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SCHOOLS FORUM
PLEASE NOTE TIME OF MEETING

Wednesday 17 October 2018
at 4.00 pm – 6.00 pm

Swaythling Primary School
Mayfield Road, Southampton, SO17 3SZ

This meeting is open to the public

LEAD OFFICER
Derek Wiles
Service Lead, Education

                      
Tel: 023 8083 2557
Email: SchoolsForum.Admin@southampton.gov.uk

CONTACT
Meeting Support

Tel: 023 8083 2557
Email: SchoolsForum.Admin@southampton.gov.uk

Present

Chair and Vice Chair
John Draper Head Teacher Swaythling Primary School
Primary School Representatives 

Julie Swanston Head Teacher Woolston Infant School
Mark Sheehan Head Teacher Mansbridge Primary School
Peter Howard Head Teacher Fairisle Junior School

mailto:SchoolsForum.Admin@southampton.gov.uk
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Primary Governor
Richard Harris Governor Moorlands Primary School
Secondary School Representatives
Jim Henderson Head Teacher Woodlands Community College
Nick Giles Head Teacher       Chamberlayne College for the Arts
Keith Pinney (on behalf of 
Harry Kutty)

Representative         Cantell School

Special Schools Representatives 

Colin Grant Governor Cedar School
Academy Representatives 

Sean Preston Chief Financial Officer Hamwic Trust
Lyn Bourne Head Teacher St Anne’s Catholic School
Pupil Referral Unit Representative
Alison Parsons Head Teacher Compass School
Non Schools Representative
Not represented

Observers
Rachel Adams Daily Echo
SCC Officers
Derek Wiles Service Lead, Education
Paul Atkins Schools Capital Programme Manager
Nick Persson Finance Business Partner for Education
Dyfan Rowlands Meeting Support (minutes)
Stephanie Wickenkamp Meeting Support (minutes)

DRAFT MINUTES

1 WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Chair John Draper welcomed delegates to the meeting and welcomed 
KP and NG to the meeting.
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2 APOLOGIES AND CHANGES IN MEMBERSHIP (IF ANY) 

Apologies:

Harry Kutty Head Teacher, Cantell School
Susanne 
Ottens

Head Teacher, Fairisle Infant and Nursery School

Amanda 
Talbot-Jones

Head Teacher, St Denys Primary School

Andy Evans Head Teacher Great Oaks School
Gary 
Wooldridge

Schools Forum Advisor

Hilary Brooks Service Director, Children and Families Service
Councillor 
Darren Paffey

Cabinet Member, Aspiration, Schools and Lifelong Learning

Councillor 
Taggart

Millbrook Ward

Anne Downie Early Years
Anna Wright Paint Pots Nursery 
Jo Knight Service Lead, Finance Business Partnering

Changes in membership:

RH clarified the processes of nominating Governor representatives. JD 
added he would also be attending the LA Governors meeting with RH on 6 
November.

3 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING – 19 SEPTEMBER 2018

JD reviewed the minutes of the meeting held on 19 September for accuracy 
and matters arising.

Matters Arising:

Page 9: Item 8c Agresso Update

NP clarified an IT Policy is being written; it is not currently being enforced. 
PH requested information on who would be leading on this policy.

AP queried the process around the User Acceptance Testing (UAT) of 
Business World. NP clarified those schools selected for UAT will be 
contacted in due course.

ACTION: NP to clarify and provide lead officer details regarding
the update IT Policy.
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The minutes of the meeting were agreed.

(Item 8b) Private Funding Initiative (PFI)

The following discussion took place at the end of Item 7: Dedicated Schools 
Grant (DSG) Modelling Options.

JH queried whether PFI schools would still be protected within this 
modelling. JD responded to this with advice received from Gary Wooldridge 
via email; the increase to PFI was not consulted on 2 years ago and must be 
done so now. It was confirmed as an LA decision, however Schools Forum 
should also be consulted. The deadline to apply for disapplication is 
November 2018; this would be a decision which would need to be made by 
all schools. SP confirmed these factors were not controllable and requested 
Gary Wooldridge’s opinion on whether the cost for PFI is being held by 
schools to a high level, or shared across all schools on a lower level. 

