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Slough Schools Forum- Meeting held on Wednesday, 5th November, 2008 
 

Present: Maggie Waller, Holy Family Primary School (Chair) 
Julia Shepard, Beechwood Secondary School (Vice-Chair) 
Maureen Ball, Baylis Court Secondary School 
Joan Jones, St Josephs RC Primary School 
Julian King-Harris, Herschel Grammar School 
Diane Lister, Slough Centre Nursery School and Early Year Centre 
Maureen Mallinson, Westgate Secondary School 
Jo Matthews, Littledown Special School 
Paul McAteer, Slough and Eton Secondary School 
Charlie McGeachie, Montem Primary School 
Kathy Perry, Acorns Day Nursery 
Barbara Clark, Godolphin Junior School 
Wendy Spackman, St Ethelbert's Catholic Primary School 
Maggie Stacey, St Anthony's RC Primary School 
 

Officers: Robin Crofts, Matt Espley, Annal Nayyar and Clair Pyper 
 

Apologies: 
 

Bill Alexander, Nicky Rayner, Jean Robertson, Jean Smith and Shereen 
Sameresinghe  

 
Part I 
 

8. Declarations of Interest  
 
No declarations of interest were received.  
 

9. Minutes of the last meeting held on 17th September 2009  
 
The minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday, 17th September, 2008 were agreed 
as a correct record subject to the correction of St Joseph’s R.C. Primary School in the 
attendance list to read St Joseph’s R.C. school and that Barbara Clark be recorded as 
a Member not an observer. 
 

10. Matters Arising  
 
Corporate Budget Strategy – Matt Espley, Principal Accountant (Schools) Members 
that a response to the Forum’s letter concerning the forthcoming budget had been 
received from the Chief Executive. The letter acknowledged the concerns raised. 
Officers went on to advise that the Area Based Grant(ABG) would remain largely 
untouched for the forthcoming financial year subject to budget requirements.  Budget 
meetings with Members were due to take place shortly. Officers agreed to keep the 
Schools Forum updated with the progress and outcome of the budget.  During the 
subsequent discussion it was agreed that the Assistant Director of Resources, 
Commissioning and Performance would circulate a copy of a breakdown of the ABG 
to all members of the Schools Forum in order that they may be fully reprised of its 
contents.   
 
The Director of Education and Children’s Services established that, where the 
distribution of the ABG was concerned, the role the government had laid out for 
Schools Forums did not fit well with the role of Local Strategic Partnerships.  It was 
noted that the priority areas had been determined by the government.  Members were 
informed that whilst the ABG and budget savings were integral they were not one and 
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the same, although there was direct correlation.  Members agreed that it would be 
useful to have a budget update to future meetings of the Schools Forum. 
 
14-19 Funding - The Assistant Director informed the Forum that under minute Item 6 
on Secondary Capital the November paper did not include £350,000 of funding and 
this would be taken from the 14-19 Contingency Fund of £1M.  It was agreed that an 
updated report would be circulated, attached as an Annex to these minutes.  
 

11. Schools 2nd Quarter Budget Monitoring 2008/09  
 
The Forum received a report which contained information of the current year’s budget 
position based on 2nd Quarter returns, representing the half yearly position.  The 
number of schools returning within the deadline was highlighted. This was an increase 
on the previous submission. It was explained that these were the first anticipated year 
end balances that included those schools attaining the financial management 
standard. The report established a slight increase in income to schools and also a 
slight reduction in staff costs overall. Balance control mechanisms were to be updated 
for future budget monitoring.  It was noted that at present two schools had a negative 
balance and the level of variance was greater in schools with larger budgets. 
 
Resolved  - That the current estimated outturn across 2008/09 based upon 2nd 

Quarter Budget Monitoring be noted. 
 

12. Slough Music Service - Devolvement of Music Standards Fund  
 
The Vice-Chair introduced the report which contained a proposal that the new music 
standards funding be devolved to the Slough Music Service for deployment to schools 
in line with the standards funding criteria.  It was explained that previously the music 
funding grant came under two headings.  These were 116a (general music) and 116b 
(wider opportunities).  It was noted that, in the previous year, the ‘b’ component had 
been distributed in different amounts to primary and special schools. The Vice-Chair 
informed the Forum that this was not in accordance with the purpose of the grant and 
proposed that this year the ’b’ component, which amounted to approximately £60,000, 
be retained by the Music Service. A Member advised the Forum  that there had been 
general support for this proposal at the last Primary Heads meeting. 
 
Resolved  - That the portion of funding formerly listed as 116b (wider opportunities) 

is retained centrally by the Music Service to provide appropriate tuition 
across the Authority. 

 
13. Order of Business  

 
It was proposed and agreed to take Agenda Item 8 as the next item. 
 

14. Job Evaluation and Harmonisation  
 
The report contained the latest data available and the options for addressing the 
financial impact of job evaluation. Further data and more accurate modelling would be 
brought to the Schools Forum over the next few meetings. An officer informed the 
Forum that an approximate figure for the financial implications of backdating pay had 
been determined.  A full picture could not be achieved at present as not all data had 
been received.  The Schools whose data had not been received would be contacted in 
the near future regarding this. Back pay and  future costs of pay review were funded 
differently.  Future costs would come directly from the Dedicated Schools Grant but 
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there were a number of options available for funding back pay. These included the 
possibility of tapping into school balances or the option of capitalization; the process of 
using either a capital receipt or borrowed funds. In the case of Slough this would be 
borrowed from the government thereby incurring interest charges.  Although before 
government  agreed a loan the level of schools’ balances would be considered.  
Balances from closed schools could be earmarked towards the cost of  the back pay, 
as could the brought forward head room.   
 
