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Report No. 
DCYP11078 

London Borough of Bromley 
 

PART 1 - PUBLIC 
 
  

 

   

Decision Maker: Children and Young People Portfolio Holder 

Date:  For Pre-Decision Scrutiny by the Children and Young People PDS 
Committee on 14 July 2011 

Decision Type: Non-Urgent Non-Executive Non-Key 

TITLE: GOVERNMENT CONSULTATIONS ON FUTURE FUNDING FOR 
SCHOOLS AND ACADEMIES 

Contact Officer: David Bradshaw, Head of CYP Finance 
Tel:  020 8313 4807   E-mail:  david.bradshaw@bromley.gov.uk 

Chief Officer: Gillian Pearson, Director of Children and Young People Services 

Ward: Boroughwide 

 
1. Reason for report 

1.1 This report provides an overview of the recent consultations released by DfE regarding future 
funding for schools and academies and the Authorities response.  Following consultation with 
Schools Forum, a draft response from the Local Authority has been sent to the DfE. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. RECOMMENDATION(S) 

2.1 The Children and Young People Policy Development and Scrutiny Committee is asked 
to consider the response following consultation with Schools Forum and recommend to 
the Children and Young People Portfolio Holder that the draft report be approved as the 
Local Authority response. 

 



2 

Corporate Policy 
 
1. Policy Status: Existing policy:   Children and Young People's Plan 2009-2011 

2. BBB Priority: Children and Young People        

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Financial 

1. Cost of proposal: N/A        

2. Ongoing costs: N/A        

3. Budget head/performance centre:  Dedicated Schools Grant 2011/12 

4. Total current budget for this head: £208m 

5. Source of funding:   DSG, Pupil Premium 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Staff 

1. Number of staff (current and additional) – N/A   

2. If from existing staff resources, number of staff hours – N/A   

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Legal 

1. Legal Requirement: Non-statutory - Government guidance:         

2. Call in: Call-in is applicable         

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Customer Impact 

1. Estimated number of users/beneficiaries (current and projected) - N/A 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

Ward Councillor Views 

1. Have Ward Councillors been asked for comments? No 

2. Summary of Ward Councillors comments:        
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3. COMMENTARY 

3.1 The DfE recently released a number of consultations relating to the future funding of all 
schools including academies. 

3.2 The first consultation was titled “A consultation on school funding reform: rationale and 
principles” and outlined the governments proposals to move to a fair funding formula. This 
could be a national formula which would result in all schools budgets being set according to a 
central formula.  Alternatively it could include locally agreed decisions to vary the level of 
funding for individual schools to reflect particular local circumstances. 

3.3 The consultation document outlined the DfE‟s view of an ideal funding system, the future of the 
pupil premium, and the future role of the local authority particularly in relation to the funding of 
high cost pupils.  The consultation was seeking views on these issues and what factors should 
form part of the fair funding formula.  It also asked for views on when any reform might be 
introduced and how to manage the transition to a new funding system.  

3.4 The second consultation was titled “Academies pre-16 funding: Options for the 2012/13 
Academic Year”.  This consultation did not seek to pre-empt any decisions informed by the 
first consultation but recognised that the current funding system for academies was not 
sustainable and therefore it was imperative to make some changes to the way academies are 
funded from academic year 2012/12 (Academic Year 2012/13) regardless of the 
outcomes/timescales of the wider reform. 

3.5 The proposals were that funding for academies should become more transparent and more 
reactive to change, whilst becoming less reliant on Local Authority based calculations.  Any 
changes, particularly in relation to the LACSEG element will inevitably have an impact on LA 
funding settlements for 2012/13. 

3.6 The consultations were open until the 25 May 2011.  A response paper has been prepared for 
each consultation with input from CYP officers with specific knowledge of SEN and Early 
Years Funding.  The consultation documents were discussed at the Schools Forum and at the 
most recent Primary and Special Head Teachers‟ meeting.  Any comments/issues raised at 
those meetings have been incorporated into the response document, along with any additional 
officer comments.  

3.7 The consultation and the responses are attached in Appendices 1 to 4.  Following on from 
these consultations, the DfE intends to release subsequent consultations in the summer which 
should have more detailed proposals and timescales. These will be presented to the CYP PDS 
Committee and to the CYP Portfolio Holder in due course. 

4. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

4.1 Whilst the report discusses the potential financial arrangements of schools, there are no 
financial considerations to be considered at this stage. 

Non-Applicable Sections: Policy Implications 
Legal Implications 
Personnel Implications 

Background Documents: 
(Access via Contact 
Officer) 

N/A 
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APPENDIX 1 
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APPENDIX 2 

A consultation on school 
funding reform: rationale 

and principles 
 

Consultation Response Form 

The closing date for this consultation is: 

25 May 2011 

Your comments must reach us by that date. 
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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please 

use the online response facility available on the Department for Education e-

consultation website (http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations). 

 

The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of 

Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public 

access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that 

your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to 

information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 

1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you 

should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality 

statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access. 

Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential. 
 

Name 
 

Organisation (if applicable) 
 

Address: 

 

If you have an enquiry related to the policy content of the consultation you can 
contact either 

Juliet Yates on: Telephone: 020 7340 8313    e-mail: juliet.yates@education.gsi.gov.uk, 
or 

Ian McVicar on: Telephone: 020 7340 7980    e-mail: ian.mcvicar@education.gsi.gov.uk 

If your enquiry is related to the DfE e-consultation website or the consultation process 
in general, you can contact the Consultation Unit by e-mail: 
consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk, by Fax: 01928 794 311, or by telephone: 0870 
000 2288. 

 

London Borough of Bromley 

Civic Centre 
Stockwell Close 
Bromley 
BR1 3UH 

mailto:juliet.yates@education.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:ian.mcvicar@education.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk
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Please tick the box that best describes you as a respondent. 

 
School 

 
Schools Forum 

 
Governor Association 

 
Teacher 

 

Local Authority 

Group 
 Individual Local Authority 

 

Teacher 

Association  

Other Trade Union / 

Professional Body  
Early Years Setting 

 
Campaign Group 

 
Parent / Carer 

 
Other 

 

 

If „Other‟ Please Specify: 

This response incorporates the views of the Schools‟ Forum. 
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1. Do you agree with the stated characteristics of an ideal school funding 
system? (Section 2) 

  
 All 

 
 Some 

 
 None 

 
 Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

Whilst we would agree with all the characteristics in principle, the details on how 
they will be operated in practice will need to be consulted on in much greater detail. 

 

 

2. Are there further characteristics the system should have? (Section 2) 

 
 Yes 

 
 No 

 
 Not Sure 

 

 

If „Yes‟, what are they? 

Able to adapt quickly to change, including in year adjustments if necessary. 

Should be based on up to date information/data. 

Inbuilt protection against big changes in funding 
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3. Do you agree with the analysis of how the current system falls short of 
these aims? (Section 3) 

 
 Yes 

 
 No 

 
 Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

There are a number of areas in Bromley where the funding is no longer fair and 
equitable due to historic distributions of Standards Funds. 

 

 

4. Do you agree with the case for reforming the system? 

 
 Yes 

 
 No 

 
 Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

 

No further comments 
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5. Do you agree that the aim of ensuring all deprived pupils get the same level 
of funding no matter where they live is the right one? (Section 4) 

 
 Yes x  No 

 
 Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

We believe that all deprived pupils should be entitled to the same level of support, 
however the funding required to provide this support may vary across the country. 

There also need to be recognition of the additional impact to schools with very high 
levels of deprivation, and those with very low levels of deprivation. 

 

 

 

6. Do you agree the underlying funding formula needs to change to meet this 
aim more quickly and effectively?  

 
 Yes x  No 

 
 Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

It is essential that the pupil premium if funded from additional new money not from 
funds recycled from within the current funding formula. 
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7. Do you think the school funding system should be based on a purely 
national formula? Or should there be flexibility for local decisions about 
funding levels? (Section 5) 

 
Purely 
National  

Some local 
flexibility  

A lot of local 
flexibility  

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

There needs to be some local flexibility to allow LA‟s to address individual issues, 
both for individual schools and/or the LA as a whole. 

