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Executive 

10 December 2012 

Report from the Director of 
Children and Families 

   

School Funding Reforms – 2013/14  

 
 
 

1. Summary 
 

1.1. Following a nationwide consultation the Department for Education have introduced 
new legislation requiring all local authorities to amend their local Schools Fair 
Funding Formulae from April 2013. 
  

1.2. The Executive has the statutory responsibility to approve any amendments to Brent’s 
Fair Funding Formula following consultation with the Schools Forum. 

 
1.3. This report sets out recommended amendments to Brent’s Fair Funding Formula for 

the Executive to consider and approve.  
 
 
2. Recommendations 

 
2.1. The Executive is recommended to agree the following: 

 
2.2. Adopt Model 2 (Appendix C) as the Fair Funding Formula for Brent Schools for 

2013/14 with the impact being closely monitored with the Schools forum over the 
coming year and reviewed again for the 2014/15 financial year. 
 

2.3. Agree on the level of protection to be used for Special Educational Needs (SEN) as 
set out in Appendix E. 
 

2.4. Agree to transfer £1m from the High Needs Block to the Schools Block to be 
distributed via the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) for Primary 
Sector and IDACI and Attainment for Secondary Sector, to be used as a proxy for 
SEN needs between £6k and £12k. 
 

2.5. Agree to transfer £500k from the Schools Block to the Early Years Block for SEN in 
Early Years. 
 

2.6. Agree to switch the deprivation factor in Early Years from using the Index of Multiple 
Deprivation (IMD) to using IDACI. 
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3. Background 
 

3.1 On 26 March 2012, the Department for Education (DfE) issued its latest consultation 
on school funding, ‘School funding reform: next steps towards a fairer system’, 
together with operational guidance for local authorities on the revised funding 
system. This report sets out the proposals in the consultation and the possible 
impact on Brent Schools. 

 
3.2 This consultation follows on and builds on two previous documents: 
 

• ‘A consultation on school funding reform: Rationale and Principles’ (issued 
in April 2011) and 

• ‘A consultation on school funding reform: Proposals for a fairer system’ 
(issued in July 2011). 

 
3.3 This last consultation was for a shorter period than usual and closed on 21 May 

2012 to allow the DfE to make their announcements in the summer. 
 
3.4 The DfE is proposing to move towards a national funding formula in the next 

spending review period. Therefore, in order to get the building blocks in place and 
the components of any national funding formula ‘right’ as far as possible, this 
consultation sets out the proposed changes for funding schools for the financial 
year 2013/14. The DfE has stated that the proposed changes ensure minimal 
disturbance for all schools and Academies. 

 
3.5 The DfE is consulting on the following areas in respect of the move towards a 

national funding formula: 
 

• Simplification of the local funding arrangements; 
• Improving the way in which local areas are funded; 
• Improving arrangements for funding pupils and students with high needs; 

and Simplification of the arrangements for the funding of early years 
provision. 

 
3.6 This was the third consultation on school funding reform and there were a number of 

updates and further consultations as the scale of the changes and the short 
timescale are proving to be a major challenge for the DfE and for local authorities.  

 
3.7 As a consequence, there will be a one year settlement for 2013/14. This will involve 

significant changes but there will be little time to implement them by April 2013. 
 

3.8 The changes can be summarised as follows: 
 
 

• Local authorities will be required to simplify their local funding formulae 
from 2013/14 as the DfE are reducing the number of approved factors 
from 37 to 10; 

• Local authorities will be required to introduce one value for Age Weighted 
Pupil Unit (AWPU) for primary schools and either one value or a Key 
Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 AWPU in secondary schools; 

• Local authorities will be required to submit a budget pro-forma in respect 
of 2013/14 by the end of October 2012. This will bring the whole process 
forward by 5 months; 
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• There will be one value in respect of lump sums in the local funding 
formula for all schools, regardless of size;  

• Special schools will no longer be funded by a local formula;  
• The minimum funding guarantee will remain for two years (2013/14 & 

2014-15);  
• There will be changes in Schools Forums arrangements, giving schools 

more powers on funding decisions in respect of the local funding formula; 
• Funding for high needs pupils and students (aged 5-25) in all settings will 

change significantly from April 2013 with the creation of a high needs 
block;  

• Local authorities will become commissioners in respect of high needs 
pupils and students aged up to 25. 

