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	SUBJECT:
	Addressing Areas of Local Concern - Falling Roll Fund 



	AUTHORS:
	Karen Stone – Schools, High Needs, and Early Years Finance Manager

	DATE:
	29 November 2019



	SUMMARY OF REPORT:
To update the Schools’ Funding Forum (SFF) of the results of the Vulnerable Schools (Falling Roll Fund) Working group. The SFF need to agree whether a Falling Roll Fund should be introduced from 2020-21, taking into consideration the views of schools through the consultation.

	FOR:
	Recommendation and Decision



1. Introduction 
1.1 In November 2018, The SFF discussed the recommendations from a working group looking at possible options to provide additional funding to vulnerable schools which included the introduction of a Falling Roll Fund (extract of minutes attached below in the background documents section). The SFF agreed for a further working group to develop a possible objective criterion on which the SFF could base their final decision as to whether a Falling Roll should be introduced in Kent. This paper incorporates the views of both the working group and Local Authority, along with possible funding options. 

1.2 The working group met on three separate occasions between July and October 2019 to explore various options, along with considering policies from other local authorities. Attendees of the working group meeting included:
· Sue Birchall
· Louise Burgess
· Mike Powis
· Jenny Ashley-Jones
· David Stanley
· Ben Cooper 
· Phil Sayer

2. Background
2.1 The Education Funding and Skills Agency (ESFA) allow local authorities to set aside schools block funding to create a small fund to support good schools with falling rolls, where planning data shows that the surplus places will be needed within the next three financial years. The SFF is responsible for agreeing both the value of the fund and the criteria for the allocation. The ESFA guidelines state the criteria for allocating falling rolls funding should contain clear objective trigger points for qualification, and a clear formula for calculating allocations. The methodology applied can differ between phases.    

2.2 The Falling Roll Fund is not mandatory and there are currently 24 (16%) local authorities with a falling roll fund as reported in the 2019-20 Section 251 Budget Return. 

2.3 The introduction of the fund was first recommended to the SFF by Keith Abbott in September 2018 when discussing possible funding options for supporting vulnerable schools (background paper attached below). This resulted in the formation of a working group to consider possible options to support vulnerable schools, including the introduction of a Falling Roll Fund, to avoid the additional costs of closing schools and, then later opening a new school in a similar location. The recommendation of the group was to not introduce this Fund, partially based on the complexities of determining an objective criterion (extract of paper attached below).  The SFF agreed for a further working group to look at establishing an objective criterion before making their final decision.    
   
3. Draft Policy Criteria and Process

3.1 The full proposed policy criteria developed by the working group is set out in Appendix 1 & 2. The criteria differ for primary and secondary schools. Special schools have not been considered as part of the discussions. Key principles have been discussed in more detail below: 

School Must be Good or Outstanding 
3.2 This is a mandatory criterion set by the ESFA. The working group agreed with the recommendations of the previous vulnerable schools working group that although this must be included in the criteria, a disapplication to the ESFA would be considered if all other criteria were met. The ESFA have confirmed they have received disapplication’s from other local authorities, in relation to this factor, and these have been successful in some instances. On this basis, the estimated costings of the Fund have been calculated both including and disregarding this as a factor. 

Planning data
3.3 The group were cautious on the use of planning data in confirming the need for places in the future however it was also acknowledged this was the only source of information. Future school place planning data would be viewed on “travel to learn planning groups” rather than school by school to identify overall maximum growth within the next three years. Further conversations with the Area Education Officers (AEOs) have confirmed the limitations with data and therefore it is advised the data is supplemented with an objective view from the AEO (this would form part of the agreement process in paragraph 3.9).    

3.4 The working group were also interested in recognising the impact of closing the school and whether there would be sufficient capacity in nearby schools to accommodate all children if the school was to close.  However, it was accepted this could not be estimated accurately through a standard calculation and a judgement would need to be made by an independent person such as an Area Education Officer (AEO).   Therefore it should not be included in the standard criteria, however, if this position did need to be considered as part of a disapplication request then an independent view could be included. 