NP explained the DSG Schools Block Money pays for teachers and schools, 
and also funds schools with a PFI contract. KP confirmed an attempt to 
renegotiate PFI costs at a local level and reiterated the agreement costs to 
come out of the LAs money via the Schools Block. In 2016/17 PFI costs 
doubled which had a severe impact on PFI schools. KP repeated the PFI 
schools in question do not receive (or are close to no longer receiving) MFG 
funding.

NP proceeded to discuss the PFI modelling data; due to the £288K PFI 
funding in 2016/17, MFG affected the funding as a result. KP noted although 
the funding is received, it is subject to MFG which may reduce the PFI 
Funding allocation. There was discussion on recompense of the lost funding 
over the 2 year period, however there did not seem to be a viable route, 
other than disapplication for future years. JH stated he was not requesting 
recompense, but was strongly for disapplication. KP commented 
recompense should be addressed by the LA, which PA agreed was being 
pursued. After undertaking a recent review, PA still queried why PFI was 
built into premises costs if MFG removes it from schools. It was confirmed 
this had been raised as an issue with the DfE. The contract length for PFI 
was clarified to be 28 years, beginning 2004.

Members were asked to vote in agreement to empower the LA to seek 
disapplication from PFI:

For: 11
Against: 0
Abstentions: 0 
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PA made the suggestion to utilise the next 4 weeks to gather information in 
preparation for a consultation. This would then receive sign off from the LA, 
followed by sign off from Schools Forum, ready for consideration by the 
wider school community. SP queried whether this could be completed via 
email. PA obliged.

ACTION: Gary Wooldridge to provide clarification around PFI costs to 
schools. 

PA/NP to begin disapplication processes for PFI, as outlined 
above.

(Item 8c) Update on purchase of IT equipment which interfaces with SCC 
Systems

Item covered within Item 3: Minutes of Previous Meeting under Matters 
Arising. 

(Item 8f) Surplus and Deficits – Schools in Financial Difficulties fund

PA and NP stated an update will be provided at the next meeting.

ACTION: PA/NP to provide an update at December’s meeting.

4

5              

6

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

JD asked members to complete the declarations of interest document for 
2018/19 if not already done so.

STANDING ITEM: LA UPDATE ON DFE/EFA FUNDING 
ANNOUNCEMENTS

Item covered within Item 7: Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) Modelling 
Options.

LOCAL AUTHORITY UPDATES

a) Scheme for Financing Schools

PA posed the question to members, whether it would be feasible to review 
and sign off on the Forward Scheme for Financing Schools before next year.
PA suggested a sub-group would need to be formed to take this work forward 
and would need to provide feedback to Schools Forum. Representatives are 
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required from Primary, Secondary and Special schools. The sub-group would 
review the current policy and bring forward recommendations. PA anticipates 
this work could be completed within 3 meetings lasting 1.5 hours. 

SP noted this applied to maintained schools only. JD asked members for 
nominations.

PH nominated himself to represent Primary Schools.

NG nominated himself to represent Secondary Schools.

AP nominated herself to represent PRU’s. 

RH offered his support and assistant where necessary.
 
JD agreed the nominations and concluded the setup of a sub-group is a 
sensible way forward in progressing this issue.

ACTION: PA to progress the review and sign off on Scheme for Financing 
Schools with the nominated sub-group.

7 DEDICATED SCHOOLS GRANT (DSG) MODELLING OPTIONS

NP began by outlining that through his research since the last Schools Forum 
conference, various options have been looked into concerning the funding of 
schools, and that various APT models have been considered. NP added that 
he was involved in a recent meeting which discussed which kind of factors 
should be included in the presentation of the spreadsheet, and how they 
should be formulated. 