 
3.9 These changes can be viewed as an interim position before the introduction of a national 

funding formula during the next spending review period. The changes are aimed at 
making it easier for headteachers, maintained schools, Academies and proposers, in 
respect of Free Schools, University Technical Colleges (UTCs) and Studio Schools, 
to understand the funding system.  

 
3.10 The timetable for implementing the reforms are as follows: 

 
Date 
 

Action 

4 October 2012 School Census Day 

October 2012 
 
 

Local authorities submit provisional school 
budget pro-forma to the EFA 

 
28 November 2012 

 
School Census database closed 

 
December 2012 

 
 

EFA confirms DSG for 2013/14 (prior to 
recoupment of funding for Academies) 

 
January 2013 

 
Local authorities submit final data for Schools 

Budget proforma 
January to March 2013 

 
Local authorities confirm budgets for their 
maintained schools. EFA confirms Academy 

budgets. 

 
 

 
4. Proposals for Brent’s Fair Funding Formula for 2013/14 
 
4.1. Appendix A shows the make-up of the existing 2012/13 fair funding formula, detailing 

the basis for the calculations in each formula factor. 
 
4.2. In trying to identify the impact of moving towards the DfE’s requirements three 

possible models were developed and these formed the basis for consultations with 
Brent’s Schools Forum and with all local schools. These are presented in Appendix 
B, C and D and the impact of each is summarised in Table 1 below. 

 
4.3. In moving from the current funding formula to the new DfE requirements a significant 

issue was identified relating to the overall relative funding levels between the primary 
sector and the secondary sector. This arose due to historic large levels of a former 
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grant called Standards Funds that had been mainstreamed into the fair funding 
formula and which were heavily weighted towards secondary schools. 

 
4.4. Appendix B (Model 1): this model attempts to maintain current funding levels within 

each sector with no significant shift of funding from one sector to the other. This 
model results in significantly higher funding rates for deprivation, prior attainment 
etc. in the secondary sector compared to the primary sector. 

 
4.5. Appendix C (Model 2): this model applies the same funding rates for deprivation, 

prior attainment etc. in each sector. This results in a significant shift in funding from 
the secondary sector to the primary sector, although this is mitigated to a large 
extent by the Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG). 

 
4.6. Appendix D (Model 3): this model attempts to offer a middle position which results in 

a lower shift of funding and smaller differentials in unit funding rates. 
 
4.7. Table 1 summarises the key elements of the different models, detailing the budgets 

for primary & secondary, example unit values, the MFG value and the swing of 
funding compared to current sector funding levels. The table shows the position pre-
MFG; when the MFG is applied the large swings shown would not actually occur. 

 
4.8. In setting the formula for 2013/14 the key considerations include the following: 
 

• The need to keep funding turbulence to a reasonable minimum. Creating 
large shifts of funding between sectors or between schools can cause major 
issues and are usually avoided. The fact that the MFG is in operation reduces 
this risk greatly as it means that any school due to lose excessive funding will 
be protected so that it does not lose more than 1.5% per pupil. This means 
that even model 2 which shows a very large pre-MFG shift of funding away 
from Secondary Schools would not deliver such a large shift as no Secondary 
school would actually lose more than 1.5% per pupil. 

 
• The extent to which large differences in unit values are appropriate. Model 1 

requires significantly higher secondary unit values for Age Weighted Pupil 
Units (AWPU), deprivation, English as an Additional Language (EAL) etc. 
This would result in a secondary pupil from a particular deprivation banding 
attracting significantly more funding than a primary pupil from exactly the 
same deprivation banding. This would be repeated for other unit values such 
as AWPU, EAL and prior attainment. This raises the question of the extent to 
which this can be reasonably justified.  

 
• These changes have to be put in place against a much tighter time-scale 

than local authorities would normally choose. With the MFG in place and the 
ability to review the impact over the coming year and put in changes for 
2014/15, the risks of this accelerated timetable are to a large extent 
minimised. 

