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	summary OF REPORT:  THE DFE are seeking responses to its consultation on the introduction of a Pupil Premium in 2011 to help address the attainment gap between disadvantaged pupils and the remaining pupil population. They also seek views on the proposals for the distribution of DSG for one further year prior to implementing new arrangements in 2012-13


INTRODUCTION
1. DfE launched this consultation on 26 July and it runs until 18 October. It largely deals with how the coalition government’s pledge to introduce a Pupil Premium would be implemented, but also deals with proposals for how the DSG will operate for 2011-12, given the decision to delay the implementation of any new DSG distribution formula – the Forum will recall the earlier consultation on this subject. The full consultation document can be accessed at http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations/index.cfm?action=consultationDetails&consultationId=1723&external=no&menu=1
THE PUPIL PREMIUM
The principle
2. The driver for introducing the Pupil Premium is the continuing challenge of “narrowing the gap” in terms of the difference in attainment between disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged pupils. The document quotes the “shocking” statistics that we are familiar with, and whilst the DfE definition of disadvantage is based on pupils with a registered free school meal entitlement (which we and most authorities have strong reservations over), few would dispute the existence and size of the differential. The measures are, of course, still largely based on absolute attainment, rather than value-added, but we would suggest that Kent LA and its schools are wholly supportive in principle of finding ways of promoting further improvements for this group of pupils.
3. Unlike with some previous initiatives, the document stresses that this will be “new money” that is additional to the current DSG national total. This is to be welcomed, although at this stage we do not know how the CSR decisions will affect the overall size of the current DSG, or how inflation assumptions and ‘efficiency’ targets might affect the real-terms value of the grant next year. But whatever the size of the DSG, the pupil premium will be identified a separate grant that LAs must pass on to its schools from September 2011.
4. The document asserts that schools are best placed to assess what additional provision should be made for individual pupils, and while the purpose of the funding is clear – to help raise the attainment of disadvantaged pupils – it goes on to say that it will be schools to decide how to spend it. In other words it will not be ring-fenced and schools will not be required to account for how it is spent.

5. KCC has long supported the general principle of not earmarking funds or requiring schools to undertake separate accounting exercises. In this context, however, given that the previous government made very significant amounts of additional funding available for personalisation and to support disadvantaged and deprived pupils as part of a sustained injection over many years of preferential funding for schools, with, according to the DfE’s owns statistics little or no impact on narrowing the gap, it is surprising that there is to be no earmarking. The document does, however, make a passing reference to its intention to monitor achievements, including looking at ways to publish data about the progress of these disadvantaged pupils at each school.
The mechanism

6. The DfE will identify an amount per deprived pupil for each authority. The value will be different for each authority. The defined amount per pupil must be passed on to each school for each pupil from year R to Year 11 in that school that meets the DfE definition of ‘deprived’.

7. Although a standard target value per pupil will be identified nationally, it is proposed to take into account the level of DSG funding per pupil that each authority already receives. DfE describe this as “recognising the differences already in the system for funding deprivation”. Thus, for example, if the target value is £7,000 per deprived pupil, but Tower Hamlets already receive £6,900 per pupil and Kent receives £4,300 per pupil, Tower Hamlets will get £100 per deprived pupil as their Pupil Premium, and Kent will receive £2,700 per eligible pupil. Leicestershire, the lowest funded authority, would receive an even higher rate than Kent of around £3,200.
8. We see a major flaw in this approach, even though Kent could stand to receive an above average rate (since our DSG rate is below average). Not only will schools in different parts of the country receive dramatically different levels of Pupil Premium, but the method presumes that the existing provision for disadvantage within DSG is already in schools and being spent on those deprived pupils. DfE will claim that every deprived pupil is being funded at the same rate when you take into account current formula funding and the new Pupil Premium.

9. The other key element of the mechanism is the proxy measure that will be used to identify eligible disadvantaged pupils. Three options are considered : 
i. Free school meals eligibility  

ii. Pupils in families in receipt of Tax Credits

iii. Mosaic or Acorn

10. Six and a half pages of the document are devoted to exploring the FSM option, whereas each of the other two attract only two paragraphs each. There appears to be a clear DfE preference; they have been consistently reluctant in recent years to drop the use of FSM despite school and LA opposition. The data is, however, readily available to them whereas Acorn or Mosaic currently is not. At national level FSM is an adequate tool for high level analysis, but we consider it wholly inadequate at individual school level. We know that the level of non-registration of entitlement varies significantly between phases, between schools and areas, and that an income measure alone represents a very narrow definition of disadvantage. Tax credits data potentially suffers from a similar drawback in that there is a significant level of under-claiming, and possibly most prevalent in the least literate families.
11. There are additional separate proposals for including Looked After Children and children in armed forces families within the eligibility criteria.
DSG DISTRIBUTION

12. Presumably because of the change of government, and the potential impact of the economic situation on the Comprehensive Spending Review, the changes to DSG methodology and distribution originally proposed for 2011-12 have been put back a year.

13. The consultation document proposes to simply run with the existing “spend plus” approach for one further year. In addition, the proposal to mainstream certain specific grant will go ahead, to include as a minimum SSG, SSG(P) and SDG.
14. Some minor adjustments are proposed for counting 3 year olds, dual registered PRU pupils, service family children and home educated pupils. The method for calculating the Central Spend Equivalent Grant for Academies will be reviewed, and the MFG will be retained, but the level will not be known until later.

RESPONSE FORM
15. As usual, DfE seek responses to specific questions. Included with this paper is the consultation response form, which we have populated with some draft LA responses. The final LA response will be subject to Management Team and Member input, but we would wish to include the views of the Forum. We can also add additional comments as well as responses to the questions.

RECOMMENDATION

The Forum is asked to 

i. Confirm whether it supports the draft responses provided, or where not indicate its views

ii. Consider if there are any other points it would wish to be included in the response.
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