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On 15 December 2016, the government launched the second-stage consultation on a National Funding Formula the same day on which the National Audit Office warned that schools in England were facing a cut of 8% per
pupil in real terms by 2019/20 which translates into £3 billion.
The proposed formula – for which consultations have now closed – will result in over 9,000 schools/academies
losing out. Money will disappear from London and other urban areas and moving to schools/academies – mainly
in the shire counties - which currently receive less. However, 11,000 (circa) schools/academies will gain, albeit
they will see much lower increases than they had been made to believe because at the 9,000+ schools/academies
the reductions will be phased in.
Education has enjoyed more than seven years of plenty with those in the profession drinking deeply from the
financial well of generous governments. Schools/academies that have been spendthrifts will suffer. Those who
have been over-careful had been severely berated by their local authorities and the government for not giving their
(current) pupils their just financial desserts. Those that had been judicious and saved enough for a rainy day, will
postpone suffering for a few years.
In the long-term, most schools/academies will have to provide more with less simply to survive, if not flourish.
It is, therefore, not with a little surprise and angst that I read the piece written by The Secret CEO (in The Times
Educational Supplement of 31 March 2017). The poor guy (his silhouette at the end of the article suggests that it
is a “he”), who leads a multi-academy trust “somewhere in England” is “fed up” (the unfortunate devil) with
reading “article after article about the ‘shocking’ salaries CEOs of MATs receive”. He spends the entire article
criticising critics for criticising the Chief Education Officers of Multi-Academy Trusts over the salaries they
receive.
What surprises me is his “alarm”. What else does he expect at a time when education is heading for some very,
very lean years. Posts will be left vacant to enable schools/academies make ends meet, spending on the
curriculum and continuing professional development will be cut to the bone and, in some institutions, staff
members (like Cressida Dick, the new Chief of the Metropolitan Police in London, who has taken a pay cut of
£40,000 annually) will volunteer to lower their salaries?
The annual salaries of 11 Chief Education Officers (CEOs) – ranging from that of Sir Daniel Moynihan of the
Harris Federation (£400,000) to Mr Mike Ramsay (£190,000) - were listed else in that issue of the TES. Each of
them is earning substantially more than Prime Minister Theresa May, who draws a very modest £143,462.
Our unfortunate, secret CEO describes all his onerous duties, i.e. dealing with people working in different tiers of
government, having to be accountable to a multitude of bodies and leading his academies.
He goes on to recognise that CEOs – like him – are well paid “but not outrageously”. I would like to add – “just
excessive”. However, most teachers, teaching assistants, nurses and a host of others who also, like him, “don’t
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swan around breathing rarefied air”, work long, arduous hours and earn a fraction of the salaries that he and his
colleagues draw.
Many, many years ago, I chose teaching as a vocation (in India). My parents were appalled because there was so
little money in education. When I arrived on these shores, I earned a lot more as a teacher (after studying further)
than I would ever have done on the sub-continent. However, those at the top of the educational ladder today are
drawing in ‘Monopoly’ money. Such hikes in salaries can no longer be sustained. It is at the expense of
providing fairly for our children.
The nation cannot afford to continue spending as it did in the past and haemorrhage money that it does not have.
We are (already) leaving our children, our children’s children and the generations that will follow a huge national
debt - £1.65 trillion (and this is rising).
Enough said. Before closing, however, I have two questions to ask our Secret CEO.
(1)

Why is it that so many in and out of the education world have been calling for the “secrecy” surrounding
decisions to award academy chains chief executives percentage pay rises to 10 times higher than the
average teacher’s to be lifted? Even the Chair of the Public Accounts Committee, Meg Hillier, is
gobsmacked.

(2)

Why is it that the Secret CEO is so reluctant to disclose who he is? Is there something to hide and if so,
what? The Education Funding Agency (EFA) is concerned about a rocketing increase in the financial
mismanagement of academies. It issued 25 financial notices to improve (FNTIs) in 2016. (Only seven
notices were issued in 2015.) If one were to add the exorbitant salaries of MATs’ CEOs to the FNTIs it
would have been a lot more.
Writing in the March/April 2017 issue of the National Governors’ Association organ, Governing Matters,
Sam Henson, the Head of Information at the NGA, said: “Combining the basic underlying principles of
effective yet ethical governance with a transparent culture and a well-informed board will go a long way
to identifying issues.” This will not only highlight but also tackle the issues plaguing some schools and
academies, one of which are the salaries of their leaders.
So, Secret CEO, reveal yourself and do let us know who you are.

I

Introduction

School governors across the country have informed the National Governors’ Association (NGA) in no uncertain
terms that funding is the biggest issue they are currently facing and the biggest issue they are likely to face in the
near future. It is true that there will be over 10,000 winners (54%) among schools, in terms of increased funding
balanced off by 9,000+ (46%) losers. However, by 2020, all schools (‘academies’ is used interchangeably for
“schools” in the rest of this article) will find they are facing funding reductions by 2020. The Education Policy
Institute (EPI) – a think tank – said in one of its recent reports – The Implications of the National Funding
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Formula for Schools - that any cash increases awarded to schools via the National Funding Formula (NFF) will be
cancelled by cost pressures.
According to the EPI, the redistribution of the basic per pupil sums, the use of wider area-based measures of
deprivation and the increased amounts of funding for pupils with low prior attainment will mean that money will
move from schools with the most disadvantaged pupils to those with pupils who come from “just about
managing” (JAM) families.
Drilling down, the EPI made the following discoveries - based on the proposed NFF.
(1)

Primary schools with fewer than 30% of pupils on free school meals (FSM) are expected to gain around
1% and secondaries 0.9% on average. The total sum will be £275 million.

(2)

Disadvantaged primary schools (i.e. those with over 30% of FSM pupils) are expected to gain around
0.4% while disadvantaged secondary schools set to lose around 0.3%. This will amount to a net increase
of around £5.6 million for the most disadvantaged primary and secondary schools. The reality is that
many will see reductions to their budgets.

(3)

The most disadvantaged primary and secondary schools in London are expected to lose around £16.1
million by 2019/20.

(4)

Funding distribution based on area deprivation – commonly known as Income Deprivation Affecting
Children Index (IDACI) - means that pupils living in the least deprived areas will experience the highest
relative gains.

(5)

The additional funding for low prior attainment will mean that the lowest-performing schools in the
country are set to gain £78.5 million more than the top-performing schools. This will have a painful
effect especially in London, where the net loss to the highest performing primary schools will be around
£16.6 million.

(6)

Small primary schools are due to experience an average increase of 3.5% - i.e. £22.7 million overall.
Small secondary schools, on the other hand, are unlikely to see any changes in their budgets.

Justine Greening, the Education Secretary, launched the long-delayed second consultation on the NFF on 14
December 2016, trumpeting that the new formula would rid the country of the postcode lottery where children
with the same needs attract varying levels of funding dependent on where they lived.
The F40 group of local authorities had been canvassing long and hard for many years to secure a fairer
redistribution of educational finance. Most of them will see their efforts rewarded – certainly in the short term.
However, some, like Cheshire, Oxfordshire and West Sussex, will, in fact, be worse off. For them, if nothing
changes, their campaign would have been still-born.
The changes will be phased in.
(1)

In 2018/19, the National Funding Formula will be devised by the government and distributed to local
authorities, each local authority receiving its overall funding for schools. It will be up-to a local authority
to distribute the money to its schools in accordance with its local formula (which, of course, will be
circumscribed by legislation). Academies will receive their budgets directly from the Education Funding
Agency (EFA) – an arm of the Department for Education (DfE) – in accordance with the NFF.
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(2)

In 2019/20, schools will receive their budgets directly from the EFA the sums being in accordance with
the NFF.

II

Elements in the NFF

So, how will the country’s educational cake be cut and what will be the elements which will determine the
distribution? The two overarching areas driving the distribution of the funding will be the pupils and the
property/real estate.
(a)

Pupils

(i)

There will be a basic per-pupil amount – a set sum for each pupil. Secondary pupils will get more than
primary ones – presumably not only because of the specialist teaching and the option choices in the latter,
but also because this is historical.

(ii)

Differentiated funding will be determined by those pupils entitled to free school meals (FSMs) – both,
current and others who have been eligible at some point over the last six years. In addition, there will be
six bands in the IDACI.

(iii)

Schools will receive additional sums to educate those pupils with lower prior attainment – in the
foundation stage for primary pupils, and Key Stage 2 for secondary ones.

(iv)

Pupils who have English as an additional language (EAL) will also attract extra funding.

(v)

Schools will receive extra for educating pupils who join part-way through the academic year, in
particular, those schools that have at least 10% in the total cohort who are mobile.

