DRAFT MINUTES
MEETING OF THE SCHOOLS’ FUNDING FORUM (SFF)

9:00 – 11:30, 20 September 2019  

Mercure Maidstone, Great Danes Hotel, Ashford Road, 
Hollingbourne, Maidstone ME17 1RE

Present: Mark Tomkins (Vice Chairperson), Jenny Ashley-Jones, Sue Beauchamp, Sue Birchall, Céranne Litton, Michael Powis, Tracy Thomas, David Whitehead, Lynda Downes, David Meades, Mark Seymour, Neil Willis, Ben Cooper, Tracey McCartney, David Gleed, David Anderson, Louise Burgess, Matt Dunkley (Corporate Director), Karen Stone (Clerk), Roger Gough (Cabinet Member), Janice Venn, Simon Pleace, Paul Royel, Heather Cook (representing LA Secondary Selective)

Apologies: John Dennis (Chairperson), David Stanley, Annabel Lilley, Mike Smith


	
1.
	
Welcomes and Introductions

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Vice Chairperson welcomed Heather Cook (Maidstone Grammar Schools for Boys) as an observer to the meeting

The Vice Chairman also confirmed a presentation from:
· Paul Royel: presenting item 3 on the Kent Pay Scheme for 2020 onwards
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Minutes and matters arising from the SFF meetings held on the 27 June 2019

Item 2: Vulnerable Schools

Karen Stone confirmed two meetings of the working group had taken place and a draft criteria and funding proposal is being developed. Karen emphasised the purpose of the group was to develop a proposed criteria and not to recommend whether a falling roll fund should be implemented, this decision would rest with the Forum. 

Action: to provide a formal proposal to the Schools Forum at the next meeting. 

Item 4: Update on the Alternative Provision Funding Model

Simon Pleace confirmed a record of the decision made by the Forum had been published on Kelsi and PRUs will be paid from September under the new funding arrangement. The formation of the legal agreement for secondary schools set to receive devolved AP funding took longer than expected and was due to be sent to schools/trusts shortly. The payment of the devolved amounts to individual schools has been slightly delayed as a result. Payments to schools will only be made once the legal agreement had been signed and returned either by a Maintained School or an Academy Trust. Payments are made on a monthly basis, no school will be penalised for signing the legal agreement late and will still be eligible for full amount.
It was confirmed a County Lead post was being recruited to who will oversee the development of the score card. The progress review has been added to the agenda of the Forum for September 2020. 

Action: The following actions from the last meeting have not been resolved and will need to be addressed at the next meeting:
· Investigate the financial impact on PRUs of supporting Kent pupils attending out of county schools (awaiting further guidance from ESFA)
· The size and application of any transition funding (Celia Buxton and Simon Pleace have met with PRUs who have raised concerns over sustainability. A full financial review is being undertaken before any decisions are recommended)

Item 6: SEND Call for Evidence

Simon Pleace confirmed a response on behalf of the Forum had been submitted as requested. Matt Dunkley also pointed the Forum to the recent announcements regarding the wider review of SEND high needs to investigate the impact of the 2014 reforms. This was considered a positive step with a focus on legislation as well as the funding. 

Confirmed all other actions were addressed in the agenda. The minutes can be accessed using the following Link Item 2 – SFF Minutes 27 June 2019
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Proposed changes to Kent Pay Scheme 1 April 2020

Paul Royel presented a verbal update to the Forum on 2 specific items:
· Direction of travel for the Kent pay grade
· Possible update to the term time only calculation

The future of the Kent Pay Grade Structure
Changes to the pay scheme over the last few years have been driven by both the national living wage and recommendations by the National Joint Council to redistribute the pay scale with the minimum salary of £9.00 per hour. Kent County Council took the decision to implement the proposals a year earlier than expected and it has been acknowledged there was a lack of communication, particularly with schools, over this decision. 

The Forum voiced their frustration as to the lack of adequate consultation over the Council’s recent decisions to change the pay scales, where there was a disproportionate impact on schools. However, the Forum appreciated the early engagement on the 2020 proposals. The Forum agreed the best communication channels for schools was through Kelsi and the e-Bulletin, and Paul agreed to issue an update to all schools shortly. 

Paul shared the principles agreed with the Trade Unions last year:
· Need to avoid grade erosion
· Possibility of merging KR2 & KR3 although it has been recognised this would pose challenges with job grading 
· Need to introduce a gap between the grades (0.05%)
· There should be at least £1,200 difference between the top and bottom of the grade

It was acknowledged the impact of these proposals would have a more profound effect on schools rather than local authority employees, particularly the grading of teaching assistants. 

Simon Pleace also confirmed initial discussions had taken place with Buckinghamshire Council as to the possibility of implementing school specific pay scale. It appears Buckinghamshire were not introducing a new pay scale as originally thought therefore Kent County Council would be a first in the Country to take this route and it was recognised a longer lead in time would be required to investigate and implement.

Action: Paul Royel to return with an update once further proposals for the Kent pay scale had been developed. 

Term Time Only Pay

Paul Royel outlined proposals to change the term time only calculation for annual leave entitlement. This is in line with the National Joint Council and some other local authorities.

Initial estimates suggest this could cost up to £3.7m if every school needed to implement the change (worst case scenario) however it is recognised some schools have already changed the methodology therefore the impact is likely to be less than this. 
	


















Paul Royel




















Paul Royel














	
4

	
2020-21 School Funding Update

Simon Pleace presented this item to the SFF.  The slides provide a summary of Kent’s interpretation of the recent announcements by the Government and recently published ESFA guidance. Confirmation of these assumptions is not expected until mid-October which leaves limited time to consult with schools over any recommended changes to the formula. To access the presentation click on this link Item 4 – 2020-21 School Funding Update
 
Over the last 2 years Kent has received an additional £50 million towards their school budgets, as the Government makes strives towards their pledge to introduce a National Funding Formula for all schools. During this time Kent has chosen to honour the National Funding rates but still recognise local circumstances where appropriate. This is reflected in the following funding rates differing from the NFF:
· Factor 2 Ever 6 Free School Meals
· Factor 6 Low Prior Attainment
· Minimum Funding Level
· Lump sum

Recent Government announcements have confirmed the national schools’ budget is due to increase from £44.4 billion in 2019-20 to £52.2 billion by 2022-23, this includes the commitment to fully fund the pension increase of £1.5 billion, and further increase of £7.1m (15.9%). There is no clear detail of the future cost pressures this increase is expected to fund apart from an initial commitment of £0.7 billion for High Needs. It has been estimated £3 billion of this increase reverses the 13-year funding freeze for schools and £4.1 billion is a real terms increases (excluding inflation). It is also recognised that this unlocks a challenge of implementing the Hard National Funding Formula.

Interpretation of the guidance suggests the calculation of local authority school budgets will be based on fully implementing the National Funding Formula, with no caps in gains (as in previous years). The soft national funding formula will remain but with some “hardening features”. The DfE have launched a consultation on the introduction of a mandatory minimum funding levels. Local Authorities will be able to disapply but will need to have a clear rationale. It is recognised selective schools and large primaries with low AEN factors will gain from the MFL proposals.

In addition, announcement confirm all core National Funding values will increase by 4% (apart from FSM) and the Minimum Funding Guarantee will increase by at least 0.5%. All schools in Kent were anticipated to benefit from the recent funding announcements, a total increase of approximately £50 million in 2020-21.

The increase in High Needs Funding is welcome but is still insufficient to resolve the shortfall both within Kent and nationally. Kent is still expecting the deficit for 2019-20 to exceed 1% and so will be required to complete a deficit recovery plan.

Simon confirmed the Council would meet in the coming days to confirm its position on the recent Government proposals and the content of any consultation for proposed changes to the 2020-21 school budgets, but it was recognised there are a number of considerations outlined in the presentation. The ESFA have confirmed a consultation will need to take place recognising the timescale for has been shortened due to the late announcements. 