Specific Secondary Criteria
3.5 The group discussed at length the definition of a Falling Roll and when a secondary school may require financial assistance. For secondary schools the group agreed financial assistance should only be given in instances where a school’s roll falls below a level that enables the school to continue to be financially viable. In the case of a secondary school this has been defined as a school with less than 550 pupils (Pre-16 only) who normally operate at level higher than this. This was based on the minimum staffing requirement needed to support a viable curriculum. 

Specific Primary Criteria
3.6 For primary schools the definition of when a school may need financial assistance if they are experiencing a falling roll is much harder to define as the size of schools in Kent range from 48 to 738 and schools have developed a number of different structures to accommodate their relative size.  The group considered various options including identifying schools with a specific percentage reduction in roll or experiencing a percentage reduction in their in-take year. In both instances, the group identified the difficulties a school face when their roll drops and their structure is no longer sustainable.   

3.7 Based on these thoughts, a primary criterion has been developed based on the average number of children needed to fund a class (25). The number of pupils estimated to run a class has been taken from the Growth Policy. The criterion is based on supporting a school whose average number of students per class falls below 25 assuming they had previously been running at an optimum of 30 per class. 

Agreement process and length of funding
3.8 Funding should be agreed on an annual basis in accordance with the criteria and for a maximum of three years by which time the school’s number of pupils would have either increased or the long-term future of the school has been agreed. Longer term exceptional funding would need to be agreed with the Schools’ Funding Forum and Local Authority.   

3.9 Funding will be agreed on an annual basis in the January/February in time for the start of the financial year. It is proposed a subgroup of the Forum (possibly the Delegated Funding Formula Group) along with the Area Education Officers review all requests for funding to ensure adherence with the criteria and agree any disapplication requests. 
  
4. Cost and Funding Options

4.1 The funding calculation for Primary and Secondary schools is set out in Appendix 1 & 2.  Secondary schools are funded on a tapered rate dependent on the number of pupils in the school.  The rate reduces the closer the number of pupils reach the threshold of 550 pupils. The rate has been determined based on the estimated costs of running an average secondary school (the maximum a school could receive is 52% of the combined KS3/4 APWU rate). Primary schools are funded using the Age Weighted Pupil Unit (AWPU). 

4.2 The total annual cost of the fund would be approximately £1.5m a year using the October 2018 census data as a typical year. Approximately £1m would relate to Secondary schools and £0.5m to primary schools. This assumes a disapplication is made to all schools that do not meet the 1st criteria of being Good or Outstanding. This equates to 12 primaries and 5 secondaries.

4.3 Initially the cost of the Falling Roll Fund was expected to be met from spare capacity within the Growth Fund, however, following the recent Government announcements on the estimated size of the Growth fund in 2020-21, this is no longer an option based on the Kent’s Growth Policy and known funding commitments. Other Local Authorities have funded their Falling Roll Fund from Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) Reserves. This is also not an option in Kent due to the significant DSG deficit the Council holds in this reserve.   

4.4	In Kent, the Falling Roll Fund would need to be funded through the Schools Budget as an area of local concern the Council chooses to address. Options to fund this need to be considered in line with other recommendations under item 4d on the SFF agenda (outcome of the Local Funding Forum consultation). 
  