(vi)

Small schools – especially those in the countryside - will be compensated. Two criteria must be met, i.e.
the distance travelled – at least two miles at primary and three at secondary and the year group threshold.

(b)

School-led factors

Schools incur expenditure whatever the characteristics of pupils they attract. These school-led factors are to be
recognised in the funding that the government will distribute to them.
(i)

The first is rates – which will be no different to what it is now.

(ii)

Split-site schools will receive more than those on single sites.

(iii)

Schools which have exceptional premises – like those housed in farms – will receive additional funding.

(iv)

Schools that were rebuilt or refurbished under the Private Finance Initiative (PFI) scheme are now
lumbered with having to pay off annually their mortgages/debts on the substantial sums borrowed. The
government is to acknowledge this in the NFF.

Finally, over the next few years, losers will receive some protection in the funding loss – making winners that
much less triumphant in how much they win. For the winners, the gains will be no more than 3% in 2018/19 and
2.5% in 2019/20.
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Schools that are set to lose will be protected from going “below the floor”. They will go no lower than 3% of their
current budgets with a maximum capped at 1.5% annually.

III

Impact

The only “good time” to introduce a National Funding Formula is when the country is flush with riches – a time
when the government can increase the size of the educational cake - so that those that gain do not do so at the
expense of the rest. At a time when we have a national debt of £1.65 trillion and rising, an NFF will, inevitably
result in much weeping and gnashing of teeth.
Chancellor Phil Hammond has been unequivocal that over the coming years educational spending will not
increase albeit, it will not lose in cash terms. However, education is set to lose because of inflation, increases in
staff salaries and rises in on-costs (i.e. National Insurance contribution and pension costs). The National Audit
Office (NAO) has warned that schools will lose 8% funding per pupil by 2019/20 as a result of cuts of £3 billion.
If one factors in the expenses schools will incur for the Apprentices “tax”, the loss will be greater.
Altogether, over 100 local authorities will gain funding under the NFF (the lowest will have their funding
increased by 3.6% on average), while nearly 50 will see cuts. The top five losers will be London boroughs. The
average loss for the Inner London boroughs will be 2.4% and for the Outer London ones, 1.0%.
A DfE document stated that the greatest increases in funding will be for schools in the East Midlands (by 2.5%)
and the South-East (by 2.3%). Schools in Barnsley and Knowsley are also expected to gain while those in
Manchester and Liverpool will lose by 2.2% on average.

IV

Reflections

It is not a good time to make changes to the current method of financing schools when going through a period of
national austerity. However, while the government is damned if it does (as it is being), it is also damned if it
doesn’t. Just ask the F40 group of local authorities who have been banging their discontented drum. Previous
Education Secretaries had the opportunity of introducing the NFF when there was plenty, but avoided doing so
knowing that this would not be an election winner. Michael Gove, the last Education Secretary but one, could
have done something, but steered clear of this minefield. It has now fallen to Justine Greening to act.
The government had hoped that Brexit would absorb the nation’s attention, but there is an increasing cacophony
of protests coming from all parts of the country. You only have had to turned on your television sets to have seen
the anger of the teacher unions. So, what can the government do?
Charlotte Santry, a Times Educational Supplement (TES) journalist has suggested five possible courses of action,
outside the present one of introducing the formula.
(1)

First, the government could confine its NFF plans to the dustbin of history. However, Pandora’s Box has
been opened and it is now impossible to get the stinging insects back into it. Per pupil, Tower Hamlet
receives £6,906 annually while a child in Woking or Berkshire attracts only £3,991. How can this be just
and fair?

(2)

The second option would be to put off the evil day and postpone implementation. While it would give the
government more time to reflect on a better carve-up with the possibility of persuading Chancellor
Hammond to rub his financial lamp and conjure up a genie who can give schools more, it will stir further
resentment from the F40 local authorities.
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(3)

Third, Justine Greening could placate the shire counties. She is suffering a backlash from Conservative
backbenches who thought that an NFF would mean more funding for their schools but are now
discovering that the changes will still result in cuts. The DfE could reduce the funding allocated to
deprived pupils through the dual mechanism of the IDACI and the Pupil Premium Grant (PPG). This
would appeal to grammar schools. However, the government would end up with egg on its face as it has
trumpeted that it is keen to promote social mobility and has presented, as evidence, its plans to increase
the number of grammar school places – especially for those at or below the poverty line.

(4)

Inner cities areas are standing to lose substantially. The government could, therefore, give schools
located in them more. However, this would infuriate many Conservative MPs. In any case, softening the
blow to London schools can only come if the government finds more money.

(5)

Finally, the education’s financial pot could be increased. But this would be impossible now when the
nation is threatened with a £50 billion bill from the European Union as part of its Brexit, divorce
settlement. Besides, it would add to the national debt - a detrimental legacy for our children, children’s
children and generations after - for which we have to hang our heads in shame. We certainly don’t want
to add to that.

Those schools that have been frugal in the past have been severely chided by their local authorities for “hoarding”
money. In fact, they were faced with a dilemma of spending on their present pupils or saving for that rainy day.
Many decided on the latter. The rainy day has arrived and these schools will have time to drawn breath when
planning their financial futures. For those who have been less prudent or not had the scope to save because they
were poorly funded in the first place, the future is grim. At any rate, all schools will need to plan carefully in two
ways.
(a)

The first will be to reduce spending. Those in the front line of education – the teachers and teaching
assistants directly responsible for classes – will need – like the Pharaohs of old – to be preserved.
Surplus teachers (not directly responsible for classes), support staff and the luxuries will become
casualties. If it comes to reducing staff it does not have to be through compulsory redundancies. With
careful planning, this could come through natural wastage.
Schools leaders – in particular, the Executive Headteachers of Multi-Academy Trusts – can consider
taking cuts in their salaries, some of whom are “very well fed and watered” by their Trust Boards.

(b)

Second, schools will need to think of myriad ways of generating funds – through the parents, letting of
their premises and, of course, applying for grants and sponsorships. Some schools already have dedicated
staff members who, among other aspects of their job descriptions, fundraise. They can scour the country
to find organisations, big and small, like the Daiwa Anglo-Japanese Foundation, to augment their income.
When I suggested to one governing body that they will need to knock on doors, the response I had from
one governor was that he would be quite prepared to “kick doors down” to get at the golden fleece.

(c)

Finally, parents at voluntary aided schools – especially the Jewish ones – have been digging into their
pockets to supplement their schools’ budgets for some considerable time. Jewish schools particularly
have asked for these voluntary contributions to make ends meet when promoting the religious curriculum.
This will now increasingly become the norm.
Writing in The Times, Toby Young, the Free Schools champion, is appalled that members of the public
are appalled with schools that ask parents to cough up to enable them to make ends meet. For instance,
Sir John’s Primary School in Crowborough, East Sussex, asked parents to donate toilet rolls. (This
chimes well the comment of Blair’s former spokesman, Alaistair Campbell, when he described so many
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state schools as being “bog standard”.) Caversham Primary School in Berkshire has requested parents to
contribute £1 a day or £35 a month. Fortismere School in Muswell Hill, North London, has asked parents
to donate £25 a term.
Young has asked for “a bit of perspective” on the real-terms reduction in school spending. The Institute of Fiscal
Studies worked out that state spending on schools grew by 5.1% in real terms from the year 2000 to 2010 and 3%
every year from 2010 to 2015. The “looming” cuts will take us back to the real spending six or seven years ago.
Half-a-loaf may be, after all, better than no bread. But, in the state schools’ setting case, wouldn’t ninth-tenths of
a loaf be even better?

V

Tailpiece

A survey carried out by solicitors Browne Jacob and the Association of School and College Leaders in 2016
revealed that 94% of school leaders are dissatisfied with the government’s funding of schools and of those, 74%
are very dissatisfied. This is a 33% increase on the previous year’s survey findings. More school leaders – i.e.
95% - than ever have either reduced the spending or maintained them at previous levels.
Leaders’ views on funding mirror their reaction to the government education policies generally. Three-quarters
felt negative when asked about the impact the government’s education policies were having compared to 12
months previously and a mere 9% were positive.
There is no sign that the government will take any notice of this survey. Why should they, after all, given their
preoccupation with other national matters and the impotent opposition they have in parliament?