 

 

8. If so, should that flexibility be limited, and if so how? (Section 5) 

 
 Yes 

 
 No x  Not Sure 

 

 

There not enough detail available at this stage to be able to comment, however it is 
essential that consultative bodies such as the Schools Forum should be involved in 
this process. 
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9. If there is local flexibility, what should the roles of local authorities, schools 
and the Schools Forum be in decision making? (Sections 5 and 6) 

 

Local authorities: 

Decision making. 

 

 

 

Schools: 

Consultation. 

 

 

 

Schools Forum: 

Consultation, but with right as at present to appeal to the Secretary of State if 
necessary. 

 

 

 

Comments: 
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10. If there is local flexibility for maintained schools, how should Academies 
and Free Schools be funded? (Section 5) 

 
Through the fair 
funding formula  

Taking into account 
local decisions  

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

Academies have representation on the Schools‟ Forum so would be able to 
contribute to the local decision making process. 

 

 

11. How do you think SEN support services might be funded so that schools, 
Academies, Free Schools and other education providers have access to high 
quality SEN support services? (Section 7) 

 

Comments: 

It is essential that careful thought is given to funding for SEN Support Services, 
in particular with the academies agenda.  To ensure the high quality services for 
low incidence needs are maintained (e.g sensory support services, ASD support 
services, specific learning needs) and that schools accept these children with 
special educational needs resources need to remain central with local 
authorities.  Where academies may want to be creative and devise a range of 
programmes of study for children to achieve they may find that children who 
may not be achieving at expected levels, or are difficult to manage due to their 
special educational needs are not those whom they wish to attract. High 
achieving schools may want to direct their resources to curriculum areas rather 
than to meeting special educational needs. Thus there needs to be an incentive 
to accept these pupils who may initially under-perform or may always under-
perform.  Example – a blind pupil in KS3/4 may attract a considerable amount of 
resources due to the need for equipment, teacher/classroom assistant time and 
independence training.  What school would want to buy in this resource for one 
pupil.  If they have to buy in support then this will not be an incentive to accept 
these pupils.  This could lead to tiers of education, those schools who are 
maintained and receive these support services free at the point of delivery and 
those academies or free schools who may decide to buy or not buy expertise, 
knowledge and skills from expert teachers and psychologists 
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12. How do you think a national banded funding framework for children and 
young people with SEN or who are disabled could improve the transparency of 
funding decisions to parents while continuing to allow for local flexibility? 
(Section 7) 

 

Comments: 

A National banding framework for children with SEN or who are disabled may be 
helpful to demonstrate transparency to parents. However, it is essential to have 
an indicator to reflect local circumstances so that funding is responsive to these 
local circumstances and to individual needs.   

 

 

 

13. How can the different funding arrangements for specialist provision for 
young people pre-16 and post-16 be aligned more effectively to provide a more 
consistent approach to support for children and young people with SEN or 
who are disabled from birth to 25? (Section 7) 

 

Comments: 

 

Funding arrangements for pre and post 16 needs to work from an ethos of 
meeting needs locally whilst providing opportunities to develop independent 
living and social skills and also providing a level of respite for parents and 
families where appropriate. The current YPLA college provision, whilst 
extensive and diverse does not build on the local provision.  There needs to 
be careful consideration of local provision up to 16 and where there is 
excellent practice this needs to be built on and extended with opportunities 
for extending funding local for young people to ensure they remain local to 
their family and community. 
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14. How successfully has the EYSFF been implemented? How might it be 
improved? (Section 8) 

 Very 
 

Fairly 
 

A little 
 

Not at all 
 

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

Bromley was a pilot Authority for the EYSFF.  Extensive consultation was 
undertaken across the sector.  The resulting formula is simple and transparent, with 
a base rate available to all, plus four possible supplements.  The resultant formula 
has largely been well received, and due to the identification of additional funding for 
the supplements from the DSG, no provider was worse off as a result of the 
changes to the formula.  
Following the pilot year, there was a review of the criteria for supplements which 
will more appropriately incentivise providers. 
 

 

 
15. How important is an element of local flexibility in free early education 
funding? What might alternative approaches look like? (Section 8) 

 Very 
 

Fairly 
 

A little 
 

Not at 
all  

Not 
Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

In Bromley only 6% of free early education for 3 and 4 year olds is delivered in 
schools, the remaining 94% being delivered within a diverse and disparate PVI 
sector. For this reason, local flexibility is essential to provide a sufficient, cohesive, 
high quality and sustainable market to meet the needs of Bromley children and 
families. 
 
