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Section 1: Introduction
There are no questions in this section.

Section 2: Funding disadvantage
Principles for the operation of disadvantage funding (paragraphs 33-34)
· Disadvantage funding would be an additional sum of funding allocated to a provider delivering to:

· any economically disadvantaged young person aged 16 or 17 who participates in education and/or training, and meets the terms of raising the participation age legislation and

· any economically disadvantaged 18 year-olds in full time education.

· The above categories cover all 16-19 provision, including Apprenticeship provision.

· It would be paid at a standard flat funding rate for all young people who qualify, regardless of where they live or other circumstances.

· It would be paid pro-rata for part time learners.

· It would be calculated as an allocation to the provider. 

· The provider would be free to decide how disadvantage funding should be invested to the benefit of disadvantaged young people, in line with the Government's objectives.

· The funding would not be ring fenced and would not be accounted for at an individual level. However providers will be expected to demonstrate publicly to the communities they serve, to governors, and to the government the progress they have made in addressing issues of disadvantage through the use of this funding. 

1 Do you agree that these are the right principles for the operation of disadvantage funding?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	X
	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
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	Strongly disagree
	
	

	No additional comment


Options for the scope of funding for disadvantage (paragraphs 37-43)

Option 1: A single fund to recognise all forms of disadvantage
Option 2: A fund to address economic disadvantage only with a separate budget to address other support needs and low level LDD needs, very similar to current arrangements
Option 3: A fund to address general economic disadvantage only, with a separate budget to address low level LDD needs.  Funding to address other learning support needs to be integrated into programme funding. 

2 Which of these three options would you support?  Do you have any comments on the three options or additional options that should be considered?
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	Option 1
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	Option 2
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	Option 3

	X
	Other (please comment)
	
	
	
	


	No additional comment


Options for calculating and allocating disadvantage funding (paragraphs 45-49)

Option 1: Mirror pre-16 eligibility
Option 2: Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)
Option 3: Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) 

3 Which of the three options for establishing eligibility for disadvantage funding would best reflect the Government's objectives?  Do you have any comments on these three options or are there other options that should be considered?

	[image: image11.png]



	Option 1
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	Option 2
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	Option 3

	X
	Other (please comment)
	
	
	
	


	No comment


Determining eligibility for additional funding for specific groups (paragraphs 50-56) 

4 a) Do you agree that the removal of the additional categories for funding purposes is a welcome simplification?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	X
	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
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	Strongly disagree
	
	


	No comment


4 b) If not, what is your case for recognising some or all of these categories for all provider types?

	No comment


5 Do you believe that children in care and recent care leavers should attract additional funding?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No comment


6 Do you believe that service children should attract additional funding?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No comment


Consultation section 3: Simplifying participation funding
Options for funding full time learners (paragraphs 64-85)
Option 1: Funding all full time learners at the same rate
Option 2: Uplift to recognise larger programmes
Option 3: Funding to recognise different programme sizes

 7 a) Do you agree that a single rate for all full time learners based upon historical average delivery (option 1) is appropriate?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
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	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
	X
	Strongly disagree
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	Comments: 
In making its response, The Mathematical Association has been particularly concerned that the new funding formula should be sufficiently sensitive to the needs of all learners and the provision for them, and it should not introduce fresh perverse incentives which might be detrimental to the interests of learners and the country as a whole. To that end, we have been particularly, but not exclusively, mindful of the needs of those learners for whom mathematics will be at the heart of their study programmes.
If all full-time learners were funded at the same rate then there would be a strong incentive for providers to have as many of their learners as possible studying programmes of the minimum qualifying size. This could have a seriously damaging effect on the quantity and quality of study of mathematics by 16–19 learners.
The Mathematical Association shares the government’s desire to see the overwhelming majority of 16–19 learners studying mathematics in some form. For most of those not presently taking the subject such study of mathematics will be additional to their present programme. It is difficult to see providers enthusiastically adding such provision unless it receives additional funding.

The government has shown a strong commitment to GCE Further Mathematics in its pronouncements and by its continued funding of the Further Mathematics Support Programme. One has only to look at the Russell Group’s publication Informed Choices to see the importance of Further Mathematics in facilitating study in higher education, especially in STEM subjects. Further Mathematics is frequently taken as an additional subject. If such provision does not receive additional funding then it will be rare and where offered restricted to a few high-fliers. Further Mathematics has been one of the successes of the last few years with great increases in availability and participation; all this will be set at nought without adequate funding being available to providers to provide an additional subject.