Two politicians at the opposite ends of the spectrum of thinking - Michael Gove, former Education Secretary, and
Jeremy Corbyn, leader of the Labour Party - have come together on a plan to “soak the rich”.
Writing in The Times (Put VAT on school fees and soak the rich) on 24 February 2017 Gove pointed to “group of
highly successful enterprises that is pretty much insulated from the present row about business rates” – private
schools – because they are charities. Because private schools are VAT-exempt, writes Gove, “the wealthiest in
this country” are able “to buy a prestige service that secures their children a permanent, positional edge in society
at an effective 20% discount”.
Turning to the knotty issue of the number of scholarships and bursaries these schools provide, he criticises (with a
rhetorical question) the small number of students given educational opportunities from depressed areas of the
country such as Knowsley, Sunderland, Merthyr Tydfil and Blyth Valley.
Two months later, Jeremy Corbyn, Labour’s leader, and the Shadow Education Secretary, Angela Rayner, came
up with a not dissimilar proposal to charge parents VAT on the fees they pay to private schools, with a view to
using the income to offer free meals to all children in primary schools.
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Rayner told the BBC: “There are many private businesses that are paying VAT that are struggling. I don’t see
why the state school system should subsidise the private sector.”
She added: “The evidence from the National Centre for Social Research (NCSR) and the IFS (the Institute of
Fiscal Studies) have both been quite clear that actually providing universal school meals at primary level will
raise attainment.”
She was backed by Labour’s headquarters which claimed that research had shown that access to free school meals
improved educational attainment by two months.
Commentary
Gove and Corbyn are not natural bedfellows, yet they have become allies on the sensitive issue of financially
imperilling independent schools that educate 7% of the nation’s population. Are they justified?
Gove states that the fees for several private schools are as high as £30,000 annually per pupil, out of reach of all
except the wealthiest in this country. It would, consequently, be unfair, he argues, for the Joe Bloggs and Jane
Everybody to subsidise people who can afford to send their children to such places.
However, the reality is that many middle-class families make huge sacrifices to send their children to private
schools for a multitude of reasons, not least because they are unable to find places for the children at good state
schools in their areas. Besides, it is not always the case that good state schools are suitable for the pupils
concerned.
And what of Rayner’s claim that (free) lunches help to raise attainment by two months? Lorraine Dearden, one of
the authors of the IFS report, said that more research was needed on this matter before the respected think tank
would back such a policy. Yet, Rayner wants to lead a charge down this (semi-blind) alley.
Dearden’s comments apart, there could well be unintended consequences for all of us if the government decides to
impose VAT on the parents of pupils who attend independent schools.
Firstly, large numbers of parents would not be able to afford the new fees at independent schools and would come
tramping back to state schools to find places. In several cases, places at state schools just don’t exist. Primary
numbers have gone up considerably. This increase has begun feeding into secondary schools.
Secondly, such a move will result in the ordinary citizen having to find the resources to educate these children.
The money raised by imposing VAT on the fees paid by parents for independent school places will now be spent
on creating more places at state schools. There will be nothing left to fund free meals for all primary school
children.
Thirdly, is it right for us to spend money to fund free lunches for children whose parents can afford to pay for
them. Parents, who are struggling, can apply for free school meals for their children; so, they will in no way be
disadvantaged.
Fourthly, schools have lost out significantly on the Pupil Premium funding for pupils at Key Stage 1 because of
the unintended consequences of universal free school meals for them. Many parents whose children would be
entitled to apply for free school meals do not do so, i.e. apply, because their children receive them anyway.
Others are too lazy and/or feel embarrassed at being identified as poor and needy. School budgets, therefore,
have become the casualty with a loss in the Pupil Premium Grant. (PPG).
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Finally, the work being done to involve private schools in helping develop state education will be damaged. The
public-private partnership in education has begun to grow and flourish as evidenced by the number of private
schools which have sponsored academies and those that have opened their facilities and personnel to pupils in
state schools. All that work could be set back by stirring discontent and ill-will through a hair-brained VAT plan.
Gove’s idea of charging VAT to the superrich who send their children to state schools, however, will not be as
hare-brained if the superrich were asked to volunteer the VAT payment to their children’s schools. Private
schools can then use that resource to forge even closer links with state schools by supporting them with their
facilities.
I end with a plea. Can those who consider themselves our leaders – the movers and the shakers – please, please
give more careful thought to the proposals they want to make before they make them instead of engaging in
popular sound bites?

I

Catch them young and grow them well

Eons ago, Aristotle said: “Give me a child until he is 7 and I will show you the man.” Several centuries
later, the Jesuits adopted as their maxim: "Give me a child for his first seven years and I'll give you the
man." So why is it the nation continues to spend so much more on pupils on the cusp of leaving school
than those who are starting out on their education? Would it not be a much better investment, in the
words of the title to a compelling piece written by Helen Ward for The Times Educational Supplement on
24 March 2017 if we “flip the system”?
In 2012, the Sutton Trust found – as reported in its Social Mobility Report – a 19-month gap in school
readiness between the richest and poorest four- and five-year-olds in the UK. In 2016, 54% of children
entitled to free school meals were at a good level of development by the end of the Reception year. It
was 72% for the rest. The Sutton Trust suggested unequivocally that we can do much more to close
the gap with high-quality early years education.
According to Sir Kevan Collins, Chief Executive of the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF),
“There is emerging evidence that, particularly for disadvantaged children, people giving them a chance
to get a flying start in early learning is one of the best ways to close the gap.”
A Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) statement declared that a good quality preschool experience for a child has a positive impact on her/his results at the age of 15. The Effective
Provision of Pre-school Education (EPPE) tracked 3,000 children as they entered school to find that at
seven those who had attended pre-school did better than those that hadn’t. This was most pronounced
for the poorest pupils. The report said: “While not eliminating disadvantage, good quality pre-school
provision can be seen as an effective means of achieving targets concerning social exclusion and
breaking cycles of disadvantage.”
In Michigan, USA, the Perry Pre-school Study, which took off in 1962, found that disadvantaged young
people who had attended educational programmes were less likely to show delinquent behaviour by
the age of 15 than their peers. In another Chicago study, the Child-Parent Centre followed 1,400
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children through to the age of 28 to discover that attending pre-school was linked to higher educational
attainment and income and lower rates of imprisonment or drug use.

II

Funding and staff salaries

Despite all parties vying with one another to provide child care, early years’ education, per se,
continues to lag behind other priorities such as the GCSE reforms. The Pupil Premium Grant (PPG) for
an early years’ child, for instance, is only £300 annually while that for a primary pupil is £1,320. Why?
The government’s move to expand free early education from 15 to 30 hours a week for three- and fouryear-olds for working parents is laudable but not carefully thought through because the funding is
insufficient. The National Audit Office (NAO) suggested that providers should be given the choice of
offering more hours to three- and four-year old rather than care and educate two-year-olds, as the latter
require more staff per child and the funding provided is insufficient.
Also, staff working in the early years are paid poorly. In 2012, Professor Cathy Nutbrown, referred to
“a lack of understanding” of the role of early years’ staff. “Some appear to think that working with
young children means nothing more than changing nappies and wiping noses. This is a misconception
of what it is to work with young children and an insult to young children,” she stated in her report,
Foundations for Quality.
The drive to improve the qualifications of staff in the early years is welcome. However, a 2015 report,
Provision and use of pre-school child-care in Britain, by the University of London Institute of Education
revealed that the average wage for a childcare worker was £6.60 an hour or £10,325 a year in 2012-14
while the average wage for a full-time teacher was £37,800.
Unquestionably, provision for the early years has improved over the last decade or so, albeit, the
coalition government abandoned Sure Start, a programme established by the previous Labour Party
when in power (from 1997 to 2010) – which brought education and child-care together. Sir Michael
Wilshaw, the former HMCI, in his last annual report stated that the proportion of good and
outstanding nurseries, pre-schools and child-minders had risen for six years in a row and was at 91%.
That the report stated that the proportion of good and outstanding nurseries in the least deprived areas
was almost the same as that in the most deprived ones was indeed heartening.

III

Proposals for improving provision

So, what measures can our government take to improve early years’ provision?
(1)

First, while the focus has been on improving access for two- and three-year-olds to care and
education, there has been much less on improving quality. The EPPE report mentioned that
children made more progress in pre-school centres where staff had higher qualifications.
“Having trained teachers working with children in pre-school settings for a substantial
proportion of time and most importantly as curricular leaders had the greatest impact on
quality, and was linked specifically with better outcomes in pre-reading and social
development at age 5.”
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And now, the National Schools’ Commissioner, Sir David Carter, has said that the early years
should be a “pre-requisite” part of every teacher’s training, regardless of the phase of education
in which s/he works.
Sir David recounted (at a recent conference) the time he was at the Cabot Learning Federation in
Bristol celebrating the summer of successful A level results. The Key Stage 5 teachers were
requested to stand up and applauded for their efforts but he believed that another group at the
opposite end of the age spectrum deserved their day of glory too.
“I asked every Reception teacher to stand up because they needed a round of applause, too,
because the fact they taught those children so well 12 years earlier underpinned what then
happened in Years 12 and 13,” said Sir David.
Sir David has called for providers of Initial Teacher Training (ITT) to educate all their students
in the early years. But there are intractable problems, not least fitting in a gallon of course
requirements into the pint-pot of time that is available.
(2)

The second problem – pretty gargantuan – is measuring value for money. Children’s
attainment at the ages of 4 or 5 is measured in accordance with the Early Years Foundation
Profile (EYFP), which assesses their development in 17 areas - among which are Reading,
Mathematics and Social Skills. This is done towards the end of the Reception year – i.e. the final
year of the Foundation Stage. However, there is no routine link between the early years’
settings which the children have attended and the type of providers making the impact. There
is also a lack of data on the impact of free child-care.