Any alternative approach would need to take consideration of the unusual make up 
of the early years sector in boroughs such as Bromley, i.e. majority of Free Early 
Years Education provided by PVI, childminders, pre-schools, day nurseries and 
independent schools. 
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16. How should we identify the total amount of funding for early years and free 
early education for three year olds and four year olds not in reception from 
within the overall amount of 3-16 funding? (Section 8) 

 

Comments: 

The current census process does not take consideration of the attendance 
fluctuations across the year within Early Years.  In order to identify the appropriate 
and sufficient level of funding required there would need to be a review of the true 
costs of providing early years education, taking into consideration the diversity of 
provision from.  There would also need to be a review of the current code of 
practice to ensure that any changes to funding levels would not adversely 
disadvantage any particular sector resulting in a reduction of provision. 

 

 

17. Should the formula include only pupil led factors or also school led 
factors? (Section 9) 

 
Only pupil-led factors 

 
Include school-led factors 

 
Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

School led factors should be included to reflect the particular needs/characteristics 
of individual schools. 
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18. What factors should be included? (Section 9) 

 

Comments: 

EAL funding/funding for ethnic minorities 

Funding for low level special educational needs 

Area cost adjustments. 

School led factors, ie additional funding to support small schools 

 

 

19. What is the right balance between simplicity and complexity? (Section 9) 

 

Comments: 

The formula needs to be simple enough for everyone to understand whilst having a 
certain level of complexity required to reflect individual school needs. 

 



39 

20. What level of change in budgets per year can schools manage? (Section 
10) 

 

Comments: 

Schools would probably be able to manage no more than 5% movement in their 
total budget in any one year, depending on the size of the school. 

 

 

21. How much time do schools need to plan for changes in their funding? 
(Section 10) 

 
3 

months  
3 – 6 

months  
6 – 12 
months  

More than 
1 year  

Not 
Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

Schools will require a transitional period to allow them to consult fully with staff, 
unions and other relevant groups. 
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22. When is the right time to start moving towards a fair funding formula? 
(Section 10) 

 

 
2012 – 
13 

 
2013 – 
14  

2014 - 
15   

2015 - 
16  

Not 
Sure 

 

 

Comments: 

Bromley is aware that there are currently elements within its formula that need to 
be reviewed which would probably be rectified through the move to a fair funding 
formula, however there needs to be sufficient time for full consultation 

 

 

23.  Have you any further comments? 

 

 

Comments: 
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Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to 
acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below. 

 

Please acknowledge this reply  

 

Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different 
topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we 
were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through 
consultation documents? 

 

   Yes       No 

 

All DfE public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the 
Government Code of Practice on Consultation: 

Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to 
influence the policy outcome. 
 
Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with 
consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and sensible. 
 
Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, 
what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits 
of the proposals. 
 
Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and 
clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is intended to reach. 
 
Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if 
consultations are to be effective and if consultees‟ buy-in to the process is to be 
obtained. 
 
Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback 
should be provided to participants following the consultation. 
 
Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an 
effective consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the 
experience. 

If you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact 
Donna Harrison, DfE Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 794304 / email: 
donna.harrison@education.gsi.gov.uk 

mailto:donna.harrison@education.gsi.gov.uk
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Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation. 

Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown 
below by 25 May 2011 

Send by e-mail to: schoolfunding.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk 

Send by post to:  

Ian McVicar 
Funding Policy and Efficiency Team 
4th Floor 
Sanctuary Buildings 
Great Smith Street 
London 
SW1P 3BT  

 

mailto:schoolfunding.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk
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APPENDIX 3 

ACADEMIES’ PRE-16 FUNDING:   
OPTIONS FOR THE 2012/13 ACADEMIC YEAR 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 

In the White Paper, “The Importance of Teaching”, the Government set out its 
long term ambition for a Fair Funding Formula which ensures clear, 
transparent and fairer funding for all schools, including Academies and Free 
Schools, based on the needs of pupils.  
 