The Forum welcomed the update and initial considerations included:
· Positive to see a significant increase in funding across all Kent schools although this was partly due to years of under funding compared to other local authorities.
· Good to see a 3-year funding commitment although the lack of future detail was frustrating.
· There was a recognition of the importance of the higher lump sum particularly to small primary schools. 
· The Forum were sympathetic to the continuing problem with High Needs but would need to see further details to fully consider any proposals to recommend a further transfer to the High Needs block in 2020-21. 
· The Forum reiterated their support on providing a realistic deficit recovery plan which could mean the plan does not result in a balanced budget. Simon confirmed the ESFA have stated any deficits on the DSG reserve are not the County Council’s responsibility therefore if the schools were required to pay back it back this would have drastic results. 
· Concerns were raised as to the financial impact of other local authorities continuing to place looked after children in Kent to avoid the additional costs of supporting high needs.
· Simon confirmed the introduction of the Falling Roll Fund would be a Forum decision. Forum members suggests KCC may want to consider including in a consultation. 
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Financial transparency of local authority maintained schools and academy trusts Consultation

Simon Pleace shared a draft of Kent County Council’s response to the Government’s consultation. To access the paper click on this link Item 5 – Financial Transparency

The draft response was formed from Finance views. Simon took the Forum through each question and The Forum agreed for the Schools’ Funding Forum submission to mirror the Council’s response apart from the following amendments:
· Question 1 – request to further emphasis DfE need to adhere to also meet their own deadlines
· Question 5 – Academy forum representatives acknowledged the additional costs required to complete external and internal audits and who would be expected to pay for this.
· Question 7 – The Forum were unconvinced on the merit of this and observed that this information was published at Trust level rather than individual school level which was being recommended here. 
· Question 8 – The Forum has a similar view to question 7. Academy accounts were difficult to understand and far less transparent than the CFR returns therefore there were genuine concerns this would result in more questions. The financial returns may be misinterpreted if the context and background was not fully understood. Details of the financial position of the school is already recorded through the minutes of the Governing body and benchmarking sites.  

ACTION: Janice Venn to amend the response and to submit on behalf of the Schools’ Funding Forum by 30 September 2019.

The final submission can be accessed here 



 

	



























Janice Venn



	
6

	
Schools’ Funding Forum Self-Assessment Tool

Karen Stone presented this item to the SFF. To access the paper click on this link  6 – Schools’ Funding Forum Self-Assessment Tool

The Forum were asked their views on the running of the School Forum on the following points:
· Question 6: the Forum are happy with the current arrangement where papers individually within one email along with items being placed on Kelsi. There was no appetite to create a single document for all papers.
· Question 8: The Forum agreed draft minutes of the meeting would be circulated 10 working days after the meeting if agreed by the Chair. These would be published on Kelsi along with emailed to all members. 
· Question 11: Recent new members agreed the meeting with the Schools Finance Manager was helpful but was not consistently applied. Agreed for this to continue along with assignment of an existing School Forums’ member as a mentor. A glossary of useful terms would also be added to the key documents. 
· Question 14: Name plates would become standard items at the meetings and the initial introductions at the start of the meeting would continue.
· Question 20: Agreed the Chair would have to the final casting vote but the Chair must make the decision on behalf of all children in Kent not the schools or group the Chair is representing. 
· Question 17: The Forum members confirmed they use various school groups/forums, newsletters and Kelsi as a way to feedback to all schools they represent. 

Action: Name plates to include name and representing body. 

Action: Minutes to be published in draft on Kelsi and circulated to all members once agreed by the Chair. 

Action: a glossary of useful terms to be added to the key documents site on Kelsi

Action: reinstate introductory meetings with the school Finance manager and new members. Request a mentor for new members.
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Any Other Business

Schools SIMs Contract
Janice Venn updated the Forum on the Schools SIMs contract. The contract has been extended for a further 2 years to allow time for a full review and retender process. A survey will be circulated shortly on users experience of the system and support which you are encouraged to complete, and a working group will be set up. 
 
All options are being considered including whether SIMs continue to be the preferred option. 

Elections
Karen Stone confirmed that following the resignation of the Local Authority Primary School representative an election will be held shortly. The balance of membership between the different types & phase of schools has been reassessed and has resulted in this vacancy converting to an Academy & Free Schools representative. Elections will take place during October & November to ensure the new member is in place before the next meeting. 

The new membership of the Forum will be: 
	Forum Representative
	No
	Forum Representative
	No

	Local Authority Governor
	2
	Local Authority Special
	1

	Local Authority Primary
	3
	Local Authority Nursery
	1

	Local Authority Secondary Selective
	1
	Pupil Referral Unit
	1

	Local Authority Secondary Non-Selective
	1
	Academy & Free Schools
	10

	Academy Special
	1
	Non-school members
	4



Action: Election process to commence at the beginning of October.

Holding Company for The Education People
Matt Dunkley was asked about the current position of The Education People. It was confirmed Kent had not finalised this but there is a proposal to bring The Education People in line with other Kent-owed companies under a single holding company. Kent Association of Headteachers (KAH) is being kept up to date. There was a request to ensure Kent Governor Association (KGA) is also kept informed of the progress.

	






























Karen Stone



	


	
SFF meetings - Period Oct 2019 to August 2020

	Date
	Timings
	Venue

	29 November 2019
	8:00 to 12:00
	MMGDH – ME17 1RE    

	27 March 2020
	8:00 to 12:00
	MMGDH – ME17 1RE    

	10 July 2020
	8:00 to 12:00
	MMGDH – ME17 1RE    
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Proposal 1: Making public aware where local authorities are failing to comply with deadlines for completing assurance returns and financial collections 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.2 - 3.10 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 



Local authorities, and maintained schools, are obliged to complete the following assurance returns and financial collections: 



• Schools Financial Value Standard 

• Dedicated Schools Grant 



We have reviewed the approach to late returns that the ESFA has adopted this year for the academy sector, whereby they publish (on GOV.UK) the names of trusts who are late in submitting more than 2 out of 4 annual returns and believe similar measures could be used in the LA maintained schools sector. 



We propose to publish the names of local authorities on GOV.UK who fail to comply in any financial year with more than two deadlines from the following collections: 

School Financial Value Standard (SFVS) 

Dedicated Schools Grant CFO assurance statement 

Consistent Financial Reporting 

Section 251 Budget 

Section 251 Outturn 



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree







Comments 

We are disappointed that the Department is raising this proposal, when the Department itself has such a poor track record meeting its own deadlines.  In addition, the Department all too often set local authorities’ unrealistic deadlines which are extremely challenging to meet. 



Our view is that local authorities do not deliberately submit returns late, and late submissions are merely a measure, or a reflection, of the pressure local authority finance teams are under.  Local authority back office support services like finance have faced eight years of extreme financial challenge with an ever-reducing compliment of staffing.  



One of the challenges with the completion the S251 returns is that the form itself has not kept pace with changes to Council services.  This does bring into question the value of these forms, as LA Finance staff are having to arbitrarily split expenditure lines to fit into antiquated DfE description lines.  A review of S251 and its relevance to current LA services is long overdue!



We are interested to understand what sanctions or support you will offer those local authorities whose names might appear on the list in successive years, as the consultation fails to mention this?



We also think it would be helpful for the DfE to issue a “receipt” when a return is made to evidence any potential dispute. The SFVS return was sent in April and yet the LA was chased in July as having failed to return.



Proposal 2a: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns: Collecting the number of schools with suspended budgets and notices of financial concern through existing DSG assurance statement 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.11 - 3.14 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 



We propose to collect the number of schools with suspended budgets and notices of financial concern through the existing DSG assurance statement signed by the local authority CFO at the end of the financial year. 



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 





		Comments

In reality we use these sanctions sparingly, but support this proposal as in our view it will improve transparency.







Proposal 2b: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns: Adding a new section to the DSG assurance statement that captures the amounts that LAs have recovered from investigating fraud.



Please refer to paragraphs 3.11 - 3.15 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 



Currently, local authorities recover funds from fraud investigations but only inform DfE of the number and value of reported cases, not the value of money recovered 



We propose to add a new section to the DSG assurance statement that captures the amounts that LAs have recovered from investigating fraud 



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor 

disagree 





		Comments





We think this is a good idea and improves the financial transparency of the work the local authority is undertaking to investigate fraud and its success with recovery.  It could be argued that such transparency may act as a deterrent.


Proposal 3: Requiring maintained schools to provide local authorities with 3-year budget forecasts 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.16 – 3.21 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal.