(3)

Thirdly, the early years’ sector is made up of a smorgasbord of maintained and private nurseries,
voluntary and independent pre-school settings in addition to child-minders.

(4)

The fourth problem, a perennial one, is a shortage of finance. Education, overall, is going
through a period of painful cuts (albeit the government keeps maintaining that the funding is
being protected in cash terms). No one wants to steal from Peter to pay Paul. Diverting funding
from the primary and secondary sectors to the early years will also speed up the exodus of
teachers.
Helen Ward suggested that the money given to universities to improve access among lowincome students and under-represented groups be diverted to the early years. In 2014/15, this
amounted to £725 million. However, the reaction of academics is likely to be cacophonous. Sir
David Greenaway, Vice-Chancellor of the University of Nottingham, accepted that there was a
compelling case for better investment in early years’ education, “but it would be odd to fund
that by reducing the expenditure that universities are making (to improve access) because it will
take several years to deliver and we need to be doing things for those students who are coming
through from low-income backgrounds now.”
That apart, education must be properly resourced all the way through as all sectors deserve
their fair shares. Paul Howard-Jones, Professor of Neuro-Science and Education at the
University of Bristol, points out that we cannot simply intervene at age 3 and be confident that
the child will stay on track and do well at 18. “Development is not continuous,” he said, “and
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there is not one single mental ability which develops in the same way during childhood. Some
parts, like reasoning, keep developing until the age of 19.”

IV

Last words from the Department for Education (DfE)

I don’t want the reader to think that this article is meant to serve as a vituperative criticism against the
government, so will conclude by leaving you to contemplate the views of the Department for
Education, quoted in the TES article of Helen Ward.
“Helping working families with the cost of childcare is at the heart of this government’s agenda – that’s why we
are investing a record £6 billion per year by 2020.
“The government has a package of support for parents, which includes doubling our childcare offer for three- and
four-year olds to 30 hours a week, saving families around £5,000 per year. The new early years funding formula
will see the vast majority of providers receive increased funding rates, and we are also giving tools and support to
help them run their businesses more efficiently.
“Last week, we launched a new Early Years Workforce Strategy to raise the profile of early education, putting
quality at the heart of every setting and helping employers to attract, retain and develop their staff.”

Governors’ responsibilities have grown (with their powers) like Topsy. That 350,000 citizens in this country
chose to become governors is amazing, given that they are required to discharge these responsibilities for the love
of their schools and the children in them in their spare time. It is, therefore, critical to plan work annually to
ensure that governors do not collapse under the pressures stemming from the responsibilities they must bear. Set
out below (with some help of The Key, a governors’ organisation) are the tasks that governors are required to
undertake and suggestions about when precisely they should be tackled.

I

Throughout the Year
 Monitor school improvement plan
 Organise induction, support and training for governors
 Review attendance of pupils, staff and governors
 Review pupil exclusion
 Receive report of the headteacher (each term)
 Arrange governors’ visits to the school
 Receive reports from governors on the visits they make to the school
 Review delegation of functions and committee structures
 Receive curriculum area reports
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 Write new policies/review existing policies
 Complete asset management plan
 Receive friends'/parents’ association report
 See and agree the school's self-evaluation
 Prepare for Ofsted inspection
 Review safeguarding arrangements
 Review the quality of teaching
 Complete the Financial Management and Governance Self-Assessment (academies only)
 Register new directors (trustees) with Companies House (academies only)
 Notify Education Funding Agency (EFA) within 14 days of vacating or filling the positions of chair of
trustees, accounting officer and chief financial officer, and appointing all trustees and members
(academies only)
 Ensure governor details are updated on the national database of governors on Edubase

II

III

Summer Term 2017


Review governing body performance and procedures



Review school improvement plan progress



Review careers advice



Receive headteacher’s report on performance management



Review the pay of teachers and staff

Autumn Term 2017


Elect chair and vice chair (and schedule next elections)



Set dates of meetings for the year



Decide committee structure, membership and terms of reference



Set objectives for the governing body for the year



Review headteacher's performance



Review the school's charging policy, including, for example, for school trips



Draw up freedom of information publication scheme



Approve school improvement plan



Review performance management policy (not statutory for academies)
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IV



Set pupil performance targets



Review public examination and national test results



Receive report from school improvement partner/external adviser



Approve budget (academies only)

Spring Term 2018


Agree curriculum plans



Review school improvement plan progress



Publish proposals and admissions arrangements for next autumn



Review special educational needs (SENs) policy



Review equality information and objectives



Review pay policy (maintained schools only)



Agree budget and staffing structure (maintained schools only)



Complete the School Financial Value Standard (SFVS) (annually from March 2013) (maintained
schools only)



Appoint clerk for the following financial year

In the report of the inspectorate, Ofsted, Improving governance: Governance arrangements in complex and
challenging circumstances, published in December 2016, a key recommendation was that governors secure clarity
of roles, responsibilities and lines of accountability. This is a bit of a tall order, given that the boundaries between
governance and management are blurred.
There are a few things, however, that are clear.
First, no governor – apart from the Chair who can act in an emergency – has powers s/he can exercise and
certainly not in school on a normal working day. These powers are reposed in the Headteacher. The powers of
governors lie with the corporate governing body, which some governors find irksome given individuals’ penchant
for control over others. However, most governors welcome acting in concert and, certainly, no governor would
want to be held personally liable if anything goes pear-shaped – especially in finance.
Second, governors are responsible for developing the strategy of a school, i.e. setting out the overarching
objectives in the School Development Plan (SDP), determining the overall expenditure for the year in the light of
the budget received but giving the Headteacher space to meet the objectives and spend the budget in line with the
levels of expenditure agreed with the governors for the different areas of school life.
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Thirdly, governors hold the headteacher and her/his senior management team to account – checking out how well
the objectives are met and ensuring that the expenditure is in line with the plans made and that senior school staff
members operate in an ethical manner.
The third area – the accountability - is daunting because of the requirement for governors to offer “challenge”.
This word has become hackneyed. As clerk to several governing bodies, I am constantly pressed by governors to
ensure that in the minutes I include the word, “challenge” repeatedly to please Ofsted inspectors, whenever they
do pay a visit. At such times, I wince. Often, the casualty of “challenge” is “support”, i.e. working in
collaboration with the headteacher and her/his senior colleagues. Challenge and support are not exclusive but
rather complementary – two sides of the same coin marked “school improvement”.
Professor Colin Richards, former HMI, wrote, what I would term, “a fun” piece on understanding the challenge of
“challenge” in the March/April 2017 issue of the National Governors’ Association journal, Governing Matters. In
it, he explained that there are different interpretations of “challenge”.
“Challenge” has the makings of “conflict”. Humans tend to shy away from conflict, given the fight or flight
nature of homo sapiens when confronting unpleasant situations. In fact, wrote Professor Richards, one of the five
definitions offered by Chambers Dictionary for challenge is “to summon someone to settle a matter by fighting or
any form of contest”. If this definition is employed, we conjure up visions of duels and fisticuffs.
“Challenge” can also be interpreted as “accusations”. Implicit in this is that the headteacher may be engaged in
telling governors a tissue of lies, absconding with a part of the school’s budget and must be stopped from doing so
or just being plain inefficient.
On the positive side, challenge can involve upping the ante. In other words, questioning how well the school is
doing in meeting the objectives in the SDP, asking about the progress and achievement of the pupils, the quality
of teaching and learning and the destination of pupils leaving the schools with a view to securing the best
provision for the learners. Where governors are of the view that there is room for improvement, they do not
simply berate the school leaders for falling short, but offer advice and support bringing their own skills to bear on
growing their schools. The analogy that springs to mind is the challenge the wind gives a kite to fly high.
Harnessing that wind correctly creates the necessary tension to help the kite fly higher.
Professor Richards points out that challenge is also synonymous with stimulation. Many of the governors with
whom I am associated and whom I continue to serve are immensely knowledgeable and talented. They bring their
knowledge and skills to bear on the work of the school. Further, working in a professional environment outside of
the education world, they offer new perspectives, causing school leaders to think in different ways and engage in
continuous growth and development.
Challenge must not have negative connotations and give people whom I would describe as “anti-pro”: i.e.
whatever you are for they will be against – leverage. Rather, I join Professor Richards in his plea to governors
(and headteachers) to see challenge positively. In his words: challenge must be a part of governors’ scrutiny and
their request to the school leaders to justify their practice. This is central to their role. They use the data they
derive and information they glean through the challenge process to review past plans and help their schools press
ahead with future developments.
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Schools have been bombarded with advice on how to deal with preventing the growth of terrorism as part of their
Safeguarding duties. This advice has come on the heels of the publication of the Prevent Strategy in 2011.
However, the strategy has been subject to criticism from several quarters, not least from moderate Muslim
leaders.
Dal Babu, chief superintendent of the Metropolitan Police before his retirement in 2013, is on record as stating
that many Muslims see the scheme as spying and many involved in promoting it do not understand the
communities the strategy is meant to serve. Having acknowledged that it started off as “a good idea”, Dal Babu
remarked that it had become less and less trusted.
Some have criticised Prevent as being counter-productive and promoting unfair discrimination against the rankand-file of Muslims - and others observed that there was no clear way of measuring how effective it was.
However, Sir Peter Fahy, former Chief Constable of Greater Manchester, disagreed. While admitting that it was
hampered by the Iraq war, he told the BBC: “What you’ve got to do is make sure this is about safeguarding more
in general. There is a danger in saying this is just about the Muslim community because I think all parents
agonise about how you get the right balance between allowing your children some freedom and trying to protect
them, particularly when you got all this material on social media.
“The prime responsibility for stopping young people going to Syria and being attracted by Isis has to lie with
parents. If there’s one thing possibly to have made a mistake in Prevent is if we have created the impression that
somehow it is the job of the police.”
Others from the Muslim community have also disagreed with Dal Babu. Asid Sadiq, president of the National
Association of Muslim Police, is one. He told The Guardian: “Prevent has moved on a lot. Initially there were
some teething problems, but it is now moving in the right direction. I think Prevent is working quite well….”
Readers working in the field of education, may wish to take issue with Fahy. It is the job of the police (apart
parents), but not solely the job of the police to promote the strategy. We are repeatedly told that teachers must
take measures to root out the seeds of extremism in their classes. This is in addition to ensuring that their
children do well academically, develop socially, spiritually, physically, protecting them from abuses – sexual,
physical and emotional – and ensuring that their families don’t neglect them: a tall order for the pedagogues.