5. Consultation Response

5.1 In the recent LFF consultation, schools were asked whether they supported the introduction of a Falling Roll Fund, as an area of local concern. The results are set out below. Just under a third (32%) of schools supported the introduction of Fund. It is worth noting it was not possible to include details of a local policy or the size of the fund in the consultation and so schools were asked their opinion based on the ESFA definition only. 
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6. Recommendation and Decisions

6.1 The SFF are asked to discuss and come to a decision on the introduce a Falling Roll Fund. This decision has been split into two parts based on the phase:

6.2 Should a Secondary Falling Roll Fund be introduced?
· If Yes, does the SFF agree the draft policy criteria and process as set out in Appendix 1?
· If Yes, agree to discuss the funding option under the Local Funding Formula agenda item

6.3 Should a Primary Falling Roll Fund be introduced?
If Yes, does the SFF agree the draft policy criteria and process as set out in Appendix 2?
If Yes, agree to discuss the funding option under the Local Funding Formula agenda item


7. 	Background Papers




  


 


Appendix 1: Falling Roll Fund Draft Criteria and Funding Methodology - Secondary

Secondary School Draft Criteria 

1) The school must have been judged good or outstanding at their last OFSTED inspection.  (This is a mandatory criterion. A disapplication may be applied if all other criteria are met and agreed by the SFF subgroup)

2) The school/academy has fewer than 550 pupils (excluding sixth form) in the October census prior to the start of the financial year.

3) The number of places offered by the school across year groups 7 to 11, if full, is greater than 550.

4) Planning data shows the places will be required at a “travel to learning planning group” areas within the next three years and further assurance has been gained from the relevant Area Education Officer. 

5) This fund does not cover schools in receipt of pupil protection through other funds.  

6) Any MFG the school receives will be deducted from the grant amount.

7) The funding would be reviewed annually and is expected only to be for a maximum of three years. Any longer-term funding would be allocated on an exceptional basis with the agreement from both the Schools’ Funding Forum, Local Authority and ESFA Disapplication process (if applicable).  

8) A condition of this grant is a curriculum funding model will need to be completed.




Secondary School Draft Funding Methodology 

The number of ghost places to be funded is the difference between 550 and the number of pupils on roll (based on the October census) x proposed rate (as set out in the table below). 
The rate applied is tapered to reflect the economies of scale achieved from an increasing number of pupils on roll. The rates are based on an estimated cost of an average secondary school.     

	Secondary School Model

	Number of pupils below 550
	Rate
	Tapered rate % of blended AWPU £4,075

	0 to 49
	£1,400
	34%

	50 to 99
	£1,500
	37%

	100 to 149
	£1,600
	39%

	150 to 199
	£1,700
	42%

	200 to 249
	£1,800
	44%

	250 to 299
	£1,900
	47%

	300 to 349
	£2,000
	49%

	Above 350
	£2,100
	52%




Example: A good school with a capacity of 600 who has experienced a reduction in roll, they have 525 on roll as at the October 2019 census. Future planning data and AEO suggests the school is expected to require 100 additional places in the next three years. 

Total annual funding = 550 – 525 = 25 x £1,400 = £35,000 (profiled £2,917 per month)

For a maintained school – the school would receive £2,917 per month between April 2020 and March 2021 in line with the financial year.

For an academy - the school would receive £2,917 per month from September 2020 to August 2021 in line with the financial year.  

The calculated number of ghost places will be capped to the number of places required.



Appendix 2: Falling Roll Fund Draft Criteria and Funding Methodology - Primary

Primary School Draft Criteria 

1) The school must have been judged good or outstanding at their last OFSTED inspection.  (This is a mandatory criterion. A disapplication may be applied if all other criteria are met)

2) The number of pupils on roll on the latest October census is less than 420.

3) The total number of pupils on roll has dropped between the latest October census and the previous years’ October census resulting in a possible reduction in the minimum number of classes required. A drop in roll resulting from a bulge year or planned reduction in PAN will be excluded. 
The minimum number of classes required is calculated by dividing the total roll by 30. 
4) The average number of pupils per class has fallen below an average of 25 per class based on assumed class structures 
The class structure is based on estimating the minimum number of classes the school could have been operating using the previous October census. (total roll divided by 30 = minimum number of classes). This excludes those schools that traditional operate on an average of less than 25 per class.

