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This report examines the specific budget pressures facing schools with military children, and proposes some possible solutions to support them with these pressures.

1. Background
1.1. Ian Hamilton and I met with the headteacher and bursar of Guston Primary School on 17 September 2009 to discuss what additional pressures they face as a school with a large proportion of military children.  

1.2. The pressures can be grouped into three key areas:

· The additional costs associated with regiment moves (high mobility)

· The uncertainty associated with maintaining class structures

· The social needs of military children (SEN/AEN funding)

1.3. At the outset its worth noting the views of the House of Commons Defence Committee in their report, “Educating Service Children”, published in 2006.  “Frequent moves are a feature of Service life and the children of Service personnel can suffer as a result.  Mobility can have a detrimental impact on children’s emotional well-being and their educational achievement. . . . Children can suffer when their parents are deployed on operations.” 

1.4. Research into the effects of mobility and active deployment is currently limited but, now that Military children at schools in England are being identified by the Annual School Census, a clearer view on the impacts on pupil attainment will be available in the future.

1.5. In 2006-07 the Schools’ Funding Forum (SFF) agreed to the introduction of the September rising roll contingency fund.  This replaced all previous contingency arrangements for pupil mobility including the “out of county” rising roll contingency process.  It was acknowledged at the December 2006 DFFG meeting that as a result of the Forum decision we no longer had a mechanism to award additional funding for large scale pupil mobility, particularly increases outside the September contingency arrangements.  A prime example is Ghurkha families when whole regiments move into an area.

1.6. High pupil mobility tends to focus on, but is not limited to those schools who take a high proportion of pupils from local Army bases/barracks.  Attached at appendix 1 is an analysis of the current number of military pupils attending Kent schools, compared to the total number of pupils on roll.

2. The additional costs associated with regiment moves (high mobility)
2.1. It is very difficult to quantify what these additional costs are as these are invariably additional activities that are bolted onto the workload of existing staff, or are buried in CFR codes within the normal costs of running a school.  Shown below in table 1 is a list of the typical additional activities which fall on schools like Guston, when they have a regiment move:

	Administration work – transfer of pupil files

	Additional learning resources – e.g. pupils work books 

	Updating assessments – teachers

	Additional family liaisons – Headteacher/Family Liaison Officer

	Translation services (specifically for EAL children)


2.2. Schools like Guston have traditionally managed the uncertainty of when regiments change by retaining a proportion of their reserves for such an eventuality.  As the Balance Control Mechanism rules have been tightened this financial year (which in effect cap primary schools to 8% of their budget share), it makes this option more difficult for schools to manage.

2.3. Some Local Authorities have developed local funding formula which can to some extent compensate schools which experience the type of turbulence outlined above.  As stated above in section 1.5, Kent has a September rising roll contingency process but this only recognises an overall net increases over 1% on January PLASC numbers. 

2.4. In 2005, a group of headteachers from Oxfordshire and Wiltshire schools developed a model of additional costs associated with military pupils needs.  This identified a figure of £220 per military child as representing the additional administrative, support and general turbulence elements for each military child.

3. The uncertainty associated with maintaining class structures – sudden falling rolls
3.1. Schools that lose cohorts of children because of regiment moves or similar do not necessarily have them replaced immediately by other, similar size cohorts.  Sometimes, the gap between the outgoing and incoming can be months, leaving schools with difficult decisions regarding the recruitment and retention of staff.  In Guston Primary School’s case, the headteacher manages this uncertainty by employing 3 of the 7 teachers on fixed term contracts.
3.2. As members of DFFG will already appreciate, the formula budget uses a single pupil count for funding schools.  This has the effect of introducing an element of protection for schools from falling rolls and enables then some time to reduce their expenditure before they funding is adjusted.  However, in some cases, schools are given limited notice about changes in regiment, which does not adequately give them time to plan effectively and manage their finances in the most efficient manor over the medium term.
3.3. In Guston’s case, they were told in June 2009 that 79 of their 143 pupils would be leaving in July/August and the likely number of children that were due to join the school in September 2009.  In this context they had to plan for a school roll of up to 179 pupils but only had 133 on roll at present.