The main consultation document “A consultation on school funding reform: 
rationale and principles”  available on the Department for Education e-
consultation website (www.education.gov.uk/consultations) invites views on 
our aims for the school funding system and high level principles for reform, 
including how a Fair Funding Formula might operate.  This could be a national 
funding formula, which would involve all schools budgets being set according 
to a central formula.  Alternatively, it could involve locally agreed decisions to 
vary the level of funding for individual schools to meet particular local 
circumstances. 

The main document also asks for views on when any reform might be 
introduced.  However, if reform is not in place by 2012/13, we believe there is 
a strong case for making changes to the way Academies are funded, in 
advance of changes to the rest of the sector.  This document explains why we 
believe the current model for funding Academies is unsustainable going 
forward and would want to make changes for funding Academies in the 
financial year 2012/13 (FY2012/13).  It sets out the principles behind finding 
an alternative approach and options for doing so.  

 
2. THE CURRENT SYSTEM 
 

The main school funding consultation document sets out the case for change 
across the sector and sets out the principles which should underpin any 
system funding maintained schools and Academies.  This document does not 
seek to pre-empt decisions informed by the main school funding consultation 
on extent and timing of changes across the school sector.  However, we 
believe it is imperative to make improvements in the way Academies are 
funded from academic year 2012/13 (AY2012/13) and are therefore 
consulting on interim changes here that can be made in advance of wider 
reform.  
 
Academy funding for the AY2011/12 will be made up of the following main 
blocks:  

 
General Annual Grant (GAG): In order to keep to the principle that 
Academies should receive equivalent funding to a similar maintained 
school in the same area, the main portion of an Academy‟s funding 
seeks to mirror the local school funding formulae.  An Academy‟s 
School Budget Share is the level of funding which would be provided 
through the Local Authority‟s (LA‟s) funding formula for FY2010/11 if 
the Academy had been a maintained school.  It includes allocations for 
grants, such as the Standards Fund Grant, which have been 



44 

mainstreamed into school and Academy budgets from the FY2010/11.  
For each Academy the Young People‟s Learning Agency “replicates” 
the LA funding model, applies it to the Academy‟s pupil characteristics 
and adds in any mainstreamed grants.  Funding is based on the 
previous financial year due to the timing of financial information 
available from the Section 251 LA return on which models are based.  
 
LA Central Spend Equivalent Grant (LACSEG).  As independent 
institutions, Academies have to provide services which a Local 
Authority would provide for a maintained school, such as behaviour 
support services, licences and subscriptions, pensions returns and the 
production of financial accounts.  An Academy may choose to buy 
services back from the LA or it can make other arrangements to suit its 
pupils‟ needs.  The LACSEG gives Academies funds to provide these 
services, at an equivalent rate to which the LA would have provided the 
services.  It is calculated by the Department for Education using 
financial information supplied by Local Authorities in Section 251 
statistical returns.  Amounts vary substantially between authorities 
because of differences in the way LAs delegate funding to maintained 
schools and can reflect large swings between years as LA funding 
decisions change to reflect changing patterns of provision.  
 
Insurance: As Academies typically have higher insurance costs than 
maintained schools, Academies receive a payment to reflect this.  
 
Pupil Premium: Academies receive the Pupil Premiums for pupils 
known to be eligible for Free School Meals, Service Children and 
Looked After Children in the same way and at the same rate as 
maintained schools.  This is additional to core funding. 

 
Taken as a whole, this adds up to a complicated system that we believe 
needs reform for the following reasons.  
 
The process is not transparent.  The replication models and LACSEG 
models are hard to understand at an Academy and local authority level.  
Funding allocations are based on figures that relate to activities many months 
behind the activity for which an Academy is providing the service to its pupils. 
  
It does not quickly reflect local circumstances.  As pupil characteristics 
change in an Academy - e.g. the number of pupils eligible for free school 
meals or identified with special educational needs - the replication process 
does not ensure that these are reflected in actual funding amounts for the 
year in which the service is now needed.  
 
There is a risk of error during the replication process.  There are risks 
involved, mainly arising from the difficulty of accurately duplicating a local 
authority formula without mistakes that can sometimes lead to significant 
errors in the level of funding allocations, even from very small formula errors. 
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The process becomes more difficult with an increasing number of 
Academies.  The method of replication was appropriate for a small number of 
Academies, where individual anomalies could be discussed and agreed with a 
local authority. It is not an appropriate mechanism to automatically set funding 
levels for an increasing number of schools.  
 