Local authorities are required to maintain schemes for financing schools, which set out the financial relationship they have with their maintained schools. We have recently introduced a requirement for academies to send the department a three-year budget plan and we believe that this could be extended to maintained schools in the form of sending a three-year budget plan to their maintained authority. 



		We propose a directed revision of the schemes for financing schools to make it a requirement for maintained schools to provide local authorities with three-year budget forecasts 







Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 







Comments 



In Kent we have required our maintained schools to provide three-year budget plans for many years.  We believe medium term financial planning is important, allowing schools to anticipate budget opportunities and challenges in advance of the event.  



The requirement to complete a three-year budget plan should be accompanied with a firm commitment by the Department to provide three-year school funding settlements.  This will enable schools to predict, with greater certainty and accuracy, the level of funding they are set to receive.  We would also recommend that the Department consider entering into multi year spending decisions, particularly around increases to teachers pay, which accounts for a significant proportion of a school’s annual expenditure.






Proposals 4 (a,b,c): Strengthening Related Party Transaction arrangements in maintained schools: 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.22 – 3.29 of the consultation document before responding to these proposals. The three proposals are alternatives to one another. 



Academy trusts must report all Related Party Transactions (RPTs) to ESFA in advance of the transaction taking place, using ESFA’s on-line form. This requirement applies to transactions made on or after 1 April 2019. Since April 2019, all academy trusts have had to seek approval from the ESFA for RPT payments of more than £20,000 and all transactions below £20,000 must be declared. The arrangements for reporting RPTs in maintained schools are not as stringent as those in academy trusts.

Proposal 4a: We propose to make schools append a list of RPTs to their response to the new question in the SFVS about their arrangements for managing RPTs. 



In addition, we would insert additional columns into the CFO Assurance Statement, to request the number of RPTs and value for each to be disclosed.



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 

		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 





Comments

We believe that this is a better proposal than 4b as the SFVS is a required annual return for all schools and would therefore be easier to manage and collate.



Proposal 4b: We propose to amend the scheme for financing schools to require schools to report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain threshold, directly to the local authority. 



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 

		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree





		Comments

See response to 4a



Proposal 4c: We propose to amend schemes to require schools to seek permission from the authority to enter RPTs above a threshold.



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 



		





Comments

Governor rules around Business Interests and standard Full Governing Body agenda items would take account of this. Any Local Authority involvement in this process would add cost and time to decision making. There is no base data to use to evaluate an additional cost. 




Proposal 5: Requiring maintained schools to be subject to internal audit at least every 3 years 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.30 – 3.34 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 



Schools are within the overall audit arrangements determined by the local authority’s statutory section 151 officer (CFO). Authorities operate internal audit teams whose work is then relied on by their external auditors. Most audit plans use a risk-based approach with some themed audits. We have learned in discussion with local authorities that the cycles for auditing-maintained schools vary a great deal and, in some cases, have fallen into disuse. Consequently, we think there is a case for 

action. 



		We propose to make a directed revision to the scheme guidance to require that every maintained school be subject to internal audit at least every 3 years. 







Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 







Comments

Currently Internal Audit undertake subject focused audits only e.g. purchase cards.  We complement this work with Compliance Visits which provide some assurance to both the Local Authority and Governors that controls and processes are in place.  

To introduce internal audit visits would require an additional staffing requirement which we estimate to be in the region of £220k per annum.  We understand that Academies attract additional funding to pay for their internal audits.  Finally the additional work for school staff to support an internal audit shouldn’t be underestimated.








Proposals 6: Strengthening arrangements to help schools that are in financial difficulty: 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.35 – 3.37 of the consultation document before responding to these proposals. These proposals are additive, and we could implement all three together. 



There is currently no requirement for local authorities to report to the department their plans for addressing financial difficulty in specific schools. Local authorities include both a deficit and surplus policy within their scheme for financing schools and monitor their schools’ compliance with these. We have not previously collected information from authorities on the number of schools they intervene in but consider that this evidence base would help us to understand any variances in the level of support provided and target additional support from the Department. 



Proposal 6a: We propose to make a directed revision to the scheme for financing schools requiring schools to submit a recovery plan to their maintaining authority when their deficit rises above 5%.

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 





Comments

We already ask all schools in deficit to submit a recovery plan. 

Proposal 6b: We propose to collect information on the number of recovery plans in each LA through the DSG annual assurance return from the CFO. 



Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.

		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 



		Comments





We have this information to hand and can easily provide it as part of the annual assurance statement.

		Proposal 6c: We propose to formalise the approach to working with LAs and include a request for high level action plans from some LAs. This will be achieved by: 



• Sharing published data on the school balances in each LA 

• Use this data and evidence-based requests from LAs to ensure support is focused where it is needed 

• Request high level action plans from LAs in which the number or proportion of school revenue deficits over 5% is above a certain level. 







Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 



		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 





Comments

If the Department intend to implement this proposal then we recommend that the “certain level” is defined as a percentage of schools in deficit, rather than an absolute number, as the later would disproportionally impact on larger local authorities like Kent. 

 

At the 31 March 2019 KCC had 11 schools in deficit out of 336 (which represents a 3.27%), and of these only 3 had a deficit greater than 5% (0.89%).



We also think that this proposal lacks detail on what support the department can offer local authorities to support these schools. 








Proposal 7: Increasing transparency in the reporting of high pay for school staff 



Please refer to paragraphs 3.38 – 3.41 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 



Currently there is a disparity between public access to information on high salaries within maintained schools and academies. Salary ranges within the national pay framework are published annually in the School Teachers Pay and Conditions Document – these apply to teachers and leaders in maintained schools. 



Academy trusts must disclose in their published financial statements information about each individual earning over £100k - specifically (i) their total FTE salary in £10k bandings, e.g. £100k - £110k, (ii) their job role and description and (iii) whether they are predominantly focussed on curriculum and education leadership or school business management leadership. We believe that this measure should be introduced for LA maintained schools and would require them to publish annually on their websites the number of individuals earning over £100K in £10K bandings. 



		We propose that all LA maintained schools should be required to publish annually on their websites the number of individuals (if any) earning over £100K in £10K bandings 







Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 

		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 





Comments

We appreciate this information is within the public interest and is something that local authorities (in relation to their employees) have been publishing for some years.  We therefore think this proposal is helpful and brings into place consistency of reporting across the publicly funded landscape, however there are some noticeable differences.  Firstly, academies must report anyone over £70k, and secondly academies publish at MAT level rather than individual academy.  This proposal therefore has the potential to more easily identify individuals within maintained schools compared to academies. 






Proposal 8: Increasing transparency in reporting maintained school income and expenditure 



Please refer to pararaphs 3.42 – 3.45 of the consultation document before responding to this proposal. 



Local authority school accounts are part of the local authority statements of accounts that are published at gross level for income and expenditure. While individual schools are not included on the LA balance sheet, individual maintained schools are required to produce annual income and expenditure statements, known as Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR), or else local authorities produce them on the schools’ behalf. The department publishes all the information from CFR in a spreadsheet but we believe it would add significantly to transparency if there were a requirement for individual schools to publish annually on their websites their latest CFR statements. 



We propose that all LA maintained schools should be required to publish annually on their websites their latest Consistent Financial Reporting statement of income, expenditure and balances.

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. 

		

		Agree 

		Disagree 

		Neither agree nor disagree 





Comments

We support the principal of improving financial awareness of a school’s annual income and expenditure however there is a real concern that the publicising of this fctual information without context may introduce significant challenge from parents and other interested stakeholders, leading to additional work for schools.  

Whether this should be on an individual school’s website or whether it should be for the LA to publish on behalf of its maintained schools is up for debate (in the later, the school could provide a link to the LA website where this information is available).  Academy accounts are notoriously difficult to interpret and represent the combined position across all academies within the trust, not each academy.  This proposal therefore feels slightly unfair and more onerous for maintained schools.

We recommend that if this proposal is taken forward, the Department for Education publish a set format for such reporting, including a useful weblink to help explain the types of income and expenditure that can be found within each CFR code.  Schools can then add this link onto their website alongside their figures.






















New financial burdens on local authorities 

Local authorities are invited to fill in the table below to indicate and quantify any new burdens they believe would arise from the proposals in this document. Please specify in as much detail as possible what costs you believe would arise and provide figures.