4. The social needs of military children (SEN/AEN funding)

4.1. Members of DFFG will already be familiar with the use of Mosaic in the delegated formula budget.  Mosaic sorts all Kent pupils into sixty one different categories, with each category assigned a relative deprivation score.  This score is derived from the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD).  IMD uses seven different factors to determine its deprivation score.  Two of these categories look specifically at levels of unemployment and crime.      
4.2. One of the Mosaic categories is “Military personnel living in purpose built accommodation”, which attracts a Mosaic score of zero.  It is believed that it has a Mosaic score of zero as each household will have someone employed (through the Army) and crime levels tend to be very low in these areas.  This therefore has the effect of watering down the average Mosaic score for the school.  The effect of this is shown in an example below.

Example of Mosaic Score - If a school has 100 pupils and 70 of these are shown against “Military personnel living in purpose built accommodation” and score 0, and the other 30 pupils attract an average Mosaic score of 20, then the Mosaic score used in the formula budget is: 20/100 pupils =0.2.  The watering down has the greatest impact on schools who have a significant proportion of their pupils in this Mosaic category.
4.3. Deprivation measures have been introduced into the local formula to recognise the additional costs associated with AEN, and specifically the barriers to learning that each pupil may have from where they live.  Whilst it is very difficult to quantify the AEN for military pupils, the current formula provides no funding to schools.

5. Proposal 1 – New contingency arrangement for the additional costs associated with regiment moves (high mobility)
5.1. It is proposed that we introduce a new contingency arrangement for schools that have large scale pupil mobility, specifically around the additional costs to schools associated with regiment changes.  The contingency would be provided to schools as a contribution towards the costs listed in 2.1 above.  The contingency would work as follows:
5.2. We will compare the mobility between the January and September census counts.  If schools mobility is in excess of 15%, contingency funding would automatically apply.  Schools with pupil mobility not deemed to be high are expected to absorb any pressures from within existing funding.
5.3. It is proposed that the level of funding should be capped at £150 per new pupil and that it should be outside of the MFG arrangement.
5.4. The total estimated cost of this contingency arrangement would be minimal, and is affordable within the current schools unallocated budget.

6. Proposal 2 - The uncertainty associated with maintaining class structures – sudden falling rolls

6.1. As the issue highlighted in section 3 above is likely to apply to only a limited number of schools in particular years, I am proposing that this is dealt with by way of an individual contingency claim basis via DFFG.  Schools will need to clearly demonstrate that they have had limited notice to plan accordingly and/or are expecting the fall in roll to be for a limited time period.    DFFG could consider funding the additional costs associated with maintaining the schools teaching structure i.e. pay for a teacher’s salary for a specific time period. 

7. Proposal 3 – Alteration of Mosaic Score

7.1. If members of DFFG support the view that the current scoring of pupils from military families does not provide schools with adequate funding for the pupils AEN, then one way of addressing this would be to manually adjust the Mosaic score for such pupils.  However, I am not in favour of adjusting Mosaic as it we have no basis of what to adjust it to.  I therefore am proposing to leave Mosaic alone.

7.2. An alternative solution would be to recognise the AEN of these pupils elsewhere in the AEN formula.  It is proposed that for the military children (approx 300) who are recorded within the Mosaic category 14 (see section 4 above) we recognise them in the same was as EAL, LAC and traveller children within the additional AEN indicator section of the formula and provide the same rate (currently £288 per pupil) to schools with these pupils.

7.3. This arrangement would be within the MFG calculation and the total cost to the formula budget would 300 x £288 = £86k, some schools are on the guarantee and they would not actually receive the increase in funding.  Using schools 2010-11 indicative budgets, the net cost would be around £40k, which can be found from within the existing DSG school budget.

8. Required
8.1. Members of DFFG are asked to consider whether the three proposals outlined above in section 5, 6 & 7 should be recommend to the Schools’ Funding Forum for introducing from 1 April 2010.