Free Speech based on independent thinking
However, in trying to secure a broad and balanced curriculum as well as develop young people’s independence of
thought, schools are faced with profound dilemmas when it comes to administering Prevent.
To what extent are teachers to be allowed to encourage pupils/students to engage in free speech and to what extent
are they to curb pupils from articulating their thoughts deemed by Prevent to be of a toxic nature. And when
pupils/students do express extremist views in the classrooms, are teachers to challenge or report them? Prevent
gives little guidance on this score.
About 500 years ago, Erasmus wrote: “In a free state, tongues too should be free.” Yet, John Bercow, the
Speaker in the House of Commons, called for a ban on President Donald Trump addressing Parliament when
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visiting the United Kingdom based on the claim that he would incite violence. So many of our universities are
now also banning speakers because their views do not chime in with students’ espousal of varying “isms”.
The website, Spiked, discovered that two-thirds of student unions and 25% of university administrations received
a “red” rating over the last year for actively censoring ideas on their campuses. According to Matt Ridley of The
Times, “Oxford’s student union banned a student magazine called No Offence, which was devoted to free speech
and the University of East Anglia banned a restaurant from handing out free sombreros lest it offend Mexicans”.
Recently, the students of the University of California who were in the vanguard of the free speech movement in
1964, demanded successfully that the gay, British-born, pro-Trump Milo Yiannopoulos be banned from speaking
on their campus.
So, the issue is: “To what extent should we tolerate others’ views and to what extent muzzle those with whom we
disagree? And is there a case for tolerating intolerance with a view to combating it with more potent ideas?”
Isn’t a sore that is exposed so much easier tackle than one buried under the surface?
John Stuart Mills wrote in On Liberty: “The peculiar evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is that it is
robbing the human race, posterity as well as the existing generation, those who dissent from the opinion, still
more than those who hold it. If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error for
truth; if wrong, they lose what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of truth,
produced by its collision with error.”
There appears to be a bizarre alliance that the left is making with the radical elements in Islam, which is
dominated by a conservative stance of discriminating against women and homosexuals. Left wing students
criticise Christianity and Judaism, ridicule the Mormons, and rejoice through a musical in the ridicule of it. Yet,
in 2014, Ms Ayaan Hirsi Ali, a Somali-born champion of women’s rights, who suffered genital mutilation,
escaped an arranged marriage by seeking asylum in Holland, left Islam, became a Dutch MP and wrote a film
whose director was murdered by an Islamist, was “disinvited” from receiving an honorary degree by Brandeis
University in the USA because of pressure brought to bear by the left-wing students. Few feminist spoke up for
her.
Something here is just not adding up!

Dangers of ending Prevent
The dilemma remains. We need to continue to safeguard our children from radical and extreme elements that can
toxify their impressionable minds. But we also must give them space to think and articulate their thoughts, no
matter how radical it may sound.
Bringing matters out in the open will provide schools the opportunities to discuss the case of Azad Ali, the new
director of the Muslim Engagement and Development (Mend), a pressure group with influence over parliament
and the police. Ali declared his support for the killing of British soldiers and denied that Khalid Masood’s manic
journey over Westminster Bridge, killing five people, including PC Keith Palmer, was terrorism, claiming it was a
lone-wolf act.
Trying to cover up such a heinous crime has all the making of a criminal way of thought. If it was a lone-wolf
act, it was also an act of terrorism. Being one does not cancel out being the other.
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Ali has objected to ministers seeking help from technology companies after it was reported that Masood used the
WhatsApp messaging service two minutes before driving into 50 people on Westminster Bridge, because the
government was “trying to invade more of our privacy”.
There was no excuse for the bloodshed that was caused on 23 March 2017, which culminated in the killing of PC
Keith Palmer.
Discussing such events in lessons and giving young people the opportunity of expressing their opinions could be a
powerful way of promoting Prevent.

I

The Health and Education Select Committee

In the last week of March 2017, MPs on the Health and Education Select Committee received oral evidence from
experts in the final session of their joint inquiry into the role of education in preventing mental health
problems in children and young people.
Baroness Tyler of Enfield, the chair of the values-based child and adolescent mental-health system commission,
Lord Layard, director of the Well-Being Programme at the London School of Economics, and Natasha Devon, a
former government mental health champion, among others, presented evidence.
The main points raised during the session included the following.
i.

Embedding well-being and mental health awareness across the whole school was very important.
Baroness Tyler explained that well-being in the school context includes parents and teachers. She
welcomed the move to place Sex and Relationships education (SRE) on a statutory footing and called
for compulsory personal, social, economic and health education (PSHE) in all schools.

ii.

Senior leaders should be encouraged to measure how schools were influencing the well-being of
children through surveys, and their integration into school improvement plans. Lord Layard asked the
committee to run a pilot with volunteer schools to re-balance the present focus on measuring academic
performance only.

iii.

The impact of school funding pressures on mental health should be measured. Natasha Devon
highlighted the effect of cuts on access to school support services including counsellors, to the
enrichment curriculum and to subjects like sports, drama and music which support positive mental
health.

The cross-party group of MPs on the Committee questioned ministers on their record on education and children’s
mental health. Edward Timpson MP, Minister of State for Vulnerable Children and Families, said: “There was
still much to be done” to address patchy and variable access to mental health services for young people across the
country.
The MPs involved recognised that governing boards are responsible for promoting the well-being of children and
young people and required to ensure that they set a supportive ethos and culture.
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II

