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PRIMARY SCHOOL CAPACITY AND SCHOOL BUDGET PLANNING

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1
In May 2020 Schools Forum commissioned ISOS Partnership to work with schools, the local authority and the Dioceses to carry out a rapid review of primary school capacity and financial pressures in Westminster. The outcome of the review was reported to Schools Forum on 12 October and Schools Forum agreed to the appointment of a working group to oversee the delivery of the recommendations of the review. This paper summarises the progress that has been made since October 2020.

2. LOCAL CONTEXT
2.2 
The last three years have seen a reduction in 7% of the numbers of pupils on roll in Westminster primary schools. The local authority and schools have acted together to take around six forms of entry out of primary schools – equating to 1,190 places – in response to falling pupil numbers. However, there remain 1,877 surplus places as of January 2020 – a vacancy rate of 16.7% across the whole borough. 
2.3
The latest October census information suggests that the number of vacancies has grown again, by a further 400 places, to around 2,300. The falling number of primary aged pupils, combined with changes to funding, is putting significant strain on primary school budgets. In Westminster, the overall financial situation for primary schools is extremely challenging. Nearly 70% of all state primary schools had an in-year deficit in 2018-19 and by December 2020 over a third of maintained primary schools were reporting an overall deficit. 
3. MEMBERSHIP OF THE WORKING GROUP
	Primary School headteachers:

Aaron Sumner, Chair 
	Hallfield 

	Lee Duffy 
	St Mary’s Bryanston Square

	Darren Guttridge 
	Edward Wilson

	Louisa Lochner 
	Gateway Academy

	David Tomlinson 
	Barrow Hill Junior School

	Mary Wilson 
	St Mary of the Angels RC

	Governors:
Andrew Garwood Watkins
	St James and St John CE

	Ted Gush 
	St Peter’s Eaton Square

	Officers:
Ian Heggs 
	Bi Borough Director for Education 

	Anita Stokes 
	Bi-Borough Lead Strategic Finance Manager

	Wendy Anthony
	Bi-Borough Head of School Place Planning

	
	

	Other: 
Natalie Parish
	(ISOS Partnership)

	Helen Jenner 
	(ISOS Partnership)


4. PROGRESS SINCE OCTOBER
4.1
In line with the recommendations agreed by Schools Forum, the main focus of the work during the Autumn term has been to develop a process and methodology for assessing the relative risks and opportunities for individual primary schools in Westminster, in terms of changes in pupil numbers.  
 4.2
ISOS Partnership has developed a risk and opportunity tool which is a simple way to assess the relative degree of future risk for individual primary schools. This tool was discussed and refined at two separate meetings of the working group. 

4.3
The risk-opportunity tool is set out in full at Annex A. It is designed to be a two-stage process. In the first stage a risk score of 1 to 5 is assigned to each school against 13 separate indicators, according to the benchmarks set out in the tool. The indicators fall into three key domains – overall school performance, financial sustainability and pupil numbers. Adding up the individual scores against each indicator provides an overall risk score for each school. The first stage of the risk assessment process is designed to provide a simple understanding of relative risk, based on published and easily accessible data. 

4.4
The purpose of giving each school a risk score is both to provide a useful point of reference for headteachers and governing bodies and to initiate a constructive dialogue about how the risks to the schools’ future financial position might best be mitigated. 

4.5
For those schools which are rated as higher risk through the first stage assessment process, a more detailed second phase is proposed that would be carried out in partnership with the school, the local authority and, where relevant, the Diocese or informally the academy sponsor. 

4.6
During this second phase more detailed information on both the risks and opportunities associated with premises, location, other neighbouring schools and additional financial pressures or mitigating factors would be considered. 

4.7
In parallel with developing the risk-opportunity assessment tool, the working group has also begun to consider how to maximise the number of pupils coming into or staying in the borough for state primary education. A workstream on considering options for attracting and retaining families who might otherwise choose private sector education has been started and a further report on this will be offered to the next Schools Forum. 
5. PROPOSAL FOR THE NEXT PHASE OF WORK  
5.1 Subject to agreement from Schools Forum, it is proposed that the risk-opportunity tool should be finalised and rolled out during January to March. The Westminster working group has therefore suggested the following process.
5.2 For schools that are rated as high-risk through the first stage assessment of the risk-opportunity tool:

5.2.1
The headteacher and governing body of the school, and where relevant the Diocese or informally the academy sponsor, is contacted to explain the risk-rating system and why the school has been identified as higher risk.
5.2.2
The local authority, school and, where applicable, the Dioceses or, informally, the academy sponsor work together to develop a full picture of the key questions set out in phase 2 of the risk model.

5.2.3
A strategic dialogue takes place between the local authority, the headteacher, the governing body, and where applicable the Diocese or, informally, the academy sponsor to work through a range of options to assess the future financial sustainability of the school and to discuss ways to mitigate the risk of falling pupil numbers. This discussion should include consideration of actions that could be taken to maximise pupil numbers, restructure expenditure and potentially reduce capacity.

5.2.4
Together, the governing body, the headteacher, the LA and, where applicable the Diocese or, informally, the academy sponsor will aim to agree a short and medium plan of action for the school that will enable it to set a balanced budget for 2021 / 2022 and beyond. Possible future options should be set out by the end of March 2021 and a more detailed plan by the end of June 2021. 

5.3 For schools which are rated medium or lower risk the opportunity to have a strategic dialogue with the local authority and, where appropriate, the Diocese will be offered on a voluntary basis.