5) Planning data shows the places will be required at a “travel to learning planning group” areas within the next three years and further assurance has been gained from the relevant Area Education Officer. 

6) This fund does not cover schools in receipt of pupil protection through other funds.  

7) Any MFG the school receives will be deducted from the grant amount.

8) The funding would be reviewed annually and is expected only to be for three years any longer-term funding would be for exceptional circumstances only with agreement from both the Schools Funding Forum, Local Authority and ESFA Disapplication process (if applicable).  

9) A condition of this grant is a curriculum funding model will need to be completed.



Primary School Draft Funding Methodology 

The number of ghost places is funded based on the Primary Age Weighted Pupil Unit. 

The number of ghost places to be funded is the lower of:
· Reduction in roll between latest and previous years October census
· The difference between the minimum number of children required to operate the assumed class structure and the actual number on roll.
· The maximum number of places required in the next 3 years. 

Example: 

A school’s total roll has fallen by 50 from 370 to 320 between the latest October census (Oct 2019) and previous years’ October census (Oct 2018). The planning data and AEO assurance estimates 50 places are required in the next three years.

The assumed class structure based on October 2018 census was 370 / 30 = 13 classes
The assumed class structure based on October 2019 census was 320 / 30 = 11 classes
This suggests the school may have to reduce the number of classes by 2 classes
The minimum number of children required to sustain a 13-class structure would be
13 classes x 25 pupils per class = 325.
 	
	The number of ghost places to be funded is 5 which is the lower of:
· Reduction in roll between latest and previous years’ October census: 370 – 320 = 50
· Difference between minimum number of children required to maintain assumed class structure and current roll: 325 – 320 = 5
· Number of places required in the area over the next 3 years: 50 
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DRAFT MINUTES

MEETING OF THE SCHOOLS’ FUNDING FORUM (SFF)



10:00 – 12:30, 30 November 2018  



Mercure Maidstone, Great Danes Hotel, Ashford Road, 

Hollingbourne, Maidstone ME17 1RE



Present: John Dennis (Chairperson), Phil Sayer (Vice Chairperson), David Stanley, Tracy Thomas, Darren Waters, Ben Cooper, Lynda Downes, Mark Tomkins, Sue Birchall, Sue Beauchamp, Annabel Lilley, Ceranne Litton, David Whitehead, Louise Burgess, Mark Seymour, Michael Powis, Richard Powell, David Anderson, Neil Willis, Mike Smith, Roger Gough (Cabinet Member), Matt Dunkley CBE (Corporate Director), Simon Pleace, Ian Hamilton (Clerk), Louise Langley (items 1 to 2), Keith Abbott (items 1 to 5), Shelley Furlong(observer), Robin Goldsmith (observer), Alan Brookes (item 2 only), Emily Nunn from the DfE (item 8), Steve Waters (item 8)

Apologies: Tracey McCartney, David Gleed



		

7.

		

Vulnerable Schools



Ian Hamilton (IH) presented this item to members of the SFF, to view the paper click on this link Item 7 Vulnerable Schools 



Member of the SFF discussed the recommendations made by the SFF working group.





Introduction of a Falling Roll Fund (FRF)



The working group recommended not to introduce a FRF, and this was partially based on the complexities of determining an objective criteria.



It was agreed, after a lengthy and emotive discussion, that a new working group would be set up with the remit of establishing an objective criteria. The findings of working group would then be presented to the SFF for its consideration.



The time table for this piece of work will be over the period March 2019 to June 2019 and the findings will presented at the SFF meeting on the 27 June.