 
 
 

TABLE 1       
       

Model Primary Budget £ Secondary 
Budget £ 

Primary 
MFG £ 

Secondary 
MFG £ 

Swing 
Primary  
Budget £ 

Swing 
Secondary 
Budget £ 

Current 105,976,539 80,792,694 54,383 643,049 N/A N/A 
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5. Proposals for SEN Funding – High Needs Block 

 
5.1 The Government’s funding reforms will also impact on the funding of support for 

pupils with Special Educational Needs and a sub-group of the Schools Forum was 
formed to review these changes in detail. The SEN Sub Group met on 6th September 

Funding 
Formula 
Unit Values AWPU: £2,680 AWPU: £3,696     

       

Model 1 – 
Maintaining 
current 
funding 
levels 
between 
primary and 
secondary 
sectors 

107,638,749 80,697,944 433,001 132,707 0 0 

Model 1: 
Example 
unit Values 

AWPU: £3,386 
 
 

EAL: £401 
IDACI Band 3: £490 
IDACI Band 6: £590 

Low Attainment: £505 

AWPU: £4,744 KS3 
& £5,235 KS4 

 
EAL: £1,796 

IDACI Band 3: £780 
IDACI Band 6: £890 

Low Attainment: 
£1,425 

    

       

Model 2 – 
Same unit 
values 
across 
primary & 
secondary  

117,150,021 74,744,929 -7,591,618 4,604,539 9,511,272 -5,953,015 
(NB: real 

swing after 
MFG would 

be  
-1,348,476 

Model 2: 
Example 
unit Values 
 
 

 

AWPU: £3,538 
 
 

EAL: £1,030 
IDACI Band 3: £265 

IDACI Band 6: £1,000  
Low Attainment: 

£1,000 

AWPU: £4,638 KS3 
& £5,119 KS4 

 
EAL: £1,030 

IDACI Band 3: £265 
IDACI Band 6: 

£1,000  
Low Attainment: 

£1,000 

    

       

Model 3 – 
Reducing 
loss to 
secondary 
sector. 

113,721,740 78,704,657 -4,783,483 1,297,144 6,082,991 -1,993,287 
(NB: real 

swing after 
MFG would 

be  
-696,143 

Model 3: 
Example 
unit Values 

AWPU: £3,538 
 

EAL: £940 
IDACI Band 3: £275 
IDACI Band 6: £650 

Low Attainment: £880 

AWPU: £4,638 KS3 
& £5,119 KS4 
EAL: £1,634 

IDACI Band 3: £565 
IDACI Band 6: 

£1,220  
Low Attainment: 

£1,456 
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2012 and reviewed three main issues. The first issue reviewed was the impact on 
schools as they will now be required to fund the first £6000 of every statement. This 
could have the unintended consequence of penalising schools that have taken an 
inclusive approach and also causing a financial burden that is too large to cope with 
in any one year. The SEN Sub-Group recommended that a level of protection should 
be offered to those schools most affected and in addition that the specific protection 
mechanism to be developed should be based on the following principles: 

 
• Only schools most affected would receive protection rather than all schools 

receiving some level of protection 
• The protection method should be based on the size of the financial impact 

compared to the size of the schools budget. This is based on the principle that 
an amount that represents a large proportion of a schools budget is much 
more difficult to cope with regardless of the absolute amount. 

• Protection should be tapered over 2-3 years 
 
5.2 Based on these principles Appendix E, details the proposed protection mechanism. 

It shows the percentage of budget share that each school’s contribution would 
equate to and which schools would trigger protection where the contribution 
represents more than 2% of its budget share. Where schools trigger protection their 
contribution will be scaled down to a third in 2013/14, two-thirds in 2014/15 and in 
2015/16 they would have to make the full contribution. 

 
5.3 The second significant issue reviewed by the SEN Sub-Group was the impact of 

moving to a threshold of £6000 which is lower than the Council’s existing threshold, 
which equates to £12,000. For this cohort of pupils with SEN where their additional 
costs of SEN exceed £6000 but are not sufficient to trigger statement funding it was 
agreed to allocate funding to all schools using a proxy within the schools block. The 
factors agreed to be used for this proxy are IDACI for the Primary sector and IDACI 
& Prior Attainment for the Secondary Sector. This would move an agreed sum from 
the High Needs Block into the Schools Block. This additional funding allocated to 
schools would establish the principle that any additional needs of a pupil with high 
needs would be met by individual schools up to the first £12,000. If the needs 
exceed £12,000 then a further top-up would come from central budgets. Appendix F 
models this using a proposed sum of £1m which has been split between Primary and 
Secondary sectors using pupil numbers. 

