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School Forum 11th October 2012 

 

Consultation on changes to the Torbay schools funding formula 2013/14 

 

16 responses have been received from primary schools. Sherwell Valley, Oldway, Collaton St Mary, St 

Marychurch , Roselands, Sacred Heart, Preston,  Barton, Priory, Upton St James, Queensway, Furzeham 

and a joint response from Watcombe and Kings Ash. 1 secondary school replied – St Cuthbert Mayne. 1 

from Prospects Academy Trust 

The table below summarises the responses to the questions. 

Primary 

Question Yes No Neither 

1 13 2  

2 15   

3 15   

4 2 10 1 

5 6 8  

6 14 1  

7 12   

8 10 1 2 

 

 

Detailed responses have been summarised or reproduced in whole in appendix 1. These comments have 

not been attributed. 

 

Question 1 

The proposal is to distribute the current Inclusion sub formula funding 33.3% IDAICI,33.3% FSM and 

33.3% Prior Attainment. 

Do you agree with these proportions and factors? 

 

There was very broad agreement with the proportions but specific concerns were raised by 2  schools 

around the use of prior attainment data under this question . The use of EYFSP as prior attainment for 

SEN was questioned by other schools in other answers. 
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It is desirable to include some form of prior attainment data as a proxy for SEN. The DfE have only 

allowed LAs to use EYFSP for primary schools. 

In their guidance the DfE state: 

We have considered a range of measures to identify these pupils. We expect that the notional 
SEN budget will include an identified element of the basic entitlement and, in many cases, of 
deprivation funding. But we do not think this provides a complete answer. However, whilst there 
is no ‘perfect’ way of identifying pupils with low-cost SEN, we are not keen on allowing a 
measure which is based on direct identification of pupils as having SEN as this can be 
subjective. It is for this reason that we will remove factors from the regulations that allow formula 
funding to be targeted to pupils on the basis that they are on School Action or School Action 
Plus.  

1.3.30. Prior attainment, if used appropriately, can provide us with a good proxy for many SEN 
pupils not identified through a deprivation measure, but we need to provide some safeguards to 
ensure that the system is not subject to misuse. So, in order to ensure funding reaches children 
with SEN in primary schools, we will allow funding to be distributed to pupils based on their 
achievement as recorded by the Early Years Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP).  

1.3.31. Under the current EYFSP, a child is ‘developing well’ if he or she scores 78 points 
across all areas of learning and development. The 2011 data shows that 61% of pupils with 
SEN11 do not achieve 78 points and are therefore not ‘developing well’. Whilst we recognise that 
this is not a perfect measure of SEN, it does give us a reasonable threshold which captures 
most SEN pupils who are underachieving. It would also be a temporary measure as the criteria 
for the EYFSP are being reviewed. A new set will be in place from academic year 2012/13.  

 

Whilst it is acknowledged that EYFSP has some drawbacks it is the only allowable proxy data for primary 

SEN. Assessment at the end of Reception year is an issue but allowing for good progress by  pupils due 

to effective practice by schools suggests that  those that remain below 78 points  are exactly the 

children that will need further help and therefore funding should be targeted towards them in the 

formula. 

There are issues about schools with nurseries but as over 90% of children attend an early years setting  it 

can be taken that the very large majority of children are receiving significant early years input and 

therefore improvement happens broadly across the cohort. If the assumption is that this is consistent 

across the cohort then the arguments for keeping the targeting at children scoring below 78 point 

remain. The recommendation is that the use of 78 points remains in the changes.  

As prior attainment is the only proxy for SEN the recommendation is that is remains as 33% of the 

inclusion funding distribution. If inclusion funding was reduced from the current 4 factors to just 2 then 

this would produce greater turbulence as well as providing a less well targeted funding allocation. 
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Question 2 

The proposal on page  6 is to use eligible FSM numbers to distribute funding in the formula not Ever 6 

as this provides less targeted funding and has the potential to produce more turbulence in transition 

from the current formula to the new formula. 

Do you agree with using eligible FSM numbers in the new formula not Ever 6. 

There was broad agreement with this aspect of change 

Question 3 

In the formula it is possible to use weighted IDACI bandings or just straight forward IDACI numbers 

not weighted. The  proposal  is to weight IDACI via bandings to target funding to more deprived 

pupils. This matches closely the current funding formula. Do you agree with this proposal?  

There was broad agreement with this aspect of change 

Question 4 

Looking at pages  5-9 and appendix 7 are there any budget areas that you think should be distributed 

by other criteria e.g the proposal is to distribute the premises budget via per pupil entitlement(pupil 

numbers) do you think this should be distributed via any of the other qualifying criteria e.g FSM or 

IDACI. 

In the responses to this question some schools  repeated concerns about use of EYFSP.  There was a 

proposal  to fund on bandings of FSM and IDACI relating to the individual school populations. This is 

what Torbay currently does with transience funding but this approach is not allowable from April 2013 

for either pupil mobility, FSM entitlement or IDACI so this suggestion cannot be pursued. 

Question 5 

The proposal is to distribute the formula allocation of the current statementing funding via 15% Per 

Pupil Entitlement,15% FSM,25% IDAICI and 45% Prior Attainment. 

Do you agree with these % proportions against these criteria? 