It is not sustainable.  There are some local authorities which are likely to 
have no maintained secondary schools soon, as they will have all converted 
to Academies.  This would mean that the local authority would have no need 
for a formula for their secondary schools, and therefore there would be no 
formula to replicate. And if all an authority‟s schools become Academies, then 
LACSEG will reduce to zero because the local authority would have no need 
for central expenditure on maintained schools. 
 
It is not administratively efficient.  Replication is extremely labour intensive. 
YPLA estimates that an average replication model takes 3-5 days to build but 
may take up to three weeks to verify as further information and clarification is 
sought from a local authority.  This funding system also means additional data 
burdens for Academies. 

 
3. PRINCIPLES FOR AN ALTERNATIVE FUNDING METHOD 

Our view is that an alternative method for funding Academies in AY2012/13 
would have certain key characteristics. 

It would enable a smooth transition to a new approach across the 
funding system.  This might be a short-term, interim measure to ensure 
stability in the system before we move to a new approach to funding across 
the system, or it might mean some kind of trial approach is required. 
 
It would ensure that funding is equivalent between Academies, free 
schools and maintained schools.  We would want to avoid any option which 
gave a financial advantage or disadvantage to schools wishing to convert to 
Academy status. 

It would be transparent and easy to understand.  If an alternative method 
is implemented, local authorities and Academies must be clear about how 
calculations are made and how funding levels may change. 
 
 
Questions for consultation 

Do you agree with our analysis that the current system is not 
appropriate to fund an increasing number of Academies in a fair and 
transparent way? 

Do you agree with the principles for an alternative method of funding 
Academies in 2012/13? 

Are there other aims we should have for the Academy funding system in 
the absence of cross-system reform, such as a Fair Funding Formula? 
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4. SCHOOL BUDGET SHARE 
 

We think that there are three main options for funding Academies in 2012/13.  
It would be impossible, at this stage, to show the precise impact on actual 
funding levels if we pursued any of the particular options for an individual 
Academy as this would involve detailed modelling work for which the data is 
not currently available. However, we are able to provide an initial assessment 
of the options based on how they would most likely work.  
 
The largest element of an Academy‟s funding is the school's core funding, 
known as its delegated school budget share.  This is currently the same as a 
maintained school's current budget share received from the local authority, 
with some small adjustments.  In AY2012/13 we could change how the school 
budget share is calculated for Academies.  
 
The proposals here concentrate on Sponsored Academies and Converter 
Academies.  We will want to consider further whether any changes are 
necessary to the way the budget share for Free Schools is calculated for 
AY2012/13.  We are conscious that as the first Free Schools will open in 
September 2011 and new applications are currently being developed for 
AY2012/13, any interim changes would need to be considered against 
ensuring a necessary degree of certainty going forward for what will be very 
new institutions.  The main consultation document, which is consulting on the 
principles on wider reform, includes Free Schools within its scope for wider 
system reform going forward.  
 
 
Roll Forward.  We would ensure that per pupil funding amounts are kept 
level, rolling forward the per pupil school budget share figures from the 
previous year.  This approach would mirror the Spending Review‟s overall 
Schools Budget Settlement for FY2012/13 for maintained schools.  We would 
intend to roll forward the per pupil school budget share that was the basis of 
the calculations for the previous year‟s budget, before any transitional 
protection, such as the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) was applied.  
This consultation does not propose any MFG (or similar) protections next year 
but  our assumption would be that if there were to be any additional protection 
for the maintained sector going forward, this would also be applied to 
Academies.  
 
For Academies that are open before September 2012 we would roll forward 
their per pupil funding for the AY2011/12.  Schools converting to Academy 
status during AY2012/13 would receive their allocation as if they were still a 
maintained school with additions for LACSEG.  
 
It is important to note that this would not mean that Academies would receive 
the same total budget as in the previous year.  This could either increase or 
decrease depending on how pupil numbers fluctuate at an Academy.  
 