		Proposal

		Yes/No

		Details and quantification of cost



		2a

		Yes

		Minimal additional cost as frequency is currently very low



		2b

		Yes

		Minimal additional cost as already capture this information – will depend on detail of reporting requirement



		3

		No

		Already do this



		4a

		Yes

		The collation of over 300 returns and the completion of the new CFO Assurance Statement would present an additional burden on us.  We estimate this to be around £5k per annum.  



		4b

		Yes

		Similar position to 4a above



		4c

		Yes

		This proposal represents the greatest cost to the LA and would require an additional resource to focus on approving RPT requests. We have no way of costing this without an idea of potential RPT within maintained schools, however our view is that this could be represent a higher cost than either 4a or 4b



		5

		Yes

		This would be a significant additional cost to the LA which we estimate to be £220k per annum.



		6a

		No

		Already do this



		6b

		No

		We have this information to hand and can easily provide this without any additional costs



		Other proposals (please specify)

		

		










Additional costs for schools 

Respondents are invited to fill in the table below to indicate and quantify any additional costs they believe would arise for schools from the proposals in this document. Please specify in as much detail as possible what costs you believe would arise and provide figures.

		Proposal

		Yes/No

		Details and quantification of cost



		3

		No

		Already do this



		4a

		Yes

		This would represent a new burden on LA maintained schools.  We are unable to quantify the cost to them.



		4b

		Yes

		This would represent a new burden on LA maintained schools.  We are unable to quantify the cost to them.



		4c

		Yes

		This would represent a new burden on LA maintained schools.  We are unable to quantify the cost to them.



		5

		Yes

		There would be an additional cost to LA maintained schools in preparing and supporting an internal audit.  We are unable to quantify the cost to them. 



		6a

		No

		Already a requirement on Kent maintained schools who go into deficit



		7

		Yes

		This would be a new requirement to maintained schools.  We are unable to quantify the cost to them.



		8

		Yes

		If this proposal is taken forward (we have offered an alternative).  We are unable to quantify the cost to them.



		Other proposals (please specify)
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1. Introduction

1.1 We are inviting interested individuals and organisations to comment on proposed
new measures that aim to improve transparency of the financial health of LA maintained
schools.

1.2  The purpose of this consultation is to outline the current financial transparency
arrangements for maintained schools, and to consider possible changes. In doing so,
this consultation also outlines the current arrangements for academy trusts. While both
academy trusts and maintained schools are now funded through DfE specific grants —
the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) for maintained schools and General Annual Grant
(GAG) for academy trusts — current financial transparency arrangements are different
and provide different levels of assurance. Current arrangements for academy trusts
therefore provide a useful comparison against which to consider maintained schools.
We believe that the current transparency measures used in academies are generally
stronger than those in the maintained school sector, which is why this consultation will
focus on using or adapting existing academy measures to help change and improve
maintained schools’ financial transparency and financial health.

1.3  We would welcome views on the new measures that we are proposing to
implement across the local authority maintained schools sector, as well as any other
changes to financial transparency that you believe would be of benefit to maintained
schools or local authorities. We are interested to hear views from local authorities on
whether you believe any of the new measures would constitute a New Burden on
authorities and, if so, how much the cost would be. The department will assess the New
Burdens issue as part of considering how to go forward after the consultation.

1.4  The questions we would like answers to are set out in a separate online survey.
Please respond using this as other forms of response will not be so easy to analyse.
Before you respond to the online survey questions, please read the rest of this
document. You don’t have to answer all the questions, but it would be very helpful if you
would answer the initial questions so we can see whether you are responding on behalf
of a particular type of organisation.

Who this is for

1.5  This consultation is for:
e Local authorities
¢ Maintained schools
e Any other interested organisations or individuals







Issue date

1.6  The consultation was issued on 17 July 2019.

Enquiries

1.7  If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact
the team via email:

Lafinancialaccountability.Consultation@education.gov.uk

1.8  If your enquiry is related to the DfE e-consultation website or the consultation
process in general, you can contact the DfE Ministerial and Public Communications

Division by email: consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk or by telephone: 0370 000
2288 or via the DfE Contact us page.

Additional copies

1.9  Additional copies are available electronically and can be downloaded from
GOV.UK DfE consultations.

The response

1.10 The results of the consultation and the Department's response will be published
on GOV.UK later in 2019.
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2. About this consultation

2.1 Since the start of the academies programme there has been a significant focus
on the financial transparency of the academy sector and the department has introduced
a number of measures that have improved the transparency and accountability of trusts.
It has been reported by a number of trusts that they feel more accountable for their
academies’ financial position, now that they are in the academy sector, than they did
previously as a local authority maintained school. Transparency measures such as the
requirement for them to publish independently audited accounts each year, with
particular scrutiny on any related party transactions, provide public assurance of the
financial health and probity of trusts.

2.2  Maintained schools, like academies, are funded by grant from the Department for
Education (the Dedicated Schools Grant). Local authorities (LAs) are the accountable
body for maintained schools and, in line with national frameworks and guidance set by
the department, monitor and intervene in these schools to reduce the risk of financial
failure or misuse of funds. Each local authority has a scheme for financing schools
which sets out the financial relationship between it and its maintained schools, and the
department publishes guidance setting out what is required or permitted in schemes.

2.3 The table in Annex A outlines current financial transparency arrangements for the
academy and maintained school sectors. Current arrangements for academies are
generally stronger than those in place for maintained schools. We recognise that many
local authorities do a good job in overseeing the financial affairs of their maintained
schools, but financial data collected in 2016-17 and 2017-18 showed that across
England as a whole a larger percentage of maintained schools had an accumulated
deficit compared to academy trusts, and the rise in 2017-18 continued to be higher in
maintained schools. For this reason, we believe that there is a strong case to consider
whether the current academy transparency measures can be adapted and successfully
implemented across the maintained school sector, in order to strengthen the
arrangements for maintained schools and so reduce the future likelihood of growing
deficits or misuse of funds in those schools.

2.4  We recognise that some new measures may potentially create additional
burdens on local authorities and schools, and we are including that aspect in the
consultation. We will ensure that the benefits of any new measures introduced outweigh
potential burdens on local authorities and schools.

2.5 This consultation outlines the measures we are proposing to implement. In
identifying them, we have looked at the financial measures that are already successful
in the academy trust sector. Where, following the consultation, new transparency
measures are to be introduced, they will be implemented in the financial year 2020-
2021.







3. Proposed new financial transparency measures

3.1 This chapter sets out proposals for what we might do to strengthen current
maintained school financial transparency arrangements by bringing them more closely
in line with the arrangements for academies.

3.2 Issue 1: Making public where local authorities are failing to
comply with deadlines for completing assurance returns and financial
collections

Background:

3.3  Local authorities, and maintained schools, are obliged to complete the
following assurance returns and financial collections:

= Schools Financial Value Standard
= Dedicated Schools Grant

3.4  Schools Financial Value Standard: Schools complete the standard at
the end of the financial year, with LAs submitting a signed Chief Financial Officer
(CFO) statement of assurance to the department to show the number of schools
that complied with the standard. For the financial year 2017 to 2018 0.20% of
schools (29 out of 14,395) failed to complete/submit the SFVS. The 29 schools
were across 11 LAs.

3.5 The Directed Revisions made in 2012 to the Schemes for Financing
Schools make it a mandatory requirement for all LA maintained schools to
complete the SFVS assessment form, other than in agreed exceptional cases —
for example when a school is about to convert to academy status.

3.6 Dedicated Schools Grant: We require local authorities to provide an
annual Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) assurance statement signed by the chief
financial officer (CFO). This is a key statement that forms part of our overall
management of the DSG. The assurance statements are issued on the 31st July
to coincide with the closing and publishing of LA accounts. However, 32 LAs for
the 2017-18 collection failed to submit their assurance statement before the
deadline of 14t September due to late internal audit.

3.7 In addition to the assurance statements above, we think that we should
consider compliance over a range of other annual returns to more closely
replicate the ESFA approach to academy trusts. This would include the statutory
funding returns such as:

= Section 251 Budget/Outturn
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3.11

= Consistent Financial Reporting

3.8  We have reviewed the approach to late returns that the ESFA has
adopted this year for the academy sector, whereby they publish (on GOV.UK) the
names of trusts who are late in submitting more than 2 out of 4 annual returns.