The comments from schools who responded were evenly balanced in this question. The schools that 

raised concerns were mostly concerned about the 45% allocation for prior attainment. Some have 

suggested that less is distributed on prior attainment and that FSM and IDACI data distributes a higher 

proportion.  

The concerns about EYFSP have been discussed above in question 1. However, given that prior 

attainment data is the proxy for SEN and EYFSP is the prior attainment data for primary schools to not 

use this in a high % for the distribution of the SEN/statementing funding would seem illogical. Allowing 

for good progress by pupils due to effective practice by schools suggests that pupils who remain below 
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78 points  are precisely the children that will need further help and therefore funding should be targeted 

towards them in the formula. 

A number of schools have suggested using different measures within EYFSP or collecting the data at 

different points. Neither of these is allowable within the DfE guidance and therefore cannot be pursued. 

Question 6 

The proposal is to not use pupil mobility in the revised formula as it does not target schools with a 

high % level of mobility and Children Looked After in the revised funding formula as they are small 

numbers and often mobile so a poor indicator for targeting funding to schools. Do you agree with 

these proposals?  

There was broad agreement for these proposals 

Question 7 

In the proposals for new delegation of funding do you agree with the proposed indicators for 

distribution e.g Insurance via per pupil entitlement? 

There was broad agreement for these proposals. 3 schools suggested a combination of FSM and IDACI 

for Behaviour support, School Improvement and Extended services. There is some validity in using IDACI 

for behaviour support and Extended services but school improvement is a whole school function/activity 

and arguably better reflected using overall school numbers. 

Question 8 

In the notional SEN budget calculations in appendix 15 b the proposal is for 5%  of the Per pupil 

entitlement , 50% of FSM/IDACI funding and 100% of Prior Attainment funding to be used to calculate 

the notional budget. Please note that this is a notional calculation and not part of the actual funding 

formula. Do you agree with these proposed notional apportionments? 

There was broad agreement with this proposal. One school suggested testing at the end of KS1. This is 

not allowable by DfE guidance. 

 

Question 9 

Please use this section for any comments either about any overarching aspects of the consultation or 

on any specific issues not covered in the questions above. Please attach additional letters or evidence 

if wish. 

Question 9 was the opportunity for schools to raise any other issues. 

The general themes that emerged from responses to question 9 were; 
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a) Schools in deprived areas lose under the proposed changes 

b) Concerns about differences in funding for Statemented pupils via a formula 

c) Transitional funding. 

It is the case that under the proposed changes some schools serving less advantaged areas do have a 

reduced allocation under one element of the formula. This is the removal of the use of transience and 

replacing it with FSM, IDACI and Prior Attainment. Currently £346k is distributed across 4 schools with 

high transience, this will be no longer allowable and so this funding when distributed across all primary 

schools with FSM, etc gives a much smaller amount back to these 4 schools. This is not the formula 

being unfair or weighted against these schools it is just a reflection that the Torbay funding formula 

cannot continue to use transience.   As transience was so targeted then any allowable factor will not 

produce a similar distribution and these schools will inevitably have a lower allocation.  

However, it is interesting to note that of the 15 primary schools that were allocated funding for 

transience in 2012/13 under the new formula 5 gain via new formula changes and 10 have a reduction . 

This is reinforced when the 15 primary schools with the highest % of FSM are looked at – 5 gain under 

formula changes  and 10 lose which shows that the formula is not universally working against schools 

serving deprived areas.  

Whilst the changes to transience affect a small number of schools an analysis shows that it is often a 

combination of specific and individual school factors that are leading to large changes in funding rather 

than one particular element of the formula. For example , one of the larger ‘losers’ under the new 

formula that serves a disadvantaged area has a reduction largely due to the change in premises funding. 

The differences between statementing funding allocated to individuals and  formula SEN funding  is a 

national change which will affect many schools. There are bound to be differences when moving to a 

new funding methodology. Torbay can top up schools which have very much higher than average 

statemented pupil population and Torbay will look at how this can be accomplished although it can only 

be for the very greatest anomalies in % populations as there is no new funding for this and it will have to 

be a growth item in the high needs block. 

A number of schools talk about transition funding. This is effectively what having a -1.5% MFG is doing 

as it sets a floor to ‘cushion’ the scale of reductions in those schools . Correspondingly to make the 

whole formula affordable it is likely that schools with increased allocations will have a cap of probably 

around 1%.  Finally, it is worth noting that the average maintained primary school carry forward from 

2011/12 was 6.67%.  
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Recommendations 

 

The recommendations are that  School Forum  

1. Agrees the use of EYFSP  as the proxy data for SEN in primary schools. 

2. Agrees the Inclusion funding split across FSM, IDACI and Prior Attainment for Inclusion funding 

proposed at 33% across all three. 

3. Agrees the use of FSM numbers not ‘ever 6’. 

4. Agrees the use of IDACI banding. 

5. Agrees the allocation of budgets to criteria as outlined in appendix 7. 

6. Agrees not to use mobility and LAC as criteria in the formula. 

7. Agrees distribution criteria for new delegation funding. 

8. Agrees the distribution of SEN /Statementing funding proposed at 15% per pupil entitlement, 

15% FSM, 25% IDACI and 45% Prior Attainment. 


