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	Summary
This paper reports on the Government’s consultation document issued on 6th October 2011, with responses required by 4th January 2012. The results will be published in Spring 2012. With Annexes, the document extends to 61 pages. It proposes an overhaul of the existing 16-19 Funding Formula with the aim of determining how funding can better support young people’s educational outcomes and prospects in a fair, transparent and more simplified way. The response form seeks views on 25 different questions. 
A small working group of Forum members has been established to work through the document to prepare a response on behalf of the Forum. The County Council will also submit its own response to the consultation, which will be shared with the Forum.




1. The 16-19 Funding Formula Review consultation was released on 6th October and invited providers of 16-19 learner responsive provision to respond individually by 4th January 2012. The full document can be accessed at: http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations/index.cfm?action=consultationDetails&consultationId=1777&external=no&menu=1
2. The main issue the DfE are trying to address for post-16 funding is how the funding can be most effectively used to better support young people’s educational outcomes and prospects, which are too often determined by home background and circumstance.  It is known that more often it is young people from disadvantaged backgrounds who are less likely to participate.  The Government remains committed to full participation in education and training for 16-17 year-olds, to raising the participation age to 17 in 2013 and to 18 in 2015.

3. The intention is to, where possible, align with the proposals for pre-16 funding, also:

· Support policy objectives;

· Be fair;

· Be clear and transparent;

· Enable data simplification;
· Be clear what additional funds are being targeted at young people from disadvantaged backgrounds;
· Avoid financially destabilising good quality provision
4. The DfE believes that the current national funding formula used for the education and training of 16-19 year-olds in England is not appropriate for a system of compulsory participation, and that there are significant weaknesses in the current system:
· It is not always transparent and straightforward, is resource-intensive and young people do not have a standard funding allocation that follows them;

· It forces institutions to steer a high proportion of learners into courses they are likely to pass easily, if they are to remain solvent;

· It gives institutions strong incentives to choose qualifications that pay well and gives institutions no incentive to offer coherent study programmes;

· It results in too many young people not progressing into secure employment or further and higher education (HE) and training.  Too many learners are being allowed to drop the study of English and maths.

5. The DfE is seeking a revised funding formula that provides transparency, clarity, simplicity and fairness to institutions as well as transparency to young people and parents, so that everyone can better understand how successful learning and provision is funded by government. It also wants to move away from “payment-per-qualification,” and introduce funding at learner level that will support the delivery of a coherent programme of learning for the young person. The thinking is that moving to a simpler funding system for 16-19 learners, whether vocational or academic, which funds on a per learner basis, with the amount varying to some extent by programme, would bring significant benefits to the young person.  It would support institutions to offer coherent and substantive study programmes, free from any perverse incentives, and ensure that each young person is on the correct programme to facilitate their progression to further learning or employment. 
6. The proposals in the consultation cover the following areas:
· Reforming disadvantage funding and aligning it more closely with the principles of the pre-16 pupil premium

· Simplifying participation funding, and how to move away from funding an aggregation of the qualifications a young person is studying, and fairly allocate funding to full and part time learners;

· Streamlining the way the additional costs of delivery of certain provision are addressed, and how to apply these to the programme of study rather than the individual qualification;

· Revising area costs by potentially introducing consistency, and possibly aligning area cost uplift with those applied pre-16 through the dedicated schools grant (DSG);

· The potential removal of the success factor from the formula, or treating achievement and retention separately;

· Simplifying the residential care standards uplift by removing it from the funding formula and distributing it directly to providers, and removing the short programme modifier;

· Using transitional protection and/or phased implementation to support a smooth transition to the simpler funding formula.

7. A small working group of the Forum was established to consider the proposals and draft a response on behalf of the Forum. The draft response is being circulated for comment but to summarise briefly: 

Section 2 - Disadvantage Funding – There is general agreement to the proposed principles for the operation of disadvantage funding but we strongly disagree to the use of Free School Meals to indicate disadvantage and would prefer to see a separate budget maintained to address low level LDD needs. There should be a mechanism for reviewing the impact of any changes.

Section 3 – Simplification – Although there are elements of the existing formula that are overly complex there is strong disagreement to a single rate for all full time learners. The feeling is that there is conflict between over simplification and being able to offer a programme that meets individual learner and wider employment needs. We would therefore prefer a funding formula that recognises larger programmes (e.g. Level 3 vocational, IB and high volume A-level), supporting the existing broad and balanced programme on offer across Kent. 
Section 4 – Success Rates – Although retention and raising the age for compulsory participation in education are key policy objectives for the Govt., the feeling is that some method for recognising success  should  be retained in the funding formula to ensure courses are appropriate to learner needs rather than based on funding. Some local analysis of the impact of removing the success factor suggests that Kent schools\academies may not be in line with the consultation analysis. The consultation claims that 27% all schools would experience a funding change within a -3% to -10% (potential losses) range, whereas the local analysis suggests 38%. Of the Kent schools receiving a 2011-12 allocation, 60% would have experienced a reduction without the success factor. 
Section 5 – Further Simplification – There is general agreement on the proposals here although we have indicated a preference to move towards the pre-16 funding method for determining ACA (Area Cost Adjustment).

Section 6 – Implementation – Transitional protection over a longer (than 3 years) period is preferred to enable providers to work through both pre-16 and post-16 implications. Phased implementation will be confusing and unsettling.  
8. The principles for change are conflicting and a new system must be based on a balance of considerations with the policy objectives, need for transparency and simplification not overwhelming the need to ensure fairness or avoiding financially destabilising good quality provision.  
9. The County Council will be submitting a separate response, which will be endorsed at Cabinet Members discussion in early December, and shared with Forum members at a later date. All Kent schools and academies have been invited (via an e-Bulletin) to contribute towards this response but there has been no feedback. The County Council response is likely to differ in one respect, with a suggestion promoting the strategic role of local authorities and the YPLA in any significant changes to individual provider programme offers. 
Recommendation

· The Forum are asked to consider\agree the draft response and if changes are required to empower the Executive to agree the final Forum submission, which will be shared electronically with all members.
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