3.9 We have considered whether it would be appropriate to publish the name
of schools that failed to comply with the SFVS without a good reason. As local
authorities are the accountable body for maintained schools, however, we think it
would be more appropriate to consider publishing compliance data at a local
authority rather than school level.

Proposal 1:

3.10 Following the same principle as with academy trusts, if a local authority
fails to comply with more than two deadlines from the following collections, we
propose to publish the name of the local authority on GOV.UK:

= School Financial Value Standard (SFVS)

= Dedicated Schools Grant CFO assurance statement
= Consistent Financial Reporting

= Section 251 Budget

= Section 251 Outturn

This should not involve any cost burden to local authorities.

Issue 2: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns
Background:

3.12 Local authorities can withdraw delegation from schools for financial
reasons or issue a notice of financial concern. We do not currently collect this
information. The department publishes notices of financial concern it issues to
academies on the gov.uk website. It would be possible to require local authorities
to publish equivalent information on their websites; however, we cannot mandate
the format or structure of local authority websites and in practice it would not
therefore be particularly easy for the public to find the information.

3.13 Currently, local authorities recover funds from fraud investigations but only
publish the number and value of reported cases, not the value of money
recovered.







Proposal 2a:

3.14 We propose to collect the number of schools with suspended budgets and
notices of financial concern through the existing DSG assurance statement
signed by the local authority CFO at the end of the financial year. This will enable
the Department to devote further support to authorities that report a high number
of suspended delegations or notices of financial concern.

Proposal 2b:

3.15 We propose to add a new section to the DSG assurance statement that
captures the amounts that LAs have recovered from investigating fraud. Monies
recovered from fraud reported in different financial years would be reflected in
the statement. The Department would analyse responses and request further
details from local authorities that reported the highest incidence/value of fraud.
Further details would include the nature of the case, including the steps the LA
has put in place to prevent further misuse of the DSG. We would also challenge
those that we think have not made sufficient efforts to recover the DSG.

We do not think that these small additions to the DSG assurance statement
would place any significant cost burdens on local authorities.

3.16 Issue 3: Maintained schools are not required to provide local
authorities with 3-year budget forecasts

Background:

3.17 Local authorities are required to maintain schemes for financing schools,
which set out the financial relationship they have with their maintained schools.
These cover areas such as the submission of budget plans, loans and deficits,
and procurement rules. We publish statutory guidance which authorities must
have regard to when determining or revising their schemes. We can only require
them to incorporate specific wording, however, by making a directed revision.

3.18 The scheme guidance currently allows authorities to require multi-year
budget plans from maintained schools. Some already do so, and others provide
modelling software as part of their traded finance service; schools should in any
case be making their own plans over several years.

3.19 We have recently introduced a requirement for academies to send us a
three-year budget plan and we propose to extend the requirement to maintained
schools in the form of sending a three-year budget plan to their maintaining
authority.







3.20 We understand that schools will not have complete information on future
levels of funding. This is no different to other parts of the public sector, however,
and schools should plan on a range of scenarios. For example, it is usually the
case that changes in pupil numbers have a greater effect on budgets than
changes in overall levels of per pupil funding, and schools should therefore be
considering the range of likely changes to their intake in future years and
planning accordingly.

Proposal 3:

3.21 We are proposing a directed revision of the schemes for financing schools
to make it a requirement for maintained schools to provide local authorities with
three-year budget forecasts. Whilst this might take maintained schools slightly
longer to complete than a single year forecast we believe that any costs
associated with this would be more than recouped by enabling LAs to have early
sight of emerging financial issues, enabling preventive action which is almost
always less costly than remedial action.

3.22 lIssue 4: Strengthening Related Party Transaction arrangements
in maintained schools

Background:

3.23 Academy trusts must report all Related Party Transactions (RPTs) to
ESFA in advance of the transaction taking place, using ESFA’s on-line form. This
requirement applies to transactions made on or after 1 April 2019. Since April
2019, all academy trusts have had to seek approval from the ESFA for RPT
payments of more than £20,000 and all transactions below £20,000 must be
declared. These changes avoid unnecessary administrative burdens to the sector
whilst strengthening accountability and transparency. Any transactions with
related parties, over a de minimis level, must be “at cost” (i.e. must not involve
any element of profit).

3.24 The arrangements for reporting RPTs in maintained schools are not as
stringent as those in academy trusts. The 2019-20 version of SFVS contains only
two specific questions in relation to RPTs, so we believe that it would be
appropriate to strengthen the arrangements to bring them more in line with what
is asked of academy trusts.

Proposal 4:
3.25 We are making a number of alternative proposals for comment that could

be added separately or introduced in combination with each other.







3.30

Proposal 4a: Making schools append a list of RPTs to their response
to the new question in the Schools Financial Value Standard (SFVS)
about their arrangements for managing RPTs, so that the information
goes to the local authority and can then be passed on to the
department

3.26 This option is the least resource intensive for both schools and authorities,
as the SFVS must be discussed and agreed by the Governing Body, so there
should be little additional burden if a list of RPTs was attached to the completed
SFVS. The local authority would then be in a position to analyse the RPTs
submitted across all maintained schools, using this information to determine audit
requirements.

3.27 We propose also to insert additional columns into the SFVS CFO
Assurance Statement to request the number of RPTs and value for each.

Proposal 4b: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for
Financing Schools to require schools to report all RPTs, or RPTs
above a certain threshold, directly to the local authority.

3.28 An alternative reporting option would be to amend the scheme for
financing schools to require schools to report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain
threshold, directly to the local authority. The benefit of this option would be that
local authorities would have immediate visibility of the RPTs as soon as they had
been agreed, though it would be more difficult for authorities to police than if it
was in the SFVS, which is an annual return with a set reporting deadline.

Proposal 4c: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for
Financing Schools to require schools to seek permission from the
local authority to enter into RPTs above a certain amount.

3.29 Academies now have to gain approval from the department for RPTs
above £20,000. To mirror this for maintained schools, we would amend schemes
to require schools to seek permission from the authority to enter into RPTs above
a threshold.

Issue 5: Maintained Schools internal audit is too infrequent
Background:

3.31 Schools are within the overall audit arrangements determined by the local
authority’s statutory section 151 officer (CFO). Authorities operate internal audit
teams whose work is then relied on by their external auditors. Most audit plans
use a risk-based approach with some themed audits.
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3.32 We have learned in discussion with local authorities that the cycles for
auditing-maintained schools vary a great deal and, in some cases, have fallen
into disuse. Consequently, we think there is a case for action.

3.33 We would prescribe a minimum frequency of audit visits by making a
directed revision to the scheme guidance.

Proposal 5:

3.34 Making a directed revision to the scheme guidance to require that every
maintained school be subject to internal audit at least every 3 years.

3.35 Issue 6: Strengthening arrangements to help schools that are in
financial difficulty

Background:

3.36 The scheme for financing schools includes a requirement for schools to
manage their resources effectively to maximise pupil outcomes. LAs are also
required to have a deficit and a surplus policy within their scheme for financing
schools and monitor their schools’ compliance with these. Across the LA
schemes, there is a variance in the levels of deficit that trigger the submission of
a recovery plan to LAs. There is currently no requirement for LAs to report to the
department their actions to address financial difficulty and effective resource
management in specific schools. We consider that this evidence base would help
us to increase visibility of best practice across the whole schools sector, highlight
any inconsistencies in LAs’ approach and target additional support from the
department. The department’s monitoring of schools’ financial health to date has
included approaching LAs directly to find out more about their approach to
managing schools’ financial health. Since the end of 2018 we have also offered
LAs the support of a school resource management adviser where they agree that
this would help them to support or challenge schools. We have not specified
thresholds of deficit that would lead to contact with the department. To ensure we
work consistently with LAs, we consider that it would be helpful to clearly
communicate to authorities a more structured approach at the beginning of the
year.

Proposal 6:

3.37 To strengthen the arrangements to help schools in financial difficulty we
propose that we should introduce the following measures, either separately or in
combination:
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Proposal 6a: Make a directed revision to the scheme for financing
schools requiring schools to submit a recovery plan to their maintaining
authority when their revenue deficit rises above 5%.

Proposal 6b: Collect information on the number of recovery plans in each
LA through the DSG annual assurance return from the CFO.

