MEETING OF THE SCHOOL’S FUNDING FORUM

9 September 2011 at Village Hotel Maidstone, Maidstone.

Present: Roland Gooding (Chairperson), Phil Sayer (Vice Chairperson), Alasdair Paterson, John Dennis, Janice Brook, Richard Hitchin, Chris Atkin, Jane Partridge, Alan Barham, Rosemary Joyce, Jane Robinson, Alison Coppiters, Lynda Downes, John Bird, Sue Glanville, Rev Simon Foulkes, Peter Dalton, Neil Willis, Gary Cooke (Deputy Cabinet Member), Keith Abbott, Ian Hamilton (Clerk to the Forum), Bruce MacQuarrie (item 3 only)
Apologies: Jonathan Dunn, Ben Cooper, Christine Fordham
	1.
	Minutes and matters arising from the SFF 24 June and SFF Executive meeting 21 July.

Maters arising SFF 24 June
Item 3- Keith Abbott gave a short update on the Kent County Council (KCC) Restructure. The consultation for the KCC Finance & Procurement re-organisation will run for the period 7 November for 90 days until the 6th February. The selection process for appointments to new structure will take place from the beginning of March with the new structure operational from the 1st April. A further update on KCC restructure will be given at the next SFF meeting on the 25 November.
Item 8 – As requested by Sarah Hohler, information has been collected from LA Maintained Schools and Academies in respect of the future proposed reduction in funding for sixth form pupils. A summary of responses has now been submitted to Nick Gibb (MP- School Minster).  
The SFF minutes of the 24 June and the SFF Executive minutes of the 21 July were ratified as a true and accurate record of the respective meetings.

 
	

	2.

	Sub Group Feedback

a) Delegated Formula Funding Group (DFFG)
No feedback was given as a meeting had not taken place since the last SFF meeting on the 24 June
b) Schools Capital Group (SCG) 

Phil Sayer the Chairperson of the SCG updated the group on the contents of the SCG meeting held on the 7 September, to access minutes to this meeting click on the following link SCG minutes 7 September 2011

	

	3.

	Capital Funding Consultation (The James Review)
Four papers were presented to the group which summarised the Government Capital Expenditure Announcements, Sebastian James Review (SJR), summary of recommendations from the SJR review and consultation questions. A consultation response to the DfE will be submitted on behalf of the LA and Schools, Bruce MacQuarrie (BM) will lead on this on behalf of the LA and the SCG will do this on behalf of schools. The deadline for submission to the DfE is the 11 October, members of the SFF were invited to submit any comments in relation to the consultation to BM. A copy of the consultation response submitted to the DfE will be circulated to members of SFF in due course.

	Ian Hamilton

	4.
	Further Delegation of Dedicated Schools Grant to Schools
The purpose of this item was to present the responses by schools to the Further Delegation Consultation that ran from the 20 July to 31 August. Appendix 1 to the paper provides details of the initial recommendations in the consultation and the responses from schools. The SFF were requested to review this information and make a final recommendation on further delegation on behalf of schools. The final recommendations from the SFF will be included in the information presented to Members as part of the final decision making process, this will take place at the KCC Cabinet meeting on the 17 October 2011.

The final recommendations of the SFF, are listed below, this should be read in conjunction with the information detailed in appendix 1.

1.1 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained
1.2 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated

1.3 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated

1.4 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated

1.5 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be devolved

2.1 Consultation and Schools recommended funding should be delegated, 

SFF-voted unanimously not to delegate the funding. SFF did not want this service split up and recommended that it should either be retained or devolved as per Special School proposal. A further appraisal should be carried out to determine where the service should be sourced from in the future. 
2.2 Consultation and Schools recommended that funding should be retained
       SFF-voted unanimously as per 2.1
2.3 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

2.4 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

2.5 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

2.6 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

2.7 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained. The SFF also recommended that this should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.
2.8 Consultation and Schools recommended funding should be delegated SFF- recommended that funding should be retained as further information had come to light that a service contract had been agreed for 3 yrs, therefore the funding could not be delegated.

2.9 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

2.10 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

2.11 Consultation and Schools recommended funding should be delegated. SFF- recommended the funding should be retained as the resource was used for internal management reporting and statutory data collection from schools.
2.12 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

2.13 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

3.1  Alternative Curriculum and Behaviour PRU’s- Consultation -recommended funding should be devolved, Schools- recommended it should be delegated and the SFF- recommended it should be devolved and should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.