Future in Mind: Study by the Department of Health

Meanwhile, Future in Mind, a Department of Health Study carried out in 2014/15, has estimated that:
 9.6% or nearly 850,000 children and young people aged between 5-16 years have mental disorders;
 7.7% or nearly 340,000 children aged 5-10 years have mental disorders; and
 11.5% or about 510,000 young people aged between 11-16 years have mental disorders.
This means in an average class of 30 school-children, three will suffer from a diagnosable mental health disorder.
The most common diagnostic categories are conduct disorders, anxiety, depression and hyperkinetic disorders, i.e.
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD).
Altogether, 5.8% or just over 510,000 children and young people have conduct disorders; 3.3% or about 290,000
children and young people have anxiety disorders; 0.9% or nearly 80,000 children and young people are seriously
depressed; and 1.5% or just over 132,000 children and young people have severe hyperkinetic disorders (severe
ADHD):
While the Government’s ambition has been that all young people achieve as well as they can academically and
leave school prepared for life in modern Britain, little till now has been done to help them manage their mental
health and well-being - a vital underpinning to achieving this (academic) objective.
Around one in ten children and young people aged between 5-16 years have a diagnosable mental health disorder,
(an average of three in every classroom) and a further four or five children per class potentially have problems or
conditions, albeit less severe. The Government has decided to invest £1.4 billion in children and young people’s
mental health services before 2020. However, the Future in Mind report stated that providing more specialist
services was not enough on its own to meet the challenges we face in improving mental health outcomes. There
needs to be a greater focus on prevention and early intervention.
Schools and colleges have an important role to play in developing young people’s resilience and promoting their
mental well-being. The report states that to make a real difference we need to listen to young people and capture
the enthusiasm they have for driving better mental health and well-being themselves. Young people consider that
they need information or help for mental ill-health. Apps or websites and their friends are the two sources they
most frequently turn to first. They have also signalled that they would like to see more peer support available as a
way of promoting their mental well-being and that they would like more settings to benefit from safe, effective
programmes.
The upshot of the Future in Minds report was that the government established The Children and Young People’s
Mental Health and Wellbeing Taskforce in September 2014 to consider ways to make it easier for children, young
people, parents and carers to access help and support when needed and to improve how children and young
people’s mental health services are organised, commissioned and provided.
There is now an urgency in taking steps to address young people’s mental ill-health, especially as the internet is
being increasingly misused in myriads of ways by them. Social media, paradoxically, is isolating them giving rise
to anxiety and depression.
Jo Cox, the MP murdered in June 2016 by a maniac, established the “Loneliness Commission”. In March 2017,
Relate, the counselling service, published information indicating that people are very lonely. In particular, young
people tend to suffer more than most, a finding supported by London’s Kings College. Relate’s survey covered
the 16-to-24 age group and Kings College focused exclusively on 1,000 teenagers, 62% of whom said that they
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felt lonely – albeit not always. In 2015/16, Childline revealed that 19,481 contacts were made by young people
struggling with thoughts of ending their own lives, more than double the number in the previous five years.
According to Stephanie Marsh (writing in The Guardian on 8 April 2017), between 2009 and 2016, the number of
children and young people coming to A & E with psychiatric conditions more than doubled. In the past four
years, hospital admissions of teenagers with eating disorders nearly doubled too.
Marsh informs her readers about 17-year-old Maelo Manning, who began a politics blog, Libdemchild, aged 10.
Maelo Manning (who is now 17 years old) considers that there is a mismatch between adult perception and
teenage reality resulting in adults hating teenagers and regarding them as layabouts who don’t work hard.
Manning laughs at the notion that social media causes loneliness.
She said: “Lots of teenage girls now are very involved in feminism and teenagers in general are really politicised
– especially when Isis was formed, then with Brexit and with Trump. The Scottish referendum got a lot of
interest because of the discussion of lowering the voting age to 16.
“I’d say that loneliness is caused by parents who don’t take an interest in their kids. It has to go beyond ‘How was
your day?’ And when their teenager gives a monosyllabic reply, the parents consider that all is fine and their
job’s been done.”
Manning said that a lonely teenager isn’t moping in her/his bedroom, but rather is restless and unrooted. “I think
parents are so worried about seeming intrusive that it becomes difficult for their kids to get close. We want to be
able to talk to our parents. We really rely on their guidance.”

III

National Task Force on Mental Health

The Children and Young People’s Mental Health and Wellbeing Taskforce set out the core principles and
requirements for creating a system that properly supports the emotional well-being and mental health of children
and young people.
The themes are the






promoting resilience, prevention and early intervention;
improving access to effective support – a system without tiers;
caring for the most vulnerable;
accountability and transparency; and
developing the workforce.

Mental health victims’ suffering range from short spells of depression or anxiety to severe and persistent
conditions that isolate, disrupt and frighten them. Their ill-health can result in lower educational attainment.
Children with conduct disorder are twice as likely as other children to leave school with no qualifications. Also,
victims are strongly associated with behaviours that pose a risk to their health, such as smoking, drugs and alcohol
abuse and risky sexual behaviour.
The government, till now, has been reluctant to invest in mental health because human nature is fashioned to act
after tragic events rather than take measures to prevent such events occurring in the first place. The Task Force
acknowledged that 75% of mental health problems in adult life (excluding dementia) start by the age of 18.
“Failure to support children and young people with mental health needs costs lives and money. Early intervention

Schools Support Services Ltd …………………………………………………………………………………………………................................. Page 21

avoids young people falling into crisis and saves on expensive and longer term interventions in adulthood. There
is a compelling moral, social and economic case for change.”
The complexity and severity of the current set of challenges facing child and adolescent mental health services
(CAMHS) are manifold and include the following.
I.
II.

III.

IV.

V.
VI.

There are significant gaps in data and information and delays in the development of payment and other
incentive systems. These are all critical to driving change in a co-ordinated way.
There are gaps in organising treatment. The last UK epidemiological study suggested that, at that time,
fewer than 25% – 35% of those with diagnosable mental health conditions accessed support. There is
emerging evidence of a rising need in key groups such as the increasing rates of young women with
emotional problems and young people presenting with self-harm.
Mental health sufferers have considerable difficulties in accessing help. Data from the NHS
benchmarking network and recent audits reveal increases in referrals and waiting times, with providers
reporting increased complexity and severity of presenting problems.
Commissioning arrangements are complex. There is a lack of clear leadership and accountability
arrangements for children’s mental health across agencies including Clinical Commissioning Groups
(CCGs) and local authorities, with the potential for children and young people to fall though the net.
Access to crisis, out of hours and liaison psychiatry services are variable and in some parts of the country,
there is no designated place of safety recorded by the Care Quality Commission (CQC) for under-18s.
Specific issues face highly vulnerable groups of children and young people and their families who find it
particularly difficult to access appropriate services.

IV

Recommendations

(a)

Recommendations of the Taskforce

(i)

The Taskforce is of the view that the best mental health care and support must involve children, young
people and those who care for them in making choices about what they regard as key priorities.
Evidence-based treatments, which meet these young people’s goals and address their priorities, should be
provided. These treatments need to be offered in ways they find acceptable, accessible and useful.

(ii)

Providers must monitor and commissioners must consider the extent to which the interventions available
fit with the stated preferences of young people and parents/carers so that provision can be shaped
increasingly around what matters to them. Services need to be outcomes focused, simple and easy to
access, based on best evidence, and built around the needs of children, young people and their families
rather than defined in terms of organisational boundaries.

(iii)

Delivering this means making some real changes across the whole system. It means the NHS, public
health, local authorities, social care, schools and youth justice sectors working together to
 place the emphasis on building resilience, promoting good mental health, prevention and early
intervention;
 simplify structures and improve access by dismantling artificial barriers between services making
sure that those bodies that plan and pay for services work together and ensuring that children and
young people have easy access to the right support from the right service;
 deliver a clear joined up approach linking services so care pathways are easier to navigate for all
children and young people, including those who are most vulnerable and people do not fall between
gaps;
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 harness the power of information to drive improvements in the delivery of care and standards of
performance ensuring we have a much better understanding of how to get the best outcomes for
children, young people and families/carers and value from our investment;
 sustain a culture of continuous evidence-based service improvement delivered by a workforce with
the right mix of skills, competencies and experience; and
 make the right investments - being clear about how resources are being used in each area including
what is being spent - and equip all those who plan and pay for services for their local population with
the evidence they need to make good investment decisions in partnerships with children and young
people, their families and professionals. Such an approach will also enable better judgements to be
made about the overall adequacy of investment.
(b)

What schools could do?

At a time when resources are scarce, it is not unusual to stop investing in young people’s mental health.
However, if such a measure is taken, it will be perilous because everything else about vulnerable children will
suffer – including their academic progress and achievement.
It is crucial now more so than ever before to invest in promoting children’s well-being. A modicum of
investment in a counselling service such as A Place2Be will not go awry. If that is too expensive, then continuing
professional development (CPD) of staff becomes a must. Theresa May, the Prime Minister, has promised to
fund the training of staff in two-thirds of secondary schools – one member of staff per school - with a view to
cascading the knowledge down to the rest of the staff members. This will not be enough. Apart from the process
being corrupted (remember the game of Chinese whispers?) it will take far too long to train all other staff
members.
In the 66th of Governors’ Agenda, (see page 27), we wrote about Pooky Knightsmith’s proposals for every
school’s governing body to address a number of questions. These still apply.
In addition, parents need at least as much training as school staff. Parenting is the only profession that I know of
which does not require someone to be trained before take on the role. Accordingly, in several families, children
succumb to mental ill-health.