Proposal 6¢: Formalise the approach to working with LAs and include a
request for high level action plans from some LAs:

- Data-sharing and monitoring: share published data on the school
balances in each LA - highlighting the number and proportion with a
revenue deficit of over 5% - and the available support from the
department.

Share published data with LAs on their schools’ financial, educational
performance and pupil/school characteristics.
Timing: after publication of Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) data

- Targeted monitoring and support: use of the above data and
evidence-based requests for help from LAs to ensure support is
focused where it is most needed (including school resource
management advice) and challenge from the department where it is
needed most.

Timing — throughout the year

- Action plan and increased monitoring: Request high level action
plans from LAs in which the number or proportion of school revenue
deficits over 5% is above a certain level. We would review the
thresholds each year, but an example might be LAs that had more than
10 schools or more than 10% of their schools with revenue deficits of
over 5% in the previous year. We would consider contextual
information - such as the school balances in the LAs in previous years
- when deciding the LA action plans required.

Timing: after publication of CFR data

3.38 Issue 7: There is not enough transparency when it comes to
reporting high pay for school staff

Background:

3.39 Currently there is a disparity between public access to information on high
salaries within maintained schools and academies. Salary ranges within the
national pay framework are published annually in the School Teachers Pay and
Conditions Document — these apply to teachers and leaders in maintained
schools and we know that the majority of academies tend to mirror these
arrangements. Information on individual leadership salaries is collected annually
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through the School Workforce Census and a national summary of salaries is
published in the annual statistical release — however, the individual salary
information is collected through the census on the understanding that it is not
published at an individual level.

3.40 Academy trusts must disclose in their published financial statements
information about each individual earning over £100k - specifically (i) their total
FTE salary in £10k bandings, e.g. £100k - £110Kk, (ii) their job role and
description and (iii) whether they are predominantly focussed on curriculum and
education leadership or school business management leadership.

Proposal 7:

3.41 We propose that all LA maintained schools should be required to publish
annually on their websites the number of individuals earning over £100K in £10K
bandings.

3.42 Issue 8: There is not enough transparency when it comes to
reporting maintained school income and expenditure

Background:

3.43 Local authority school accounts are part of the local authority statements
of accounts that are published at a gross level for income and expenditure. .

3.44 While individual schools are not included on the LA balance sheet,
individual maintained schools are required to produce annual income and
expenditure statements, known as Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR), or else
local authorities produce them on the schools’ behalf. The department publishes
all the information from CFR in a spreadsheet, but we believe it would add
significantly to transparency if there were a requirement for individual schools to
publish annually on their websites their latest CFR statements.

Proposal: 8:

3.45 We propose that all LA maintained schools should be required to publish
annually on their website their latest Consistent Financial Reporting statement of
income, expenditure and balances.
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Academy Self-Assessment Tool and the Schools
Financial Value Standard (SFVS)

4.1  There is one area in which arrangements for maintained schools are currently
more rigorous than for academy trusts. Maintained schools are required to complete
annually the Schools Financial Value Standard (SFVS) - signed by the chair of
governors and returned to the local authority. The SFVS comprises 29 questions in
relation to value and governance, and with effect from 2019-20 it also includes a
dashboard enabling schools to look at where they stand on a range of measures
compared to similar schools. The SFVS has been designed with local authorities and
schools to help schools in managing their finances and to give assurance that they have
secure financial management in place. In 2018 we launched a similar tool for
academies, the Self-Assessment Tool for academy trusts. This has been widely used by
academies but is currently not mandatory. We said publicly in the SRM strategy
published in August 2018 that we would consider making the use of this tool mandatory
for academies.

4.2 We have now decided to make the Self-Assessment Tool mandatory for
academies with effect from the end of the academic year 2018/19. This will ensure that
there is no area in which we are requiring a weaker accountability of academies than of
maintained schools.
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5. Annex A: Financial Transparency Comparison Table

LOCAL AUTHORITY = ACCOUNTABLE BODY

Departmental frameworks, guidance and conditions of
funding agreements apply at LA level. LAs are then
responsible for setting local frameworks for their schools.
Required to maintain schemes for financing schools
(School Standards and Framework Act 1998).

ESFA = ACCOUNTABLE BODY

Academies Financial Handbook (AFH) and conditions of individual
funding agreements apply.

The prime responsibility sits with the board of trustees, but the
Secretary of State (SoS) acts as charitable regulator and this regulation
is communicated through the ESFA’s Academies Financial Handbook
and conditions of individual funding agreements apply.

The funding agreements set out the overall relationship with the SoS
and provide for the AFH to detail financial management and
governance the requirements. The AFH is effectively an appendix to
the FA.

LA submits annual accounts at LA level. These do not
contain any details relating to individual schools.

Maintained schools, or LAs on their behalf, make annual
Consistent Financial Reporting returns to DfE giving details
of their income, expenditure and balances.

All academy trusts must produce an annual report and accounts in a
format prescribed by the ESFA in its annual Accounts Direction and
based on accounting standards which reflect their status as companies
and charitable trusts.

Academy trusts are also required to submit an annual accounts return,
which the ESFA will consolidate into an annual Sector Annual Report
and Accounts (SARA).








LA Chief Financial Officers submit signed annual
assurance statement and notes to accounts. They gain
assurance from schools via the schools financial value
standard (SFVS) described below.

The accounting officer must complete and sign a statement on
regularity, propriety and compliance each year and submit this to ESFA
with the audited accounts. The accounting officer must also
demonstrate how the trust has secured value for money via the
governance statement in the audited accounts

The ESFA requires all LAs to return a signed CFO
statement to confirm the number of schools that have
complied with the SFVS.

For the 2017/18 cycle LAs had until 31/5/2018 to return
their SFVS assurance statements to the ESFA.

From 2019 to 2020 the SFVS is being updated to match
the academy school resource management self-
assessment tool.

The new version of the SFVS is split into two sections:

e A checklist, which asks questions in six areas of
resource management to provide assurance that
the school is managing its resources effectively.

e A dashboard, which shows how a school's data
compares to thresholds on a range of statistics
that have been identified as indicators for good
resource management and outcomes.

Academy trusts are required to submit Financial Management and
Government Self-assessment (FMGS) in their first year followed by
annual Accounting Officer value for money statements from there on.

Tailored version of the revised self-assessment was developed this
year for academies.

The academy version of the school resource management self-
assessment tool went live in September 2018 and is available here
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-resource-
management-self-assessment-tool
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Our guidance states that the scheme of finance “should
contain a provision requiring each school to submit a plan
to the authority by a stipulated date showing its intentions
for expenditure in the current financial year and the
assumptions underpinning the budget plan. The provision
may require the submission of revised plans throughout
the year.”

It also says the school’s formal annual budget plan must
be approved by the governing body or a committee of the
governing body.

LAs may insert in their schemes a requirement that
provisional budget plans be submitted by a certain date;
but these should be differentiated from the formal budget
plan which should not be required before 1 May.

Academies must set a balanced budget and must produce monthly
management accounts which must be shared with the chair of trustees
each month and other trustees at least six times a year

LAs submit annual forecasts of their planned spend on
children’s services including schools. These are published
in a statistical release.

Our guidance for local authority schemes for financing
schools states the LA “may require schools to submit a
financial forecast covering each year of a multi-year
period.” We ask LAs to consider and explain how forecasts
will be used and to ensure requirements are “proportionate
to need.”

We don’t specify the timelines for forecasts or collect
information on what is requested.

It is a requirement for academy trusts to submit three-year financial
forecasts. The ESFA, using financial data supplied by trusts, is also
generating wider improvements and delivering value for money for the
taxpayer by working with trusts to support effective school resource
management, three-year financial forecasting and developing buying
hubs and national deals for all schools.
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Internal Audit

The LA will determine an annual risk-based audit
programme by reviewing the SFVS. Therefore, not all
maintained schools will be subject to internal audit each
year. The period within which all schools would be audited
at least once will vary between LAs.

External Audit

Maintained schools are allowed but not required to procure
independent external audits. Maintained schools are
included in the remit of the LA statutory external audit but
will not be individually audited.

All academy trusts must have an audit committee or equivalent.

Academies are required to have an annual independent external audit
of their annual report and accounts.

