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1.
Final Decisions of the Panel
1.1 In total 43 schools with the highest levels of sustained balances were invited to come to justify their level of reserves to a panel of Forum members, supported by LA officers. Of those, 31 were judged to have issues around pupil performance, and were first seen first in the July ‘Round1’. A further 10 were seen by the panel in the September ‘Round 2’.  Two schools still remain to be seen, because of diary difficulties.  
1.2 The schools interviewed, and the outcomes are set out in Appendix 1

1.3 The total of those 41 schools’ balances was £12m. The panels recommended clawing back a total of £1,871,700 from 17 of these schools. 
1.4 There were some examples of schools claiming exemptions which were not covered by the agreed exemption criteria, but the majority of evidence put forward was in support of capital projects at various stages of implementation. In most instances where clawback was recommended, the panels felt that projects would not be completed this year and schools should make use of uncommitted devolved capital allocations in future years. Revenue funding was not, therefore, needed to allow these projects to progress.
1.5 14 schools appealed against the first panel’s decision and appeals were heard on 26 September and 1 October. Acceptable criteria for appeal were either new information not to hand at the first interview, or clarification of a point that the first panel may have misinterpreted.

1.6 9 schools had the original clawback recommendation reduced; 2 had the clawback recommendation overturned; 3 schools had the original clawback recommendation confirmed unchanged.
1.7 The final outcome is a total clawback of £1,476,800
2.
General Observations
Some common threads emerged, though clearly they do not apply to all the schools seen
· Highly variable levels of financial management, often with little evidence of sound strategic planning, especially the integration of capital planning with revenue

· Revenue monies being used for capital projects when capital funds remain uncommitted

· Sometimes little evidence of projects contributing to improved standards

· Some schools appeared surprised that the panel should challenge them on high balances when standards were poor

· Too much reliance on purchased financial services. An incorrect assumption that ultimate strategic financial management responsibility can be deleted.  

· Project proposals sometimes appeared as ‘wish lists’ rather than firm prioritised proposals forming part of an approved plan

· Mistaken conclusion that Ofsted comments (eg “good value for money”) endorsed a financial strategy and high level of balances

· Over prudent attitude to budgeting, a reluctance to borrow, and a predilection for saving up




Summary  This report summarises the outcomes of the school interviews and clawback appeals, and makes some broad observations drawn from that process