3.1 Extended Learning Team- Consultation and Schools -recommended funding should be retained. SFF- recommended it should be devolved and should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.

3.2 Consultation- recommended that funding should be devolved and retained as per appendix 1, Schools- recommended funding should be delegated and SFF – recommended that funding should be devolved and retained as per appendix 1 and should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.
3.3 Consultation and School recommended that funding should be retained. SFF- recommended that funding should be retained and should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.

 3.4 Consultation and Schools recommended that funding should be retained. SFF- recommended that funding should be retained and should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.

 4.1 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated

4.2 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained
5.1 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

5.2 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

6.1 Consultation- recommended funding should be delegated, Schools –recommend funding should be retained & SFF- recommended the funding should be delegated.

6.2 Consultation- recommended funding should be delegated, Schools –recommend funding should be retained & SFF- recommended the funding should be delegated.

6.3 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

6.4 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained

6.5 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained

6.6 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

7. Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

8.1 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained
8.2 Consultation-recommended that funding should be delegated, Schools- recommended that funding should not be delegated and SFF- recommended that funding should be delegated.

9.1 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained

9.2 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be delegated.

9.3 Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

10. Consultation and School recommended that funding should be retained. SFF- recommended that funding should be retained and should form part of the review in respect of the Special Schools proposal.

11. Consultation, Schools & SFF all recommended the funding should be retained.

	

	5.
	Schools Funding Consultation
The consultation response needs to be submitted to the DfE by the 11 October, as the subject matter in some areas is complicated and there are 48 question to be answered it was felt that the best way to tackle this is to set up a working group. The following members from the SFF volunteered to be part of this group Alasdair Paterson, John Dennis, Phil Sayer, Alison Coppiters and Chris Atkin. A copy of the LA and Schools consultation response will circulated to members of the SFF in due course.

	Ian Hamilton

	6.
	 LACSEG Consultation

The potential impact of this consultation could have serious funding implications resulting in a considerable reduction to KCC’s Revenue Support Grant (RSG). The DfE launched the consultation at short notice at the start of a holiday period giving only 4 weeks to respond. The deadline for responses was the 16 August and to date no statement on the outcome of the consultation has been made by the DfE.

	

	7.
	Schools Financial Value Standard (SFVS)
The paper gave an overview of the new Schools Financial Standards which replaces its predecessor the Financial Management Standard in Schools (FMSiS). The LA is still responsible for making a disclosure to the DfE confirming that Kent schools have achieved the standard. However under FMSiS schools had to provide the LA with an individual verification certificate assessed by an external body that confirmed they had met the standard. Therefore the LA had robust evidence of the standard being applied in schools and could make a declaration that this had been attained in Kent Schools. The requirement for an external body to do this does not form part of the SFVS and the declaration in now a statement on behalf of the schools Governing Body. In order for the LA to make the required declaration to the DfE that Kent schools meet the standard, an audit programme will need to be implemented, this will mean that at a time of public finance restraints additional resources will need to be found in order to meet this requirement.

  
	

	8.
	NVQ Grant for Residential Special Schools.
It was brought to the attention of the SFF that a new National Minimum Care Standards for Residential Special Schools had been issued from the 1 September 2011. A significant change had been included regarding the training of Care Staff working in Residential Special Schools. In the past 80% of Social Care staff had to be working towards an NVQ in Caring for Children & Young People or an NVQ in Health & Social Care. Now the new standard requires that 100% of care staff need be working towards the new Children & Young Peoples Workforce Diploma of Social Care. The Diploma involves a more onerous induction of six months for new staff followed by them immediately commencing the new Diploma.  The previous qualification was not a taught course, but was based on gathering work-based evidence which was internally and then externally assessed.  Staff were usually given an hour a week towards getting evidence files together and Residential Special Schools had trained assessors who supported staff.  The New Diploma is a taught course and a provider will need to be indentified to deliver this. Also the new Diploma requires 400 hours of direct teaching which both vastly increases time needed by staff in order to do the diploma but also for senior staff to deliver it.  Residential Special Schools are inspected annually by OfSTED and will be expected to demonstrate that they are complying with the new standard.
As this is going to be a significant enforced cost pressure on Residential Special School budgets, work needs to be carried out to quantify what the actual cost is. This work will be carried out in the near future with the intention to provide the SFF with details at its meeting on the 20 January 2012. 

	Ian Hamilton
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