The key question regarding the funding formula relates to whether it is a 'fairer' method of allocation. The definition of fairer should be quantifiable and therefore any decisions, irrespective of winners and lowers, should be evidence based and a science rather than subjective.  Simplifying the overall school budget calculation should enable schools to be able to predict forward with greater certainty and therefore allow for informed planning leading to better vfm decision making. This will allow funding to be better targeted according to students needs.   A simplified formula might also assist KCC achieve its demanding efficiency targets.


The main summary points that we have been fed back from the consultation workshops are:

· Concern about the disproportion of the cuts in small schools and the impact that has on those schools

· Unhappiness that LIG/BIP/EIC is being cut or cut too quickly

· Unhappiness that LIG/BIP/EIC is not being cut soon enough as schools have already had protection for at least four years

· Does Mosaic properly reflect the correct levels of deprivation?

· Does the money targeted by Mosaic achieve the results in the schools that receive this funding?

Other ‘interesting’ points were:
· A suggestion to not have an SEN/AEN element (apart from VSCN) and to just have the AWPU, Premises and Specific Factors elements.

· Could we delegate 100% of our budget (DSG) to schools?

· Academy issues – making themselves ‘more attractive’ to FSM pupils

· Could there be a longer protection period for the small smalls?