An important advantage of this approach is that funding for Academies and 
schools converting to Academy status would be predictable. The main 
drawback is that certain funding levels - such as deprivation funding - would 
remain tied to historical funding levels. However, this would be a relatively 
simple option which could work in the short term.  Academies would also still 
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receive Pupil Premium funding relating to their pupils as this is additional to 
core funding.   
 
We believe that the roll forward option would give us a transparent interim 
method of funding Academies in FY2012/13 that maintains the comparability 
between Academies and the maintained sector.  For these reasons, it is our 
preferred option going forward.  
 
A fair funding formula for Academies only.  We would fund Academies 
through a single formula on which we would consult later in the spring.  This 
would be a useful way to trial a Fair Funding Formula for all schools.  
However, funding for Academies would move significantly away from 
comparable maintained schools and therefore does not meet our principle that 
Academies should not have a financial advantage or disadvantage. 
 
Local authority based calculations.  We could require local authorities to 
calculate Academy budgets using formulae they already hold.  This would be 
advantageous in that Academy funding would be calculated on the financial 
year data closest to the academic year going forward and would not be 
lagged in the way it currently.  However it has the disadvantage that 
Academies would receive indicative and final funding allocations later than 
now.  Currently Academies receive indicative funding letters in the December 
in advance of the following September, with final allocations in March.  This 
option would shorten the advanced notice that Academies have of budgets in 
the following year.  Another disadvantage would be that Academies, as 
autonomous institutions, would be more reliant on local authority formulae and 
decisions. 
 
Questions for consultation 
 
Do you agree with the broad analysis of how each option might work? 

Which option do you think is the best way of funding Academies in 
2012/13?   

Are there potential advantages and disadvantages in implementing each 
option that we have not considered?  

5.  LOCAL AUTHORITY CENTRAL SPEND EQUIVALENT GRANT (LACSEG) 
 

This is additional money for an Academy to cover central services that a local 
authority no longer provides.  This is not a uniform figure nationwide and 
reflects the amount that a local authority spends on particular central services 
on behalf of schools. 
 
Currently there are services and costs funded from a local authority's Schools 
Budget, which form 30% of the total grant.  There are also services and costs 
funded from other local authority sources, which form 70% of the total grant 
nationally.  We will consider how LACSEG calculations should be made in 
FY2012/13, how they could be simplified and how they could reflect changes 
in LA settlement for FY2012/13.  Our assumption is that any changes to 
LACSEG would also apply to Free Schools.  
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Questions for consultation 
 
Are there changes you think we should consider to the way the local 
authority central spend equivalent grant (LACSEG) is calculated for 
FY2012/13?  
 
What factors would you want us to take into consideration if we were to 
make changes?  

 
6. NEXT STEPS 
 

This document is part of the first stage in our consultation on changes to the 
schools funding system.  As such, we would welcome comments on the 
questions asked in this document by 25 May 2011 rather than to the usual full 
12 week consultation period.  In the interim, we will continue to discuss the 
options for funding Academies in FY2012/13 with partner organisations. 
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APPENDIX 4 
 

Academies Pre-16 Funding: 
Options for the 2012/13 

Academic Year 
Consultation Response Form 

The closing date for this consultation is: 25 May 
2011 

Your comments must reach us by that date. 
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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please 
use the online response facility available on the Department for Education e-
consultation website (http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations). 

 

Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, 
may be subject to publication or disclosure in accordance with the access to 
information regimes, primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Data 
Protection Act 1998. 

If you want all, or any part, of your response to be treated as confidential, please 
explain why you consider it to be confidential. 

If a request for disclosure of the information you have provided is received, your 
explanation about why you consider it to be confidential will be taken into account, 
but no assurance can be given that confidentiality can be maintained. An automatic 
confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded 
as binding on the Department. 

The Department will process your personal data (name and address and any other 
identifying material) in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998, and in the 
majority of circumstances, this will mean that your personal data will not be disclosed 
to third parties. 

Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential. 
 