Both academies and maintained schools have a duty to prevent and detect fraud

Both academies and maintained schools are required to have whistleblowing policies and procedures in place

The LA are required to report instances of fraud (no
minimum threshold) to the ESFA on an annual basis via
the assurance statement. They provide value and
description of fraud and action taken to address the issue:
they do not report amounts recovered Amounts reported
in the last 5 years are:

The trust must notify ESFA, as soon as possible, of any instances of
fraud, theft and/or irregularity exceeding £5,000 individually, or £5,000
cumulatively in any academy financial year. They are required to
provide full details of the event(s) with dates, the financial value of the
loss, measures taken by the trust to prevent recurrence, whether the
matter was referred to the police (and if not why), whether insurance or
the RPA have offset any loss. Amounts reported in the last 5 years are:
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Year Total (£ million) Year Total (£ million)
2013-14 1.7 2013-14 2.8
2014-15 2.8 2014-15 1.0
2015-16 1.6 2015-16 1.4
2016-17 14 2016-17 1.1
2017-18 0.5 2017-18 0.9

Fraud definition — included in footnote in the CFO
assurance statement.

“We define fraud as an intentional false representation,
including failure to declare information or abuse of position
that is carried out to make gain, cause loss or expose
another to the risk of loss. We include cases where
management authorised action has been taken, including,
but not limited to, disciplinary action, civil action or criminal
prosecution. Further information about fraud can be found
in Cabinet Office guidance”

ESFA may conduct or commission its own investigation into actual or
potential fraud, theft or irregularity in any academy trust, and involve
other authorities, including the police. ESFA will publish reports about
its investigations and about financial management and governance
reviews at academy trusts.

ESFA also publishes guidance on reducing fraud in academy trusts.
Trusts are required to refer to this and to the findings from ESFA’s
investigation reports, as part of its risk management approach.

Proven fraud since 2012 totals £4.9m. This involved theft of money by a
member of staff over a substantial period.

Last year the value of reported fraud committed against academy trusts
was £778,894 and the amount recovered by academy trusts was
£429,681
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The 2019-20 version of SFVS contains specific questions
relating to RPTs:

Question 4: “Are business interests of governing body
members and staff properly registered and taken into
account so as to avoid conflicts of interest?”

Question 24: “Are there adequate arrangements in place to
manage conflicts of interest or any related party
transactions?”

Trusts must report all RPTs to ESFA in advance of the transaction
taking place, using ESFA’s on-line form. This requirement applies to
transactions made on or after 1 April 2019.

From April 2019, all academy trusts have to seek approval from the
ESFA for RPT payments of more than £20,000 and all transactions
below £20,000 will be declared. These changes will focus on high-risk
transactions, but will avoid unnecessary administrative burden to the
sector whilst strengthening accountability and transparency.

Any transactions with related parties, over a de minimis level, must be
“at cost” (i.e. must not involve any element of profit).

LAs are required to list the salaries of all senior officer
posts by job title in their statutory accounts. They are also
required to list the total number of salaries in pay bands
from £50k.

Maintained schools are not required to publish salary
levels

Academy trusts are required to make an anonymised disclosure of any
staff earning over £60,000 in their annual report and accounts. It should
be noted that this is a charity accounting requirement rather than
something the ESFA has imposed.

Effective from the 2018/19 Accounts Return, academy trusts will be
required to report the total salary expenditure, broken down into
teachers, leadership, and administration and support. For individuals
whose full-time equivalent emoluments exceed £100,000, the job title
and role description should be disclosed per £10,000 bands; and
whether the role is predominantly curriculum and education leadership,
(e.g. improving pupil attainment and examination performance), or
school business management leadership, (e.g. HR and facilities
management functions).
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In all types of maintained school the governing body is
responsible for selecting, appointing and holding the head
teacher to account, and for overseeing the financial
performance of the school and making sure its money is
well spent.

Individual maintained schools have autonomy over the use
of their budgets and their governing bodies are responsible
and accountable in law and in practice for all of their
schools’ major decisions.

It is the overall governing body that in all cases remains
accountable in law and to Ofsted for the exercise of its
functions.

Academies differ in three key ways:

1. trustees have additional duties under the Companies Act, which
reflect their parallel status as company directors, including acting in the
public interest, exercising independent judgement and avoiding
conflicts of interest.

2 trusts must appoint a senior executive as accounting officer who is
personally responsible for the proper stewardship of public funds,
including the securing of propriety, regularity and value for money. This
is personal responsibility which cannot be delegated. These
arrangements ensure that there is a chain of accountability for public
money. This chain runs from parliament to the Permanent Secretary as
Principal Accounting Officer, through the Chief Executive and
Accounting Officer of the Education and Skills Funding Agency to each
individual accounting officer of an academy trust.

3. Academies have a greater degree of flexibility in determining the
make-up of boards (governed by their Articles of Association) and the
prime responsibility for determining the suitability of individuals joining
academy trusts rests with trusts themselves.

The Department’s Governor’s Handbook applies to both academies and maintained schools and sets out in detail the
responsibilities and required high standards, behaviours and skills for all members of governing bodies.

Local authorities can:

- Issue a notice of concern which may place restrictions,
limitations and prohibitions on the governing body.

- Require the governing body to appoint additional
governors.

Where an academy breaches its terms and conditions the ESFA may
issue a Financial Notice to Improve (FNtl).

The ESFA can require a trust to dismiss an individual.

If the trust refuses to act on such requirements the ESFA ultimately
reserves the right to withdraw the academy’s funding agreement.
Because academy trusts are a charity, they are subject to intervention
by the Charity Commission in certain circumstances

o Number of FNtls issued (Total): 79
e Number of live FNtls (Total): 42
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- Suspend the delegated budget of a school. e Number of FNtls issued (since October 2013 — last 5 years): 76

o Number of live FNtls (since October 2013 — last 5 years): 42
- Suspend a governing body and appoint an Interim

Executive Board

The DfE does not collect data on how often LAs use these
powers.

Both academies and LA schools operate within the public sector and are required to follow public sector procurement rules
concerning free and full competition.
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6. Annex B: Consultation Questions
About You

A) Please provide your name:

B) What is your email address?

C) Are you responding as an individual, or as part of an organisation? (Circle)

D) What is your role?

E) What is the name of your organisation?

F) What type of organisation is this?

G) Which local authority are you responding from?

H) Are you happy to be contacted directly about your response?
Yes / No

) How did you hear about the consultation?
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Information provided in response to consultations, including personal data, may be
subject to publication or disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the Data
Protection Act 2018 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004.

If you want all, or any part, of a 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 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 for Education will process your personal data (hame and address and
any other identifying material) in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018, and your
personal information will only be used for the purposes of this consultation. Your
information will not be shared with third parties unless the law allows it.

You can read more about what the DfE does when we ask for and hold your
personal information in our personal information charter.

1) Do you wish for your response to remain confidential?
Yes / No
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Proposals

Proposal 1: Making public where local authorities are failing to comply
with deadlines for completing assurance returns and financial
collections

Please refer to paragraphs 3.2 - 3.10 of the consultation document before responding to
this proposal.

Local authorities, and maintained schools, are obliged to complete the following
assurance returns and financial collections:

e Schools Financial Value Standard
e Dedicated Schools Grant

We have reviewed the approach to late returns that the ESFA has adopted this year for
the academy sector, whereby they publish (on GOV.UK) the names of trusts who are late
in submitting more than 2 out of 4 annual returns and believe similar measures could be
used in the LA maintained schools sector.

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.
Please Tick (V)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to publish the names of local
authorities on GOV.UK who fail to comply in
any financial year with more than two
deadlines from the following collections:
= School Financial Value
Standard (SFVS)

= Dedicated Schools
Grant CFO assurance
statement

= Consistent Financial
Reporting

= Section 251 Budget

= Section 251 Outturn
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Comments

Proposal 2a: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns: Collecting
the number of schools with suspended budgets and notices of
financial concern through existing DSG assurance statement

Please refer to paragraphs 3.11 - 3.14 of the consultation document before responding

to this proposal.

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.

Please Tick (V)

Statement

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to collect the number of schools
with suspended budgets and notices of
financial concern through the existing DSG
assurance statement signed by the local
authority CFO at the end of the financial
year.

Comments
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Proposal 2b: Strengthening DSG annual assurance returns: Adding a
new section to the DSG assurance statement that captures the
amounts that LAs have recovered from investigating fraud

Please refer to paragraphs 3.11 - 3.15 of the consultation document before responding

to this proposal.