 
5.4 The third issue reviewed by the SEN Sub-Group was the case for increasing SEN 

funding for the Early Years sector. This issue has also been discussed through the 
Schools Forum Early Years Sub-Group. Through the work of both groups a strong 
case has been put forward to target more funding for SEN in the Early Years Sector, 
thus supporting the Council’s early intervention and prevention priorities. 
Benchmarking with a number of other local authorities also shows many local 
authorities target more funding towards early years.  The Early Years Single Funding 
Formula does not have an explicit SEN factor; however it does contain a proxy 
based on deprivation. It is therefore proposed to increase funding allocated through 
this factor. The current factor uses IMD scores, which is slightly different to IDACI, 
which will be used for mainstream schools. It is proposed to switch to IDACI to be 
consistent with the Schools Block formula and allocate an additional £500k through 
this factor for both maintained and Private, Voluntary and Independent (PVI) 
settings. 
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6. Consultation Outcomes  

 
6.1 The Schools Forum approved the following proposals: 

 
• Adopt Model 2 for 2013/14 (12 voted in favour, 5 voted against) 

 
• Proceed with SEN Protection as set out in Appendix E (unanimous) 

 
• Delegate a further £1m to ensure schools fund the first £12k of every 

statement (unanimous) 
 

• Transfer £500k from the Schools Block to the Early Years Block to be 
distributed for SEN support (11 voted in favour, 2 voted against) 

 
• Use IDACI for the Early years SEN/Deprivation factor (unanimous) 

 
6.2 Appendix F sets out the result of the wider consultation with all schools. This can be 

summarised as follows: 
 

• Adopt Model 2 for 2013/14 (19 voted in favour, 7 voted for other options) 
 

• Proceed with SEN Protection as set out in Appendix E (15 voted in favour, 1 
voted against) 

 
• Delegate a further £1m to ensure schools fund the first £12k of every 

statement (10 voted in favour, 4 voted against) 
 

• Transfer £500k from the Schools Block to the Early Years Block to be 
distributed for SEN support (10 voted in favour, 4 voted against) 
 

• Use IDACI for the Early years SEN/Deprivation factor (unanimous) 
 
 

6.3 Officers also carried out a benchmarking exercise to identify how funding levels for 
Brent Schools compare with other local authorities. Benchmarking data should 
always be viewed cautiously, as it can be difficult to always make like-for-like 
comparisons as different local authorities funding practices can be markedly 
different. This information is presented in appendix G. This shows that the relative 
funding differential between Secondary and Primary schools in Brent is in keeping 
with most London Boroughs and is therefore inconclusive in terms of supporting a 
shift of funding from one sector to another. 

  
6.4 The overwhelming support from schools for Model 2 is probably due to the fact that 

the primary and secondary unit funding rates for deprivation, prior attainment etc. are 
the same within this model and there seems little support for these indicators to be 
set at a much higher rate in secondary schools than in primary schools. Model 2 was 
also overwhelmingly supported by Schools and the Schools Forum and is therefore 
recommended. The Minimum Funding Guarantee also ensures that the affect of any 
funding shift is tapered over many years. Due to the delay in national consultation 
processes, local authorities have a much shorter than normal timescale to implement 
this revised funding formula for schools It is therefore recommended that Model 2 is 
adopted and the impact is closely monitored with the Schools Forum over the 
coming year and reviewed again for the 2014/15 financial year. 
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7 Financial Implications 
 
7.1 All the aspects of funding covered in this report relate to the Schools Budget which is 

funded via a specific ring-fenced grant called the Dedicated Schools Grant. There are 
therefore no implications relating to the Council’s General Fund resources arising 
from this report. All the detailed financial implications are covered in the body of this 
report  

 
 

8 Legal Implications 
 

8.1 The Government has published The School and Early Years Finance (England) 
Regulations 2013, which cover the funding reforms and implications set out in this 
report. It has announced its intention to enact these regulations from 1 January 
2013, which would require all local authorities to comply with them for determining 
school budget shares for the 2013/14 financial year. 

 
8.2 The regulations require the Executive to undertake the necessary consultations with 

the Schools Forum and schools and then decide upon the formula which they will use 
to determine the budget shares for schools maintained by them.  

 
8.3 All proposals in this report have been considered by the Schools Forum as a statutory 

consultee and with all schools in accordance with the Regulations.  
 
Background Papers attached alongside this report as PDF documents. 
 

a) School Funding Reform – Arrangements for 2013-14 
b) Operational Guidance for Local Authorities – 2013-14 revenue funding 

arrangements 
 
Contact Officers 
 
Mustafa Salih, Assistant Director – Strategic Finance 

   
Chesterfield House 
9 Park Lane 
Wembley Middlesex HA9 7RW 
Tel: 020 8937 4897  
Email: Mustafa.salih@brent.gov.uk 
 
 
 
KRUTIKA PAU 
DIRECTOR OF CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
 
 