We recognise that the existing system has seen perverse incentives which have been exploited by some providers (and not always to the benefit of learners) but we must be careful that, in addressing those problems, changes to the funding formula do not introduce fresh undesirable consequences.



	


7 b) If yes, would you support an additional programme weighting for delivering the International Baccalaureate diploma?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

If the International Baccalaureate was to receive preferential funding then it might cause many providers to migrate to it. Although it has its strengths, it also has weaknesses. In particular, it does not provide for the breadth of scientific and mathematical study which is assumed by many STEM degrees. Also, it gives only restricted recognition (a Certificate rather than a Diploma) to those learners who do not display all-round ability. As a nation we are short of able mathematicians and scientists; we cannot afford to devalue talent just because it does not fit a particular model.

Further, because of the need to succeed in all six domains (and all courses in each domain carrying equal points), there is a tendency to play safe in which course is attempted within domains, particularly in domains which are perceived as difficult. This has the effect, in practice, of reducing the amount of mathematics studied by many who might in the GCE system have GCE Mathematics. This then reduces the size of the pool of 18-year-olds who might go on to further study in mathematically intensive disciplines, to their and the country’s economic disadvantage.
Any move to a baccalaureate structure, whether that of the International Baccalaureate or another, should be a matter of explicit debate and decision rather than happen as a consequence of changes to the funding mechanism.



	


7 c) If no, do you believe that there should be recognition of larger programmes?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

If it is desired that learners have access to larger programmes then they must be funded if they are to be available to more than a few.
We believe that such larger programmes are desirable to provide the breadth to include mathematics in the study of learners who might otherwise drop the subject at 16 and to provide for learners with the opportunity to pursue more mathematics more deeply through the study of GCE Further Mathematics. The government’s white paper, The Importance of Teaching , makes clear the intention to ‘continue to provide additional support for the uptake of mathematics and the sciences’ (paragraph 4.25) and that it will give particular support for Further Mathematics (paragraph 4.26). Such intentions will be vitiated if the funding mechanism drives providers away from such provision.
In making provision for larger programmes, especially in the present economic circumstances, priority should be given to subjects of particular strategic value, in facilitating learners’ progression and prosperity, and in the development of an internationally competitive workforce. To that end, and especially given the higher costs in delivering many of them, additional funding for larger programmes should be targeted at those focussed around mathematics, the laboratory-based sciences and engineering.


	


8 a) If you do believe that there should be recognition of larger programmes, do you support option 2 or option 3?
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	Option 2
	X
	Option 3
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	Comments:

The size of course should be what is right for the learner but learners can choose only from what is available to them. Providers will not provide larger courses unless they are funded in a way which recognises their additional costs.

Very few GCE learners take five full A Levels, so Option 2 as far as academic study is concerned, is a higher rate of funding just for the International Baccalaureate in all but name. This would be particularly the case if it was restricted to providers where the majority of the cohort were pursuing programmes of qualifying size. It would give no additional support to providers offering GCE Further Mathematics as additional to three other GCE subjects (or four where one is taken only to AS level).

Option 3 does afford the opportunity to adequately recompense providers for provision for GCE Further Mathematics.



	


8 b) For the large programme(s), would you support a further rate or weighting?

	X 
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:
The design of programmes should come first and the funding reflect that, rather than decide the funding tiers and have providers offer programmes to fit; this latter does not seem conducive to the development of coherent and well-thought-through programmes for learners.
We have already noted the issues relating to GCE Further Mathematics but we would also draw attention to the new courses which will need to be developed to broaden 16–19 participation in mathematics learning. These courses may well not be as large as GCEs yet they will need funding and the mechanism needs to take them into account in a way which encourages their provision.



	


9 What would be the best way to avoid an upward drift to larger programme sizes?
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	Comments:

A substantial success element in funding would discourage providers from having learners embark on unduly large programmes. Whatever may happen to the success element more generally, it has a significant role to play in countering programme inflation because of the availability of additional funding. Any success element relating to larger than basic programmes might be established in a way that claws back all or nearly all the additional funding unless a learner is successful across her or his programme.
Requiring the majority of learners to be undertaking large programmes before any receive additional funding is unlikely to meet the needs of individual learners. (For example, it is often the case that the numbers taking GCE Further Mathematics in a centre are in single figures.) Also where a provider has slightly fewer than half taking enlarged programmes, there will be a strong incentive for the provider to persuade more to take such programmes (and not necessarily through adding courses which will be most valuable to the learner), so contributing to an upward drift in programme size.