Currently, local authorities recover funds from fraud investigations but only inform DfE of
the number and value of reported cases, not the value of money recovered

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.

Please Tick (v)

Statement

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to add a new section to the
DSG assurance statement that captures the
amounts that LAs have recovered from
investigating fraud

Comments

Proposal 3: Requiring maintained schools to provide local authorities

with 3-year budget forecasts

Please refer to paragraphs 3.16 — 3.21 of the consultation document before responding

to this proposal.
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Local authorities are required to maintain schemes for financing schools, which set out
the financial relationship they have with their maintained schools. We have recently
introduced a requirement for academies to send the department a three-year budget plan
and we believe that this could be extended to maintained schools in the form of sending
a three-year budget plan to their maintained authority.

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.
Please Tick (v”)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose a directed revision of the
schemes for financing schools to make it a
requirement for maintained schools to
provide local authorities with three-year
budget forecasts

Comments

Proposals 4 (a,b,c): Strengthening Related Party Transaction
arrangements in maintained schools:

Please refer to paragraphs 3.22 — 3.29 of the consultation document before responding
to these proposals. The three proposals are alternatives to one another.

Academy trusts must report all Related Party Transactions (RPTs) to ESFA in advance of
the transaction taking place, using ESFA’s on-line form. This requirement applies to
transactions made on or after 1 April 2019. Since April 2019, all academy trusts have had
to seek approval from the ESFA for RPT payments of more than £20,000 and all
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transactions below £20,000 must be declared. The arrangements for reporting RPTs in
maintained schools are not as stringent as those in academy trusts.

Proposal 4a: : Making schools append a list of RPTs to their response
to the new question in the Schools Financial Value Standard (SFVS)
about their arrangements for managing RPTs, so that the information
goes to the local authority and can be passed on to the department

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.
Please Tick (V)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to make schools append a list
of RPTs to their response to the new
question in the SFVS about their
arrangements for managing RPTs.

In addition, we would insert additional
columns into the CFO Assurance
Statement, to request the number of RPTs
and value for each to be disclosed.

Comments
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Proposal 4b: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for
Financing Schools to require schools to report all RPTs, or RPTs
above a certain threshold, directly to the local authority

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.

Please Tick (v)

Statement

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to amend the scheme for
financing schools to require schools to
report all RPTs, or RPTs above a certain
threshold, directly to the local authority.

Comments

Proposal 4c: Making a directed revision to the statutory Scheme for
Financing Schools to require schools to seek permission from the
local authority to enter into RPTs above a certain amount.

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please

Tick (V)

Statement

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to amend schemes to require
schools to seek permission from the
authority to enter RPTs above a threshold.
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Comments

Proposal 5: Requiring maintained schools to be subject to internal

audit at least every 3 years

Please refer to paragraphs 3.30 — 3.34 of the consultation document before responding

to this proposal.

Schools are within the overall audit arrangements determined by the local authority’s
statutory section 151 officer (CFO). Authorities operate internal audit teams whose work
is then relied on by their external auditors. Most audit plans use a risk-based approach
with some themed audits. We have learned in discussion with local authorities that the
cycles for auditing-maintained schools vary a great deal and, in some cases, have fallen
into disuse. Consequently, we think there is a case for action.

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.

Please Tick (v)

Statement

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to make a directed revision to
the scheme guidance to require that every
maintained school be subject to internal
audit at least every 3 years.
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Comments

Proposals 6 (a,b,c): Strengthening arrangements to help schools that
are in financial difficulty:

Please refer to paragraphs 3.35 — 3.37 of the consultation document before responding
to these proposals. These proposals are additive, and we could implement all three
together.

There is currently no requirement for local authorities to report to the department their
plans for addressing financial difficulty in specific schools. Local authorities include both a
deficit and surplus policy within their scheme for financing schools and monitor their
schools’ compliance with these. We have not previously collected information from
authorities on the number of schools they intervene in but consider that this evidence
base would help us to understand any variances in the level of support provided and
target additional support from the Department.

Proposal 6a: Requiring schools to submit a recovery plan to their
maintaining authority when their deficit rises above 5%

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.
Please Tick (V)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to make a directed revision to
the scheme for financing schools requiring
schools to submit a recovery plan to their
maintaining authority when their deficit rises
above 5%.
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Comments

Proposal 6b: Collecting information on the number of recovery plans i

each LA through DSG annual assurance returns from the CFO

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.

Please Tick (V)

Statement

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to collect information on the
number of recovery plans in each LA
through the DSG annual assurance return
from the CFO.

Comments
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Proposal 6¢: Writing to local authorities each year when the end-year
data is published, specifying the threshold of deficit that would trigger
contact with the Department

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.
Please Tick (V)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose to formalise the approach to
working with LAs and include a request for
high level action plans from some LAs. This
will be achieved by:
e Sharing published data on the school
balances in each LA
e Use this data and evidence-based
requests from LAs to ensure support
is focused where it is needed
e Request high level action plans from
LAs in which the number or
proportion of school revenue deficits
over 5% is above a certain level.

Comments
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Proposal 7: Increasing transparency in the reporting of high pay for
school staff

Please refer to paragraphs 3.38 — 3.41 of the consultation document before responding
to this proposal.

Currently there is a disparity between public access to information on high salaries within
maintained schools and academies. Salary ranges within the national pay framework are
published annually in the School Teachers Pay and Conditions Document — these apply
to teachers and leaders in maintained schools.

Academy trusts must disclose in their published financial statements information about
each individual earning over £100k - specifically (i) their total FTE salary in £10k
bandings, e.g. £100k - £110k, (ii) their job role and description and (iii) whether they are
predominantly focussed on curriculum and education leadership or school business
management leadership. We believe that this measure should be introduced for LA
maintained schools and would require them to publish annually on their websites the
number of individuals earning over £100K in £10K bandings.

1) Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below.
Please Tick (V)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose that all LA maintained schools
should be required to publish annually on

their websites the number of individuals (if
any) earning over £100K in £10K bandings

Comments








Proposal 8: Increasing transparency in reporting maintained school
income and expenditure

Please refer to pararaphs 3.42 — 3.45 of the consultation document before responding to
this proposal.

Local authority school accounts are part of the local authority statements of accounts that
are published at gross level for income and expenditure. While individual schools are not
included on the LA balance sheet, individual maintained schools are required to produce
annual income and expenditure statements, known as Consistent Financial Reporting
(CFR), or else local authorities produce them on the schools’ behalf. The department
publishes all the information from CFR in a spreadsheet but we believe it would add
significantly to transparency if there were a requirement for individual schools to publish
annually on their websites their latest CFR statements.

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the proposal below. Please

Tick (v)

Statement Agree | Disagree | Neither agree nor
disagree

We propose that all LA maintained schools
should be required to publish annually on
their websites their latest Consistent
Financial Reporting statement of income,
expenditure and balances.

Comments
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New financial burdens on local authorities

Local authorities are invited to fill in the table below to indicate and quantify any new
burdens they believe would arise from the proposals in this document. Please specify in
as much detail as possible what costs you believe would arise and provide figures.

Proposal Yes/No | Details and quantification of cost

2a

2b

3

4a

4b

4c

5

6a

6b

Other proposals

(please specify)

Additional costs for schools

Respondents are invited to fill in the table below to indicate and quantify any additional
costs they believe would arise for schools from the proposals in this document. Please
specify in as much detail as possible what costs you believe would arise and provide
figures.

Proposal Yes/No | Details and quantification of cost

3

4a

4b
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4c

6a

7

8

Other proposals

(please specify)
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7. Respond Online

7.1 To help us analyse the responses please use the online system wherever
possible. Visit www.education.gov.uk/consultations to submit your response.

Other ways to respond

7.2  If for exceptional reasons, you are unable to use the online system, for example
because you use specialist accessibility software that is not compatible with the system,
please email or write to the addresses below and we will send you a word document
version.

By email

= | AFinancialTransparency.CONSULTATION@education.gov.uk

By post

LA Financial Transparency Measures
Department for Education

5" Floor

2 St Pauls Place

125 Norfolk Street

Sheffield
S1 2JF

Deadline

7.3  The consultation closes on 30 September 2019
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