Jon Platt, a parent living in the Isle of Wight, lost his long-running battle in the Supreme Court on 6 April 2017
with the Council to take his daughter on a seven-day trip to Disney-land in Florida, USA. He had contested the
Council’s £60-fine imposed following her absence. He had argued that his daughter had had a good attendance
record leaving parents such as he free to take their children on term-time holidays.
The High Court had backed his case but referred the matter to the Supreme Court. The Government fought him in
that arena, fearing that if he won it would open the floodgates for other parents/carers to make mayhem of their
children’s school attendance.
In delivering the Supreme Court’s judgement of her four colleagues and herself, Lady Hale said: “Unauthorised
absences have a disruptive effect, not only on the education of the individual child, but also on the work of other
pupils and their teachers.
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“If one pupil can be taken out whenever it suits the parent, then so can others. Different pupils may be taken out at
different times, multiplying the disruptive effect.
“Parliament is unlikely to have found it acceptable that parents could take their children out of school in blatant
disregard of the school rules, either without having asked for permission at all or, having asked for it, been
refused,” she added.
“This is an approach to rule-keeping which any educational system can be expected to find acceptable. It is a slap
in the face to those obedient parents who do keep the rules.”
Mr Platt had argued that his daughter had a 90.3% attendance record at the time of his request to take her to
Florida in April 2015 – evidence that she attended “regularly”. However, the five judges disagreed in their
interpretation of the meaning of “fails to attend regularly” in the Education Act 1996, stating that the pupil’s
attendance should be “in accordance with the rules prescribed by the school”. They dismissed Mr Platt’s case that
the phrase should mean “sufficiently frequently”. At any rate, 90.3% attendance is way below the national
average of 95.5%.
The DfE has taken a tough but reasonable line on this issue which plagues local authority schools up and down
the country. A total of 801,980 pupils missed at least half-a-day’s schooling because of family holidays in
2015/16 and local authorities issued over 50,000 fines to parents for colluding with their children on this issue in
2014/15.
The Department for Education commented on the judgement as follows:
“As before, headteachers have the ability to decide when exceptional circumstances allow for a child to be absent
but today’s ruling removes the uncertainty for schools and local authorities that was created by the previous
judgement. We will update schools and local authorities as soon as possible so they are clear what the judgement
means for them.”
Pupils in academies are not subjected to the same restrictions as those in local authority, voluntary aided and
voluntary controlled schools. The upshot is that 2,121 secondary academies - i.e. 62% of the state secondary
sector – and 3,749 primary academies will have greater latitude allowing pupils to holiday in term time, because
they are not covered by the 2013 legislation.
The Times Educational Supplement reported that Andy Brown, Chief Executive of the Ad Astra Academy Trust
has caused his governors to agree terms where pupils from deprived backgrounds can take term-time holidays.
Accordingly, Brown will authorise term-time holidays for children of a family on benefits if they have a strong
attendance records. (Many will express shock and horror that a family on benefits should be holidaying in this
manner at all.)
Meanwhile, while case law has blown away the clouds on the moot issue of pupils’ school attendance, it will
leave parents of pupils in LA schools with the problem of finding it financially prohibitive to take their children
away during the school holidays. But then, is it such a bad thing to holiday at home?
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Assessments in English schools are in a state of flux. There appears to be little likelihood that the government will
be bring about a measure of clarity any time soon. What exactly is happening?

I

Assessing pupils with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities

Shortly before schools broke up for the Easter recess, the Department for Education issued the outcome of the
Rochford Review. The review group comprised a panel of experts led by Diane Rochford, Executive Headteacher
of John F Kennedy Academy for pupils with special needs ranging from 4 to 19-years-old. It was established in
October 2016 to “advise on a solution(s) for the statutory assessment arrangements for pupils working below the
standard of national curriculum tests”.
The report, which follows on from the Rochford Review’s interim recommendations made in December 2015,
contained the following recommendations.
(1)

The removal of the statutory requirement to assess pupils using P scales – i.e. the scale below those
attained at Key Stage 1.

(2)

The interim pre-Key Stage standards for pupils working below the standard of national curriculum tests
should be made permanent and extended to include all pupils engaged in subject-specific learning.

(3)

Schools assess pupils’ development in all four areas of need outlined in the SEND Code of Practice, but
statutory assessment for pupils who are not engaged in subject-specific learning should be limited to the
area of cognition and learning.

(4)

Establish a statutory duty on schools to assess pupils not engaged in subject-specific learning against the
following seven aspects of cognition and learning and report this to parents and carers, i.e.








II

responsiveness;
curiosity;
discovery;
anticipation;
persistence;
initiation; and
investigation.

Primary Assessments

On 30 March 2017, the Standard and Testing Agency (STA) launched a public consultation exercise about the
future of the primary assessment system in England. Justine Greening, Secretary of State for Education,
addressed parliament on the subject on that day about the proposals.
Views are now being sought on
 the best starting point to measure the progress that pupils make at primary school;
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 the role and operation of teacher assessment;
 how best to build on the strengths of the Early Years’ Foundation Stage profile; and
 how the STA can support and improve end-of-key-stage teacher assessment, including the assessment of
writing.
The consultation proposals aim to secure a stable, trusted assessment system that supports all children to fulfil
their potential, whatever their background. A short video introduces the main consultation themes.
The present arrangements are as follows.
(a)

Early Years Foundation Stage

The Early Years Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP) summarises and describes pupil attainment at the end of the
Early Years Foundation stage. EYFSP data is published at national and local authority level. Individual pupil data
is used to understand individual education and development needs and to support transition to year 1.
(b)

Key Stage 1

(i)

Year 1

At the end of year 1, pupils take a phonics screening check, which is a light-touch, statutory screening check
administered by teachers. The check assesses a pupils’ phonics decoding abilities to identify those needing
additional support. School-level data is not published, while national and local authority level results are. Pupils
who do not meet the required standard are retested in year 2.
(ii)

Year 2

End of Key Stage 1 national curriculum assessments are carried out by teachers, who make judgements on pupils’
achievements in mathematics, English reading (informed by internally-marked national curriculum tests), science
and English writing. These teacher assessments are externally moderated by local authorities, who sample 25% of
schools each year. The assessments form the baseline for measuring progress made between Key Stage 1 and Key
Stage 2. The proportions of pupils achieving the expected standard in English reading, English writing,
mathematics and science are published at national and local authority level, but not at school level. There is
currently an optional test in English grammar, punctuation and spelling at the end of Key Stage 1.
(c)

Key Stage 2 – Year 6

At the end of Key Stage 2, pupils sit externally-marked tests in mathematics, English reading, and English
grammar, punctuation and spelling. Judgements are made on the standards of the pupils in English reading,
English writing, mathematics and science. The proportions of pupils achieving the expected standard in all of
reading and mathematics (based on test data) and writing (based on teacher assessment judgements) are published
at national, local authority and school level and are used to calculate the progress that pupils make between Key
Stage 1 and Key Stage 2.
Progress and attainment measures form part of both the floor standard and a new definition of coasting schools,
which is used as the starting point for a conversation about whether a school might require additional support.
National curriculum test data in English grammar, punctuation and spelling, and teacher assessment judgements
in English reading, mathematics and science are published at national and local authority level.
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The consultation asks stakeholders several searching questions. Once responses are received by 22 June 2017, the
STA will reflect and take whatever steps are necessary to create, what in its view, is a secure EYFS and primary
assessment system necessary to give our schools a more secure direction to measure the progress and
achievements of our pupils.
Currently, assessments are wobbly and varied across the nation’s schools. Even Ofsted inspectors have been
warned not to use the present writing assessments, for instance, to make judgements on schools, given the
differences in marking that currently exist. Sean Harford, Ofsted’s nation director of education, said: “Last year
you had quite different outcomes from local authorities in how they moderated compared with others. If there’s a
similar volatility again, it will bolster us in saying caution is needed. I think over some years this will settle
down.”
Writing assessments are based on a tick box system. Teachers are presented with a set of requirements such as
grammar, spelling and punctuation, with pupils having to show that they have mastered them to be deemed to
have performed well in writing. This is an arid exercise. No More Marking, is a business established by the
former senior psychometrician at the exam board, AQA, Chris Wheadon. No More Marking has created a
software system through which comparative judgements (CJs) are made.
Daisy Christodoulou, head of
assessments at the Ark academies, has been trialling the package. She found it very compelling.
Ms Christodoulou said: “The interim assessment frameworks offer precise information about the range of
punctuation pupils must use, and the words they must be able to spell. A pupil, for example, must use cohesive
devices such as fronted abverbials in their writing,” she explains. “However, what these frameworks can’t do is
define the difference between pupils who use such devices well, and pupils who use them poorly, or even
completely inappropriately…..”
She says that one of the advantages of CJ is that it allows teachers to make judgements that “work with the grain
of the mind, not against it.
“Instead of asking teachers to make absolute judgements against unhelpful rubrics, CJ requires teachers to, well,
make comparative judgements instead.”