An email will be sent out in due course requesting volunteers for the working group
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Ian Hamilton
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		Item 7

EXTRACT Schools’ Funding Forum

		subject:

		Vulnerable Schools – Falling Rolls and Sparsity Funding 







		author:

		Ian Hamilton (Manager Schools, High Needs and Early Years)



		date:

		30 November 2018







		summary OF REPORT:

The purpose of this paper is to seek SFF ratification of the SFF working group’s recommendations on whether:



1) A Falling Roll Fund (FRF) should be introduced to Kent’s Local Funding Formula (LFF) for primary schools and secondary schools 



2) The amount of funding passed through the Sparsity Factor should be increased





		FOR:

		Decision 









Introduction 



1.1 At the SFF meeting on the 28 September a paper was presented to the SFF to seek its views on providing additional funding for vulnerable schools, to access this paper click on this link Item 5 Vulnerable Schools. 



1.2 The outcome of the presentation of the paper was a recommendation made by members of the SFF to set up a working group made up of SFF members to review in more detail whether the Local Authority (LA) should make changes to the existing Sparsity Factor, have an FRF and widen the scope of support to include vulnerable primary schools.



1.3 The working group, made up of the personnel below, met on the 5 November to carry out the tasks detailed in 1.2.



		Name

		Position 

		Group representing of the SFF



		

John Dennis

		

Chair of Governors (COG) -The Harvey Grammar School



		

Academies



		

Daren Waters

		

Head of schools -Kingswood Primary and Ulcombe C of E Schools



		

Local Authority (LA) Primary Schools





		

David Stanley

		

Littlebourne CEP School

		

LA Governors





		

Mark Seymour

		

Finance Director - Tenterden Schools Trust



		

Academies



		

David Anderson

		

Headteacher - Queen Elizabeth’s Grammar School



		

Academies 







Process



2.1 Prior to meeting the on 5 November, a paper on vulnerable schools was circulated to members of the working group. To access the paper and appendices click on this link – working group paper 5 November vulnerable schools.



2.2 The flow of the paper and thus the format of the meeting was structured so that at relevant points highlighted in the paper, members of the working group were requested to make a recommendation.  



2.3 Appendix 1 is the paper presented to the working group, the texts in red are the recommendations the working group were asked to consider and the texts in blue are the working group’s recommendations.



3. Summary of working group recommendations 





Falling Roll Fund (FRF)



[bookmark: _Hlk530406214]3.2 It is important to note that the FRF title defined by the ESFA is misleading. A better title description of the fund is a sustainability fund for schools with falling rolls. There are, on many occasions, instances where schools have falling rolls but are still sustainable, the key principle of this fund is to provide funding to a school to maintain their sustainability as far as possible/practicable / viable.



3.3 Appendix 1 section 3 provides a detailed record (blue text) of the working group’s recommendation in respect of the introduction of an FRF. The key point to introducing the FRF is the feasibility of determining the level of funding needed to retain a school’s sustainability in order to deliver the basic curriculum. Paragraph 3.22 and 3.23 detail the working group’s recommendation in respect of primary schools and secondary schools.



3.4 Working Group recommendation - 3.22 Primary schools - If an FRF was introduced for primary schools, should a criterion be included that is based on supporting an appropriate curriculum for the existing cohort - yes or no?



The working group felt this was the key criterion if an FRF was going to be introduced: a threshold (number of pupils) at which the curriculum is not viable would need to be established and once this was identified, the level of funding needed to support the curriculum and make the finances in the school sustainable would need to be agreed.



There are 455 primary schools in Kent which range in size from 51 pupils to 730 pupils. Primary schools have a range of flexible curriculum models that can be tailored to the size of the school and delivered within the funding allocated through the LFF.



The working group felt the point at which a primary school would become unstainable was not clearly identifiable, if at all, and they felt there was enough flexibility to tailor the curriculum based on the funding generated by the number of pupils in the school.



The working group’s recommendation is therefore, not to introduce this factor for the above reason.



3.5 Working group recommendation - 3.23 Secondary schools - If an FRF was introduced for secondary schools, should a criterion be included that is based on supporting an appropriate curriculum for the existing cohort - yes or no?