Reason for confidentiality: 

 

 

 

 

Name 
 

Organisation (if applicable) 
 

Address: 

 

 

London Borough of Bromley 

Civic Centre 
Stockwell Close 
Bromley 
BR1 3UH 
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If you have an enquiry related to the policy content of the consultation you can 
contact either: 

Annie Raw (telephone: 020 7340 8143) or Victoria Ismail (telephone: 020 7783 
8682) 

e-mail: AcademiesFunding.CONSULTATION@education.gsi.gov.uk 

If you have a query relating to the consultation process you can contact the 
Consultation Unit by telephone: 0370 000 2288 or e-mail: 
consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/ARAW/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/AcademiesFunding.CONSULTATION@education.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk
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Please mark ONE box that best describes you as a respondent 

 
Academy 

 
School applying for 
academy status  

Maintained 
School 

 
Academy Sponsor 

 
Schools Forum 

 
Campaign 
Group 

 
Union/Professional 
Body  

Parent/Carer 
 
Governor 
Association 

 
Local Authority 

 
Other   

 

 

Please Specify: 
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1 Do you agree with our analysis that the current system is not appropriate to fund 
an increasing number of Academies in a fair and transparent way? (see section 2 in 
the consultation document) 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
If it is recognised that there is a need for a fair funding formula for maintained 
schools then this should be extended to include Academies. 

 

2 Do you agree with the principles for an alternative method of funding Academies in 
2012/13? (see section 3 in the consultation document) 

 
All 

 
Some 

 
None 

 
Not Sure     

 

 

Comments: 
 
Schools should be able to clearly see that there is no financial advantage or 
disadvantage to schools wishing to convert to Academy status. 
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3 Are there other aims we should have for the Academy funding system in the 
absence of cross-system reform, such as a Fair Funding Formula?  If yes, what are 
they? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
No further comments 

 

4 Do you agree with the broad analysis of how each option might work? (see section 
4 in the consultation document) 

 All 
 
Some 

 
None 

 
Not Sure     

 

 

Comments: 
 
Broad analysis of each option makes sense. There needs to be more detail to 
enable us to give a full response 
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5 Which option do you think is the best way of funding Academies in 2012/13? (see 
section 4 in the consultation document)   

 
Roll 
forward  

Fair funding formula for 
Academies only  

Local authority based 
calculations 

x Not sure     

 

 

Comments: 
 
There are advantages and disadvantages to all three systems. Further details 
would be needed to make a considered judgement 

 

6 Are there potential advantages and disadvantages in implementing each option 
that we have not considered?  If yes, what are they? 

 
Yes 

 
No x Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
If the funding is to be based on Section 251 information there needs to be sufficient 
time for local authorities to address any anomalies in the way that funding is shown. 
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7 Are there changes you think we should consider to the way the Local Authority 
Central Spend Equivalent Grant (LACSEG) is calculated for FY2012/13? If yes, what 
are they? (see section 5 in the consultation document) 

 Yes 
 
No 

 
Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
Equality of funding between different type of schools is essential 
 
Academies should only receive funding for the responsibilities that they take on. 
Currently this is not necessarily the case 

 

8 What factors would you want us to take into consideration if we were to make 
changes? 

 

Comments: 
 
Equality of funding across the piece. There should be no advantage or 
disadvantage of becoming an academy 

 

 
9 Have you any further comments? 

 

Comments: 
 
None 
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Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual 
responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below. 

Please acknowledge this reply  

Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different topics and 
consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again 
from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

Yes No 

 
All DfE public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the Government 
Code of Practice on Consultation: 

 

Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence the 
policy outcome. 
 
Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to 
longer timescales where feasible and sensible. 
 
Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is being 
proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals. 
 
Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, 
those people the exercise is intended to reach. 
 
Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are to be 
effective and if consultees‟ buy-in to the process is to be obtained. 
 
Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be 
provided to participants following the consultation. 
 
Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective 
consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience. 

 

If you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact Donna Harrison, 
DfE Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 738212 / email: donna.harrison@education.gsi.gov.uk 

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation. 

Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 25 
May 2011 

Send by post to: Annie Raw, Academy Funding and Finance Team, Department for Education, Level 
3, Sanctuary Buildings, Great Smith Street, London SW1P 3BT. 

Send by e-mail to: AcademiesFunding.CONSULTATION@education.gsi.gov.uk 

 

mailto:donna.harrison@education.gsi.gov.uk
file:///C:/ietemp/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/AcademiesFunding.CONSULTATION@education.gsi.gov.uk
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