Model 1:
NFF: 100%
MFG Floor: 0.50%
MFG Ceiling: 2.19%
Scaling: 100%
High Needs Transfer: 0.50%

The above model reflects the move towards NFF rates. NP confirmed 100% 
of the NFF equates to £139.6m and 0.50% is equivalent to £700K for the 
High Needs Transfer. NP raised these rates would be different to the current 
rates adopted by Southampton as they would be lower; more specifically, the 
IDACI rate would be lower for the NFF. SP noted whilst it is true that some 
formula rates are lower, other factors increase funding (such as the fact that 
FSM Ever 6 is included under NFF, but not under current LA rates). NP stated 
with the MFG floor set at 0.50% it would protect the calculations to ensure the 
amount of Per Pupil Funding should not constitute less than 0.50%.
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SP highlighted the MFG Floor would be baselined against 2017/18 data, as 
opposed to 2018/19. The data shown will display all schools as seeing an 
increase in Per Pupil against the 2017/18 baseline. SP highlighted that the 
cap of 3% included within the 2018/19 NFF was not implemented fully in SCC 
for 2018/19. This combined with a number of years of little of no cap has 
meant that schools who should have seen increases in their funding due to 
demographic changes have not seen them. MS shared his disappointment in 
seeing some of the models suggested as overspending and underspending. 
NP affirmed there may be models present which could not be afforded, 
however added that with some models there would be money left over. NP 
agreed showing balanced positions would have been more beneficial.

SP stated these figures are a starting point which can be worked on and 
proceeded to address Model 10: 

Model 10:
NFF: 100%
MFG Floor: 0.00%
MFG Ceiling: 100%
Scaling: 100%
High Needs Transfer: 0.00%

SP concluded Model 10 as an unaffordable option; not many schools would 
be considered “winners”. SP commented affordability would need to be the 
main priority. NP clarified the total overall cost of Model 10 would be £142M, 
£2.3M more than the budget would allow. Therefore this model is not a viable 
option. NP commented this model was provided as an outline to show 
intention. 

SP raised the concern of the NFF being received to Southampton, already 
incorporating a cap of 6.09% based on the 2017/18 baseline. It was 
underlined that the funding being given to Southampton schools is already 
capped. NP clarified if all Southampton schools operated without capping this 
would cost an additional £2.5M. 

SP queried the anticipated deficit for the High Needs Block in 2019/20 and 
what equivalent percentage of funding would need to be put towards the 
pressure to cover. NP responded the forecasted pressure in its entirety 
equates to £1.9M; providing a 0.5% transfer would reduce the pressure to 
£1.2M and would not resolve or alleviate the pressure dilemma. SP 
highlighted the High Needs transfer is a pertinent question which would need 
to be looked into when making a decision. 

NP agreed and proceeded to discuss Model 2:
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Model 2:
NFF: 50%
MFG Floor: 0.50%
MFG Ceiling: 2.19%
Scaling: 100%
High Needs Transfer: 0.50%

Model 2 is a halfway point between the current localised formula and the 
NFF. NP highlighted using the NFF factors instead of the current factors, 
would leave £1.3M to put back into the model and areas which Schools 
Forum deem necessary. NP noted with this model’s excess, the amount 
transferred to High Needs or the MFG Ceiling could be increased. Model 2 
would provide a smaller positive variance unlike moving towards the hard 
NFF formula.

NP also raised Model 3 as a potential option if looking to transfer £1.4M to the 
High Needs Block:

Model 3:
NFF: 100%
MFG Floor: 0.50%
MFG Ceiling: 2.19%
Scaling: 100%
High Needs Transfer: 1.00%

Similarly, Model 4 displays a £2.8M transfer to the High Needs Block:

Model 4:
NFF: 100%
MFG Floor: 0.50%
MFG Ceiling: 2.19%
Scaling: 100%
High Needs Transfer: 2.00%

NP underlined with the 2% transfer to the High Needs Block, this model 
would be unaffordable by £500K. To offset the £500K overspend, the MFG 
cap would need to be reduced which would result in all schools receiving less 
money.