The working group felt this was the key criterion if an FRF was going to be introduced: a threshold (number of pupils) at which the curriculum is not viable would need to be established and once this was identified, the level of funding needed to support the curriculum and make the finances in the school sustainable would need to be agreed.



A frequently quoted minimum number of pupils needed to generate enough funding to deliver a secondary school curriculum is 600 pupils. Although empirical evidence was not provided to support this (some secondary schools run a curriculum with significantly less pupils) the discussion took place around this number.



It was acknowledged that a formulaic approach had to be adopted, however as part of the process to determine a formula the following information would need to be defined or provided:



a) Each individual school would need to present evidence that demonstrated they did not have enough funding to deliver the basic curriculum



b)  Which elements of the LFF should be included when assessing an appropriate funding contribution to deliver a basic curriculum i.e. additional need funding



c)  The definition of a basic curriculum- this is likely to vary from school to school



d) Local decision making- are the right number of staff employed at the right cost?



The working group felt that to apply consistent criteria to a, b, c and d would be very difficult and in addition to this it was also felt that:



· An NFF should be sensitive enough to address the individual circumstances of the school and the FRF was a way of addressing a system that did not work



· The frailties’ around the current school place planning system was in some cases the cause of schools becoming financially unviable. These frailties in the current system nationally should be addressed and FRF was a diversion to the real cause of the problem



· Was an FRF affordable?



The working group concluded that it was not possible to set an objective, consistent criteria that was fair to all schools to determine the level of funding to be allocated to sustain a basic curriculum. It was also felt that the FRF was potentially unaffordable and masked the deficiencies in the NFF and school planning regulations. On this basis the working group’s recommendation is not to introduce this factor.



4. Recommendation 



Members of the SFF are requested to ratify the working group recommendations:

[bookmark: _GoBack]



1) Not to introduce an FRF for primary schools and secondary schools as per paragraphs 3.4 and 3.5
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		Item 5

Schools’ Funding Forum

		subject:

		Vulnerable Schools – Falling Rolls and Sparsity Funding 







		author:

		Keith Abbott – Director Education, Planning and Access, Children, Young People and Education 



		date:

		28 September 2018







		summary OF REPORT:

Proposed formula changes targeting funding to vulnerable secondary schools and academies 





		FOR:

		To seek the views of SFF members







Background



1.1 A detailed KCC analysis for use in discussions with DfE, RSC and ESFA was produced in 2015 and identified a number of secondary schools that were vulnerable in terms of standards and funding.  



1.2 This work was undertaken in the wake of the closure of the former Chaucer Technology School which was brought forward by a drop in standards and the rapid impact of a falling roll on the budget, following the 2013 DfE funding changes.  These saw 92% of a school budget being based upon pupil numbers and quickly made the school financially unviable.  



1.3 The resulting closure has proved very expensive as it removed from the system capacity that was clearly needed in the medium to longer term.  Consequently, the LA has had to bear the costs of closure (in excess of £4m), the costs of securing the site for several years (£250k per annum), and the costs of additional Home to School Transport (£200kper annum).  Additionally, public funds are now being called upon through the ESFA led rebuild of the school on the former Chaucer School site, with costs in excess of £20m. 



1.4 In meetings with the DfE, RSC and ESFA we put forward solutions in a bid to avoid this scenario and the resulting costs but neither recognition of the issues at hand nor support to address them was forthcoming.  



1.5 We have subsequently seen other schools that we identified face the same situation, namely. Hextable, Pent Valley, Marlowe and Castle Community which have all closed at considerable cost to either the ESFA or KCC.  Every one of these schools has been or will be replaced in line with the Kent Commissioning Plan, in order to provide the capacity needed for the growing secondary age population.  In some cases they have been replaced with brand new schools which, excluding land purchase, have cost between £20-£25m each.



Current Position



2.1 With the continuing impact of “flat cash” on school budgets, the rising secondary age population and the well documented pressures on the capital programme it is even more important to ensure that existing schools can be sustained financially.  