6. OUTLINE TIMETABLE FOR NEXT STEPS
6.1 facilitate the process outlined above, the following timetable is suggested:

	Second half of January 
	The working group meets again to look at the outcome of applying the risk-opportunity assessment tool to individual schools and to make any final adjustments to the methodology required.



	Late January / early February 
	Schools that are considered to be higher risk, on the basis of the initial assessment, are contacted and invited to take part in further discussion with the local authority and Diocese, or informally, the academy sponsor, as appropriate.



	Mid-February
	A further update is provided to Schools Forum with the full list of risk-rated schools once the individual schools most affected have been contacted and informed. 



	Late February
	The full risk-opportunity tool and initial scores is made available to all primary schools.



	February to March
	Initial discussions with individual schools or groups of schools about possible future options to mitigate risk and maximise opportunities. 



	March 
	A progress paper to Schools Forum to provide an update on initial discussions.



	April to June
	More detailed planning of future options with individual schools, groups of schools and the Diocese. 



	July
	Final paper with recommendations to Schools Forum.  




7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1
Schools Forum is asked to discuss and consider:

7.1.1
Whether Schools Forum is content to approve the methodology for the risk-opportunity model or how it will be applied to schools. 

7.1.2 
Whether Schools Forum is content to delegate the final sign-off for the risk-opportunity model to the working group, once the outcomes of its application of the risk-opportunity tool to individual schools has been considered and any necessary adjustments have been made.

7.1.3
Whether Schools Forum approves the suggested process for taking forward the outcomes of the risk analysis, including how higher risk schools are to be engaged. 

7.1.4
Whether Schools Forum agrees the timeline for engaging schools and reporting back to Schools Forum?
Ian Heggs
Bi-Borough Director of Education
Sarah Newman

Bi-Borough Executive Director of Children’s Services
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Annexe A -  Risk opportunity model
Annex A – risk-opportunity model
	Stage 1 - Initial risk assessment
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Outcomes for children
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3-year average pupil progress
	Highest quintile
	Second quintile
	Third quintile
	Fourth quintile
	Lowest quintile

	Pupil progress 2018-19 average
	Highest quintile
	Second quintile
	Third quintile
	Fourth quintile
	Lowest quintile

	Ofsted grade
	Outstanding
	Good
	Requires improvement
	Inadequate
	 

	Attainment - percentage of pupils achieving the expected level in RWM
	Highest quintile
	Second quintile
	Third quintile
	Fourth quintile
	Lowest quintile

	3-year average attainment – percentage achieving expected level in RWM
	Highest quintile
	Second quintile
	Third quintile
	Fourth quintile
	Lowest quintile

	Financial Aspects
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	In Year Balance as a percentage of total income
	Any positive balance
	0 to -2%
	-3% to -5%
	-6% to -8%
	More than -8%

	Reserves as a percentage of total income
	Any positive reserve level
	0 to -2%
	-3% to -5%
	-6% to -8%
	More than -8%

	Future affordability as a percentage of total income
	Any positive balance
	0 to -2%
	-3% to -5%
	-6% to -8%
	More than -8%

	Occupancy rates
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Overall occupancy %
	More than 95%
	More than 90%
	More than 85%
	More than 80%
	Less than 80%

	First choice applications
	Highest quintile
	Second quintile
	Third quintile
	Fourth quintile
	Lowest quintile

	Reception occupancy (%)
	More than 95%
	More than 90%
	More than 85%
	More than 80%
	Less than 80%

	Year 1 occupancy (%)
	More than 95%
	More than 90%
	More than 85%
	More than 80%
	Less than 80%

	Year 2 occupancy (%)
	More than 95%
	More than 90%
	More than 85%
	More than 80%
	Less than 80%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase 2 Assessment
	Where analysis from Phase 1 indicates concern, SWOT analysis to be carried out to identify more detailed risks and opportunities in relation to the following areas:
 

	Premises and location issues
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Premises
	Fully accessible no defects
	Fully accessible, minor defects
	Suitable
	In need of modernisation
	Not fit for purpose

	Play space
	Very good range
	Good range
	Adequate 
	Limited
	Inadequate -  Anti social behaviour nearby, overlooked, high pollution, no green space

	Space per child
	Additional space for inclusion, parents etc, fully accessible
	Some additional space, accessible
	Adequate, partly accessible
	Limited, access issues
	Insufficient, inaccessible

	Unique facilities
	Consideration of facilities that may have either a positive or negative impact on attracting families or affordability

	Location
	Low pollution, not overlooked, sufficient green space, no anti-social behaviour nearby
	One negative factor
	Adequate (may have 1/2 negative factors)
	Poor (may have 2/3 negative factors) 
	Inadequate -  Anti social behaviour nearby, overlooked, high pollution, no green space

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Impact of Neighbouring Schools
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of vacancies within a mile
	0 to 7
	7 to 14
	14 to 21
	21 to 35
	More than 35

	Number of vacancies in same status school within a mile
	0
	0 to 7
	7 to 14
	14 to 21
	21 to 35

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Additional financial considerations
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Self-generated income
	Assessment of the security of self-generated income and the extent to which is contributes to core costs

	Expenditure per pupil
	Consideration of the expenditure per pupil and the impact on borough-wide school finances.





PURPOSE OF REPORT


This report provides an  update from the Westminster Strategic Working Group and requests approval of the recommendations. 


FOR DECISION