NP highlighted the following model as affordable:

Model 7:
NFF: 100%
MFG Floor: 0.00%
MFG Ceiling: 3.00%
Scaling: 100%
High Needs Transfer: 0.50%
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Transfer to High Needs and Consultation Discussions:

MS queried the progress of work within the High Needs Block and noted a 
discussion around inconsistent rates and special schools. PA responded the 
LA are in the process of looking at several factors, such as addressing top-up 
rates and subsequently criteria by which different rates are aligned. The LA 
are half way through this process and PA noted this would ultimately have an 
impact on the funding model for High Needs. PA stated it would not be 
possible to describe what a future model may look like, however it would 
undoubtedly be aligned more accurately. 

AP raised the special schools had been assisting Tammy Marks (Service 
Manager, SEND) with addressing bandings across different schools to ensure 
it was fair and consistent. AP clarified the discussions were never about 
reducing the amount of funding provided for different bandings, however to 
establish if a child that was situated in Band 2 could perhaps move from one 
school to another (with the same amount of funding). PA stated this work was 
still progressing and noted this would not necessarily lead to savings. 

JD thanked SP for sharing the Poole Consultation document with Schools 
Forum members, adding this was very informative for conversations with 
colleagues regarding the principles on which money should be distributed.

JD reiterated Gary Wooldridge’s apologies, however Gary had provided 
feedback on his thoughts on SEND and High Needs Block transfers, 
suggesting this requires a separate consultation. It was raised the High 
Needs budget includes £2.9M which was transferred in 2016/17. The DfE 
have since completed a rebasing exercise which confirmed the £2.9M would 
have otherwise been money situated in the Schools Block. This signified a 
50% increase to the High Needs Block at that time, which JD underlined 
would need to be taken into account. 

SP raised it was of upmost importance for any consultation that schools have 
more than sufficient information concerning this issue. SP continued if the LA 
are looking for a decision to transfer to High Needs, it would come out of 
schools’ funds. SP concluded if a transfer to High Needs occurs, then the 
funding provided to schools will need to be reduced. 

PH raised children with special needs receive a lower rate of finance within a 
Mainstream school setting, compared to Special school settings. NP 
responded, there are many factors which have resulted in this outcome, 
however the service is looking to reduce costs as a whole. SP affirmed it 
would be critical for stakeholders to be aware of the situation and would need 
to understand the rationale and outcomes if unachieved. AP emphasised the 
focus must be the needs of the young people being met in both mainstream 
schools or within specialist provision. 
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PA stated LA are progressing this work in vast detail and raised a top priority 
for the LA is to increase capacity within the city, which would serve as the 
only true solution to address this particular issue. PA highlighted the LA have 
set out an expression to the DfE for a potential Special Free School; this will 
look at arrangements to increase capacity on an interim basis, involving 
temporary accommodation. Work has also progressed on the Autism 
Resource Base and the consultation will be continued with individual schools. 
RH reflected on the discussion of tribunals from a previous Schools Forum 
meeting and suggested if provisions were made available at a lower cost, it 
would be beneficial in reducing the amount of tribunals. 

AP clarified for members work has already taken place to support several 
children and young people in ensuring they are kept within Southampton 
schools. AP continued the biggest concern is children settled outside the city 
with several years remaining in education. Tammy Marks continues to 
progress work on individual cases to look at when it would be appropriate to 
bring these children back into inner city education. AP noted relocation would 
no doubt have caused additional trauma in their already complicated lives. 
NP stated the SEND team are looking at packages to meet the needs of 
children appropriately. AP commented supporting families by providing early 
intervention would be beneficial. 

Next steps:

NP provided a breakdown of the previously discussed models and their 
impact on Primary and Secondary schools. MS queried why Model 5 
displayed all Secondary schools as gaining. SP posed this was possibly due 
to the localised formula currently weighing heavier towards Secondary 
schools. SP commented at this point in time, focussing on “winners and 
losers” is redundant until figures are balanced. NP suggested providing 
“winners and losers” data at the next meeting.

NP requested feedback on the criteria Schools Forum members would like to 
see presented at the next meeting. SP suggested the following potential 
principles that could be considered by members:

 Ensure no school will lose compared to last year’s funding.

