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	summary OF REPORT: 

In response to a request from the Schools’ Funding Forum, this report proposes some changes to the rising roll contingency calculation.   



1. Introduction

1.1. The Schools’ Funding Forum at its meeting on 9 July 2010 requested that the current operation of the rising roll contingency be reviewed.  In particular, the Forum asked whether schools should be funded for a rising roll when their additional admission numbers were above their published PAN and resulted in other local schools suffering unexpected roll reductions.
1.2. The review was briefly discussed at the end of the last meeting of DFFG on 17 September, where a number of issues were raised.  It was agreed that the LA would undertake further work and come back to this meeting with some proposals on how the contingency could operate in future.

2. Current Method
2.1. The current method for calculating rising roll contingency was agreed back in July 2006 by the Schools’ Funding Forum.  It applies automatically, without the need to claim, to schools whose pupil numbers increase by more than 1% between the October count and the previous January count (the one used to fund the delegated budget).
2.2. Funding is provided for all pupils above the 1% threshold at the school’s own MFG baseline rate per pupil, and is provided for the 7 months, September to March. 
2.3. Attached at appendix 1 is a spreadsheet showing the results of the rising roll contingency calculation for the 2009-10 financial year (comparing October 2009 pupil numbers with January 2009).  In total £1.8m was paid out to 138 schools, with payments ranging from £383 to £137,370.

2.4. Whilst the current method is simple to understand and administer, it provides funding to many schools whose incremental costs are minimal.  In other words some schools are currently receiving contingency funding when they could manage the increased pupil numbers within existing class structures with minimal additional costs. 

2.5. At the last meeting of DFFG, it was suggested that one way of addressing this issue would be to replace the current automatic system with a claim based system.  This system would operate in a similar way to schools in financial difficulty or infant class size breaches, where the school would be required to submit a claim to DFFG and justify their claim for additional funding.  The Local Authority has serious concerns about expanding this approach to “rising rolls” due to the resources required in both the schools and the Local Authority to support such a system.  With the reductions facing the LA over the next 4 years, we are unable to be able to support such a proposal and we are therefore proposing an alternative.  
3. Proposed Future Method
3.1. The LA believes that it is possible to target this contingency funding to those schools that really need it without going to a claims based system.  It could achieve this by making some minor adjustments to the current system.  The suggested changes are as follows:

· Increase the initial threshold from 1% to the greater of 2% or 5 pupils

· Introduce a second threshold of £2,500 for primary schools and £10,000 for secondary schools.  Only rising roll contingency payments above these levels would be paid.

3.2. Attached at appendix 2 is a spreadsheet showing the effect of these changes for those schools who received rising roll contingency funding in 2009-10.  In summary, the total payments would reduce to £0.9m with 56 schools receiving a payment.
3.3. Dealing with the specific request from the Forum to consider whether schools should be funded for a rising roll when the additional admission numbers were above their published PAN.  The first point to make is that whilst we could introduce a further control to stop paying rising roll contingency, this would only be a temporary delay to schools receiving the funding for these additional pupils.  Under the current School Finance Regulations we would have no option but to fund schools for pupils over the PAN when we count them in the following January for the annual school budget process.

3.4. The suggested additional control that could be introduced to deal with point 3.3 above would be to cap the October pupil numbers for the normal points of entry year groups to the schools PAN.  In other words, if a school’s PAN was 60 and they admitted 65 pupils in year R, we would only recognise 60.  We would operate this additional control before those mentioned in paragraph 3.1 above.
3.5. This proposal is likely to raise significant criticism and complaint from schools that do not promote admissions over PAN, but still have extra pupils “forced” on them by following independent appeals.
3.6. Attached at appendix 3 is a spreadsheet which builds on the additional controls in paragraph 3.1 by also including the “PAN cap” in paragraph 3.4.  In summary, the total payments would reduce to £0.7m with 49 schools receiving a payment.
3.7. Please note that any changes would apply for the first time to the 2011-12 rising roll contingency (and not 2010-11 which is being calculated later this month).

4. Recommendation

Members of DFFG are asked to consider the proposed changes to the operation of the rising roll contingency as stated in section 3 above and make recommendations to change to the Schools’ Funding Forum.
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