	


Part time programmes (paragraphs 86-94)
10 Do you agree with the proposal of applying a proportion of the basic full time programme funding for part time learners?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	X
	Neither agree nor disagree

	[image: image41.png]



	Disagree
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	Strongly disagree
	
	


	No comment


11 Do you agree that it is appropriate to fund at three part time levels?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	X
	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
	[image: image46.png]



	Strongly disagree
	
	


	No comment


Weighting for programme funding (paragraphs 95-107)
12 Do you agree that we should merge the lowest two programme weightings into one?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
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	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
	X
	Strongly disagree
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	Comments:

Sciences incur additional costs in their provision through the demands of practical work, and facilities and staff to support it. Without that being recognised in funding, providers will have an incentive to encourage learners to take other subjects instead. This will serve to further exacerbate the shortage of those with a strong scientific education within the workforce.
Among its roles, Mathematics acts as a supporting subject to the study of the sciences and among those taking GCE Further Mathematics the study of the sciences is particularly prevalent. So any reduction in numbers studying science is likely to lead to a reduction in the numbers studying mathematics, and that at a time when we need an ever more mathematically educated workforce. Such reductions may well, in some centres, render the provision of GCE Further Mathematics unviable.
Simplification is desirable but it must not be pursued to the detriment of more substantial goals.



	


13 Do you agree that we should reduce the number of weightings for vocational programmes?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	X
	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
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	Strongly disagree
	
	


	No additional comment


14 Would reducing the number of weightings for vocational programmes be a significant simplification?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No additional comment


15 Do you think that the proposed weightings for programmes would appropriately reflect the relative delivery costs?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No comment


Consultation section 4: Success rates (paragraphs 112-124)
Option 1: Continue to recognise success
Option 2: Remove the success factor completely from the funding formula
Option 3: Remove the achievement element but keep the retention element:
          3a: retention element calculated at programme component level
          3b: retention element calculated at learner level 

16 Which option would you support for reforming success within the funding formula?

	X
	Option 1
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	Option 2
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	Option 3a

	[image: image62.png]



	Option 3b
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	Other (please comment)
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	Comments:

Success rates provide an incentive to providers to ensure high standards of teaching and effective learning. Both retention and achievement are important and should be recognised in the funding formula. They also have a role to play in moderating any upward drift in programme size resulting from enhanced funding of larger programmes.


	


Section 5: Further simplification
Area costs (paragraphs 127-131)
17 Would you support retaining the current area costs methodology, or would you support a change to the same area costs methodology as used for pre-16 funding?
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	Current methodology
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	Change to same as for schools pre-16
	X
	Other (please comment)


	No comment


18 Do you support removing the calculation of residential care standards funding from the formula and distributing it directly to the providers that qualify?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No comment


Short programme modifier (paragraphs 136-140)
19 Do you agree that the YPLA should stop using a short programme modifier?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	X
	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
	[image: image72.png]



	Strongly disagree
	
	


	No comment


Data and audit (paragraphs 142-146)
20 Do you have any comments on the impact that the proposed options for changes would have on data collection or audit?

	No comment


Equality analysis (paragraphs 147-149)
21 Do you believe these proposals will have an impact on any specific groups?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No comment


Section 6: Implementation

Transitional protection (paragraphs 157-163)
22 Should transitional protection be applied across a fixed period of three years or extended across a longer period? 
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	Three Years
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	Longer Period
	X
	Other (please comment)


	No response


23 Do you think that there should be phased implementation of the proposed changes?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	No comment


Further comments
24 Do you have any other comments you would like to make?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Comments:

The funding formula needs to be aligned to the principles of the study programmes being developed in parallel with it, and both need to meet the needs of our young people as individuals and as eventual participants in the UK workforce, with its need to be equipped for and competitive in a world market place. Mathematics, and the sciences, are vital parts of our educational provision; whatever changes are made to the funding formula, they should be conducive to an increase, rather than a decrease, in the quantity and quality of the study of those disciplines.



	