 Ensure no school receives a negative MFG.

 Ensure “winners” maintain current position by making changes to MFG 
Floor and Ceiling.

 Consider whether there should be a transfer to the High Needs Block.

 Consider whether IDACI rates need to be focussed on.
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SP stated that there are no limits to how any formula can be developed, 
however highlighted the importance of applying principles to the decision 
making process.

There was discussion regarding deprivation factors; SP stated that 
addressing a funding factor due to the impact on a small number of schools is 
not an approach that should be considered. RH stated IDACI was a factor to 
identify deprivation, however the changes made in 2015 impacted this factor 
within the local formula. JD queried if moving towards the NFF, would FSM or 
FSM6 be utilised. SP responded that both would be used and reiterated that 
previous decisions regarding capping has meant that schools who have seen 
deprivation increase have not necessarily seen increases in funding. 

JD asked members to vote on moving towards the NFF:

For: 10
Against: 0
Abstentions: 1

Members agreed that 4 balanced models would be appropriate to discuss at 
the next Schools Forum meeting. It was agreed for modelling purposes, a 
transfer to High Needs would not be incorporated in the balanced models 
until consultation results are available. SP commented it is important to 
realise the percentage of funding required to offset the High Needs Block 
pressure, prior to consideration. JD emphasised the strict regulations in place 
if a transfer to High Needs is agreed.

Concerning models presented during today’s meeting, NP and PA raised that 
a 4 week period would be sufficient for any amendments, analysis, comment 
consideration and additional data input to take place before these models are 
diffused to Schools Forum members. PA added that no formal meeting would 
be required for these updates to be approved and any feedback or 
consultation could take place between schools and the LA. NP raised that 
these would be sent electronically. 

JD stated there are limitations to what can be decided at this meeting, as 
every school and governing body needs to be consulted. JD stated the Poole 
Consultation document can be utilised and amended to ensure all principles 
and factors are covered.

ACTION: NP to provide 4 balanced models electronically, with “winner and 
loser” statistics, ahead of December’s meeting.
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8          CLOSING REMARKS AND DATE OF NEXT MEETING

MS raised a future concern regarding a change in payroll providers for 
schools which will take place in March 2019. MS stated during this time, 
schools will lose their HR and payroll with their existing provider and 
consequently must seek an alternative, internal provider in lieu, with the aim 
of transferring back to the Council later in July 2019. MS requested a reason 
why transfer plans had not been considered. 

NP responded this was due to Agresso’s system not being able to take on 
payroll from the 4th April 2019 until July 2019. MS posed whether the Council 
could start negotiations to ensure a more fluid transfer within this interim 
period. NP responded as the schools in question have contracts with the 
current supplier, the onus would be on them to action this due to the Council 
not being a party of these contracts. MS was dissatisfied with this response 
and stated more than 30 schools in the Southampton area would be affected 
by this transfer. NP recommended Katie Cope (HR advisor, SCC) attend the 
next Schools Forum meeting to provide details concerning this transfer. JD 
stated he would contact Katie Cope for an urgent update in order for 
clarification on this schools payroll issue. 

JD thanked NP for his presentation and diligence in presenting some difficult 
data throughout the course of the meeting. MS also added that thanks should 
be offered to JD and to the Meeting Support Team as pre-meeting document 
distribution has been much more efficient in recent Schools Forum Meetings 
than has been the case historically.

ACTION: JD to contact Katie Cope to provide an urgent update on payroll 
proceedings for schools in light of concerns raised at the 
October meeting.

JD stated he now has a better understanding around the complex, funding 
constraints and feels Southampton are in the best place than ever before 
having to make decisions around schools funding. MS echoed this by 
thanking JD for his progress made as Schools Forum Chair and ensuring 
papers and relevant information is provided at the meetings. JD thanked NP 
and PA for creating the spreadsheets presented at this meeting and thanked 
the Meeting Support team for their administration assistance.

Wednesday 19 December 2018
Time: 4:15pm – 6:15pm
Venue: The Cedar School


