Central Costs and Specific Grants Group
Review of Advisory Service Kent Budget

The minutes 17/07/08 and 04/09/08 give fuller details of the issues and discussions.

1. The group has had two lengthy meetings interrogating all aspects of the ASK budget.  Specific questions were addressed with detailed explanations given.  However, despite this work the group did not feel it had sufficient time, knowledge or information to assess the impact of ASK or come to a conclusion about value for money.  If this was to be done it would be necessary to commission a separate, independent piece of work.

2. The group would like to see work done to compare advisory service inputs and costs with other LAs against outcome measures for students.

3. The group questions that if (as measured by OfSTED inspections) standards in Kent schools have improved and there are many fewer schools in category could ASK resources be reduced and redirected to other areas of need?  Is the increased expenditure over the last few years both sustainable and desirable?
4. Whilst there has been a reduction in the number of schools below floor targets there was no evidence to identify which interventions and actions, (both ASK and non-ASK) based were most effective.
5. The group is concerned that the budget for PEP Heads is now in the ASK base but is being used to achieve different outcomes from the original reason the budget was created.  Whilst the work undertaken may be valuable it was originally to raise student performance in primary schools which did not significantly improve during the first two years of the PEP project.
6. The group discussed whether ASK budgets should be delegated to Schools or local partnerships.  It was noted, however, that the LA is required to provide the DCSF with large amounts of monitoring information which may conflict with a delegation model.  
7. The group did conclude that an advisory ‘buy back’ service was required as it would make the service more accountable to schools.  This will require further work to ensure that schools’ needs and the LA responsibilities can both be met.  It was thought that no delegation could take place within present budget cycle and that further evidence about ASK and it effectiveness was required. The group noted the importance of strengthening the role that schools play in supporting other schools with more emphasis on focussing support within the specialist schools framework.
8. The group looked at ASK activity data and have posed further questions about this.
9. The group has requested further details of the funding streams and costs associated with the SIP processes including the use of AEN Advisors acting in a wider SIP role.

10. Further information was requested on the costs and activity associated with the Divisional Management element of the ASK budget.
RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Comparisons should be made with other LAs to compare Advisory service inputs and costs and student outcomes;


Whilst some of this work may be possible from contacts within  the 

South East Finance Group further work  may need to be 



commissioned and the Funding Forum will have to consider how 

such work is funded.

B. In principle,  Advisory Service Kent should be separated into two functions:  a centrally managed service to meet the LA requirements and a ‘buy back’ service for schools with funding being delegated to schools.


Further work to identify what could and could not be delegated 

is required.

It is possible that elements of the ASK budget could be reduced but the group could not make any definitive recommendations on any elements as it  had insufficient information to make such judgements.
Roland J Gooding

29 September 2008