2.2 The LA, and in particular its schools’ capital programme, simply cannot meet the costs of providing the extra provision required as well as replacing existing provision should any more schools end up in a situation similar to that experienced by Chaucer, Hextable, Pent Valley etc.



2.3 Although the DfE continues to focus on the National Funding Formula (NFF) recent discussions between the ESFA, the RSC and academy trusts (but limited to secondary phase provision) have prompted them to revisit the issues we raised back in 2015 and they have now specifically asked KCC to review what might be possible within the current formula constraints.  



2.4 The only options we have been able to identify are ones which the forum has previously considered but not yet implemented.  The two options identified which would deliver any degree of desired impact are 

1) Implementing a new falling rolls factor with the proviso that we would seek disapplication to set aside the current requirement that it can only be applied to ‘Good’ or ‘Outstanding’ schools

2) Increase the funding for sparsity, outside the national requirements but with the approval of the SFF.

2.5 The notional impact is shown at appendix 1, through illustrative modelling.  These are only applicable at secondary but the SFF is asked to consider whether it would like to be presented with equivalent information pertaining to primary schools which may qualify against the same areas of vulnerability.



Recommendation



3.1 We would welcome the views of the SFF on:



1) Whether KCC should pursue these options and 

2) Whether this should be for primary as well as secondary
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Scenario 1


Falling Rolls Only


Minimum 


number of pupils 


to run the 


curriculum  


Years 7 to 11


Year 7 to 11 October 


2017 census


Shortfall in 


Nos.


Funding 


Secondary School 1 550 538 12 £21,010


Secondary School 2 550 520 30 £52,526


Secondary School 3 550 293 257 £449,970


Secondary School 4 550 459 91 £159,328


Secondary School 5 550 425 125 £218,857


Secondary School 6 550 505 45 £78,789


Secondary School 7 550 495 55 £96,297


Secondary School 8 550 395 155 £271,383


Secondary School 9 550 452 98 £171,584


Secondary School 10 550 327 223 £390,441


Total £1,910,184


Scenario 2


Falling Rolls and Sparsity


Minimum 


number of pupils 


to run the 


curriculum  


Years 7 to 11


Year 7 to 11 October 


2017 census


Shortfall in 


Nos.


Funding 


Secondary School 1 550 538 12 £17,043


Secondary School 2 550 520 30 £42,607


Secondary School 3 550 293 257 £365,000


Secondary School 4 550 459 91 £129,241


Secondary School 5 550 425 125 £177,529


Secondary School 6 550 505 45 £63,911


Secondary School 7 550 495 55 £78,113


Secondary School 8 550 395 155 £220,136


Secondary School 9 550 452 98 £139,183


Secondary School 10 550 327 223 £316,712


Total £1,549,475


Current funding 


based on 


National funding 


Formula


Additional funding 


due to increasing 


threshold to £100k


Additional 


Small 


schools 


Factor


Total


A  B C =B + C


Secondary School 1 £65,045 £34,955 £50,000 £84,955


Secondary School 2 £37,943 £20,391 £20,391


Secondary School 3 £7,589 £4,078 £4,078


Secondary School 4 £4,770 £2,563 £2,563


Secondary School 5 £31,655 £17,012 £17,012


Total £78,999 £50,000 £128,999


Total Cost Falling Rolls and Sparsity £1,678,473


Note


A - National funding formula maxium £65,045


B- LA can set Threshold at £100,000


C- Remote Sparsity Factor school must be less than 350 pupils and distance from 


second school must be more than 5 miles
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Yes No Don't Know

Primary 39 41 21

Secondary 15 38 7

Special 1 5 2

Total 55 84 30

As chair of 

We are 

Yes No Don't Know

Primary 23% 24% 12%

Secondary 9% 22% 4%

Special 1% 3% 1%

Total 32% 50% 18%

55, 32%

84, 50%

30, 18%

Yes No Don't Know
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