III

Secondary Assessments

Meanwhile, the Key Stage 4 assessment reforms will be implemented this year, but may yet take time to bed
down. They include the following.
(a) A new grading scale of 9 to 1 is to be used for English, English Literature and Mathematics, with 9 being the
top grade. This will give more room for differentiation between students and help distinguish the new GCSEs
from previous versions.
Ofqual, the examination regulator, said that across all subjects, roughly 20% of all grades at 7 and above –
equivalent to the present A and above – will be awarded a grade 9.
The number of students achieving grade 4 will be proportionate to those who had achieved a C grade
previously. However, grade 5 will be the benchmark for a good pass and on a par with a high C or low B.
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Ofqual acknowledged that the exercise of ensuring that England’s reformed GCSEs matched the highest world
standards has not been a walk in the park. Accordingly, grade 5 – which was to be internationally
benchmarked – was to be the required standard.
However, Education Secretary of State Justine Greening has said that grade 4 – the equivalent of a low C –
would be sufficient for pupils to avoid compulsory post-16 resits in English and Mathematics and the
proportion of pupils achieving grade 4 would be included in the performance tables.
Notwithstanding, the Department for Education sowed seeds of confusion by announcing in late March 2017
that schools would be judged to have met the English Baccalaureate according to the proportion of pupils who
achieve grade 5 in English and Mathematics – although individual pupils would be held to the grade 4
standards. This means that the league-table measure will be based on grade 5 but for pupils achieving the
EBacc only grade 4 would be necessary in English and Mathematics. Don’t beat yourself up if you are
confused.
A survey carried out by the National Association of Headteachers (reported in The Times Educational
Supplement of 13 January 2017) revealed that 93% of secondary headteachers believe that the English
Baccalaureate (EBacc) should not be compulsory. Altogether, 86% of the headteachers opposed the
government’s aim for 90% of pupils to be studying the EBacc subjects, i.e. English, mathematics, history or
geography, the sciences and a language.
Meanwhile, universities have yet to decide what GCSE grades they will require from this year’s students when
they apply for undergraduate programmes in 2019.
(b) Assessments will be mainly through examinations, with other types of assessment used only where they are
needed to test essential skills.
(c) There will be new, more demanding content, which has been developed by the exam boards.
(d) The exams will be based on courses designed for two years of study. They will no longer be divided into
different modules and students will take all their examinations in one period at the end of their courses.
(e) Courses are designed for two years of study. They are no longer divided into different modules and students
take all their examinations in one period at the end of their course.
(f) Examinations can only be split into ‘foundation tier’ and ‘higher tier’ if one examination paper does not give
all students the opportunity to show their knowledge and abilities.
(g) Resit opportunities are only available each November in English language and mathematics.

IV

Last words

Embedding the assessment system that we have in schools will take time. Our teachers, headteachers and
governors will have to live with the current turbulence for some time yet - given the nation’s preoccupation with
Brexit.
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Complying with the requirements of the Data Protection Act (DPA) 1998 is daunting. A problem area is
managing sensitive personal data. Data on ethnicity, religion, union membership, medical information, special
educational needs and disability (SEND) status, looked-after children, assistance or bursary recipients and sexual
orientation are classed as sensitive. A school must have an operational need and/or explicit consent to process this
data otherwise it is in contravention to the DPA. Only people who need to use sensitive data for professional
purposes can access it. Consequently, such data should be accessed only with a password.
A separate taxing issue is making available all the data the school holds on a person to that person when s/he
requests it and do so within one month of the request – part of the Freedom for Information (FoI) Act 2000.
Non-compliance has not led to much trouble so far. In the second half of 2016, only 40 data security incidents –
vis-à-vis the education sector in England - were reported to the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO).
However, very few school staff members are trained in how to comply with the DPA. They will now need to be
(trained) because the present system of managing data will change with the General Protection Data Regulations
(GPDR) coming into force on 25 May 2018. This is a part of the European law which will take effect despite
Brexit.
Why is this to be? In July 1998, when the DPA received the Royal Assent, Google had only just taken off and
Facebook was not conceived. Mark Zuckerman began writing his programme for Facebook as a sophomore at
Harvard University only in October 2003.
The GPDR makes the following requirements.
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.

Consent will need to be explicit and you must have a legal basis for processing the data.
Sensitive personal data (such as ethnicity, religion, teacher union membership, medical information and
sexual orientation) will require additional protection.
Legally, a school will be required to notify the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) of any data
breach.
The scope of the term “personal data” is expanded, so it is now defined as “any information relating to an
identified or identifiable natural person”.
There will be much heavier fines for breaches, with two specified tiers of at least £8.5 million or £17
million.
Third-party suppliers that process data for a school (such as parent payment platforms) will be jointly
responsible for protecting that data.
Every school must be able to prove compliance, by keeping records of processing activities, training,
breaches and impact assessments.
For further guidance, you can read the entire GDPR document here.
Accredited training, advice from professional consultants or firms, and guides on the to the regulations
may be found on the ICO website.

It would be wise for schools to start taking the following action, according to Toks Oladuti, writing in The Times
Educational Supplement on 27 January 2017.
(a)

Appoint someone to be responsible for data protection even though it is not a legal requirement. Such a
person should have sufficient seniority at the school and be knowledgeable and/or trained in data
protection. He/she must monitor and keep records of compliance, act as the ICO liaison officer and deal
with data enquires.
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(b)

Carry out a data audit on all types of personal information held in the different locations – perhaps begin
with a questionnaire to staff members.

(c)

For every type of data, ask the following questions.








Do we need this information?
Is it duplicated?
What access controls are there to ensure it is accessible only to the people who need it?
Can you log who has accessed and edited it?
Can you easily retrieve, edit or delete it on a per-person basis, if you receive a data request?
How long will you retain it?
In the event of a breach, would you class the information as “low risk” or “high risk”, in terms of
damage to the individuals involved?
 Is consent for holding the data required? If so, has it been obtained?
(d)

Design your data protection by integrating data protection into daily routines.












(e)

Remove duplication wherever possible.
Stop collecting data that the school doesn’t need.
Centralise as much data as possible into purpose-built systems, such as a school management
information system (MIS).
Set clear guidelines for non-centralised and physical data.
Encrypt data as protection against potential breaches.
Create policies and procedures to guide what all should be doing as part of their normal workflows
and what they are responsible for.
Ensure the school has explicit, opt-in consent where consent is needed.
Update your terms and conditions to include data protection contacts and data subject rights
procedures.
Run a data protection impact assessment before implementing any new data processing activity.
Where data are held or processed on the school’s behalf by a third party, ensure that the contract
addresses data protection as the school and third party will now have joint responsibility.
Set guidelines for managing and using social media platforms.

Train and raise awareness among all staff members and organise continual professional development on
data protection and procedures at least once annually. Incorporate this into the induction handbook for
new staff members. Review and update whenever necessary.

The journey a school is required to make to ensure it is compliant with the GPDR appears to be long and arduous,
but, in the words of Confucius, “Longest journey is completed when man/woman decides to take first step.”
Make a start and take that step towards protecting the school’s data and preparing for the GPDR.
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A&E
ADHD
CAMHS
CCGs
CJ
CQC
DfE
DPA
EBacc
EEF
EFA
EPI
EPPE
EYFP
EYFS
EYFSP
FoI
FSM
ICO
GPDR
IDACI
IFS
ITT
JAM
Mend
NAHT
NAO
NCSR
NFF
NGA
NHS
PFI
PISA
PPG
SDP
SEND
STA
TES
VAT

Accident and Emergency
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service
Clinical Commissioning Groups
Comparative Judgement
Care Quality Commission
Department for Education
Data Protection Act
English Baccalaureate
Education Endowment Foundation
Education Funding Agency
Education Policy Institute
Effective Provision for Pre-School Education
Early Years Foundation Profile
Early Years Foundation Stage
Early Years Foundation Stage Profile
Freedom of Information
free school meals
Information Commissioner’s Office
General Protection Data Regulations
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index
Institute of Fiscal Studies
Initial Teacher Training
just about managing
Muslim Engagement and Development
National Association of Headteachers
National Audit Office
National Centre for Social Research
National Funding Formula
National Governors’ Association
National Health Service
Private Finance Initiative
Programme for International Student Assessment
Pupil Premium Grant
School Development Plan
Special Educational Needs and Disabilities
Standards and Testing Agency
Times Educational Supplement
Value Added Tax

Schools Support Services Ltd …………………………………………………………………………………………………................................. Page 31