A working group had been established by the Slough Schools Education Forum and 
they were currently looking into possible sources of funding.  It was made clear that 
the Schools Forum felt that the working group must be robust and that a full debate on 
the issues needed to take place. A Member noted that different schools could hold 
differing levels of responsibility and there may well be issues as to how funding might 
be obtained from different schools.  Members also expressed their concern that job 
descriptions did not provide enough detail on what a job entailed.  It was agreed that 
the working group would share any papers that they considered with the Schools 
Forum in the interim and over the next two meetings. Members agreed that this was 
agreed that this was a complex and difficult undertaking. 
 
Resolved  -  
 
(a) That the Slough Schools Education Forum (SSEF) established a working group be 

noted and that any papers from the group be forwarded to the Schools Forum 
members.  

 
(b) That the unspent headroom funds brought forward into 2008-09 of £440,000 

together with the balances held by the three schools that closed this year are not 
allocated as yet and further consideration be given to the option of these funds 
supporting implementation of  Job Evaluation. 

 
(c) That a more detailed report be brought back to the Schools Forum at the next 

meeting.  
 

15. Enhanced Support for New Arrivals in Primary Schools  
 
This report was from the Raising Achievement Team. Unfortunately the officers were 
unable to attend this meeting. However the Assistant Director of Resources, 
Commissioning & Performance would present the item. The report informed the 
Schools Forum on the use of currently allocated funding and future funding for 
enhanced support for new arrivals in primary schools.  The report stated that 
discussions had taken place with several schools who were identified as provisional 
hubs.  However, representatives from one of the schools in question had not been 
aware of any of these discussions and requested that the report be postponed until 
the discussions had taken place.   
 
Resolved - That the paper be re-tabled at the next meeting once conversations with 
schools named in paragraph. 5.1 of the report had taken place. 
 
 

16. Indicative Budget Position for 2009-10  
 
It was noted that following the School Census of the 2nd October it had been possible 
to roll forward the Indicative Budgets for 2009-10 based upon the information 
collected.  The figures were not as in-depth as the information that was received in 
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January.  However it was noted that this was used to plan ahead to see how the 
figures were currently altering.  Members were informed that the figures usually 
increase in January especially in the Early Years sector. Annex B of the report 
provided a breakdown of the schools Indicative Budget position. Members were 
reminded that this would be remodelled in January when further information was 
available.  The final budgets for schools would probably be available at the end of 
March 2009. 
 
Resolved  - That the Indicative Budget position be noted. 
 

17. Early Years Funding Reform  
 
The purpose of this report was to present to the Schools Forum a timetable for the 
introduction of a single funding formula for Early Years education.  As had previously 
been discussed the Task and Finish Group, which was established to look at the 
development of the single formula, had proposed for a number of reasons that the 
implementation of the reforms to the funding for Early Years should be delayed until 
the financial year 2010-11 in line with timetabling presented in the report.  It was noted 
however that Slough would look to shadow the reform in the coming financial year.  
An additional benefit of delaying the implementation was that any  issues that may 
occur would be picked up by other authorities and Slough would have the opportunity 
to learn  from this. 
 
Resolved  - That the Schools Forum agrees to implement the reforms to the funding 

for Early Years in April 1010. 
 

That the consultation on the early years be sent to secondary and 
special schools as well as early years 

 
 

18. Issues and Actions Arising from the Schools Forum Training  
 
The Chair of the Schools Forum highlighted some of the main issues that arose from 
the training that had taken place recently and asked Members for their input  on how 
these should be addressed.  Some of the recommendations could be readily actioned 
and these were agreed to at the meeting.  Other recommendations would be attended 
to as appropriate at future meeting of the Schools Forum. 
 

Resolved - 
 
(a) That the issues arising from the training day be noted and that a list of 

members willing to buddy new members be compiled. 
 
(b) That an agenda plan be drawn up and that lead members be invited to future 

meetings as appropriate 
 

(c) That links with Children’s Trust be more closely established. 
 
(d) That Members report any further comments to the Chair. 

 
           Chair 
 
 

(Note: The Meeting opened at 8.00 am and closed at 9.20 am)  

Page 4



AMENDED VERSION FOLLOWING SCHOOLS FORUM 
5 NOV 2008 

  

 
SLOUGH SCHOOLS FORUM 

 

 
Distribution of 14-19 Capital Grant 

 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To seek Schools Forum approval for distribution of 14-19 Capital 

Funding 
 
2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 Grant approval of the proposed principles and methodology 
 
3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 Fair, equitable and timely distribution of funds 
 
4 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
4.1 Considered at Slough Schools Education Forum. 
 
5 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

 
5.1 Guidance applicable to financial years: 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-
11.  

 

Total funding available 2008-2011: £608 million (£152m in 2009-10 and 
£456m in 2010-11).  

 

Summary of purpose: To provide those local authority areas not currently in 
the Building Schools for the Future programme with additional funding to 
support the provision of facilities for the delivery of 14-19 diplomas and/or to 
improve facilities for pupils with special educational needs and disabilities.  

 

Specific priorities for use of funding:  Strategic projects focusing on: 

• Putting in place diploma provision for 14 to 19-year-olds 

• Improving poor condition buildings for children with special educational 
needs and disabilities. 

• LAs are encouraged to utilise the resources for a small number of large 
projects for greater impact, rather than spreading resources thinly.  

• Resources should be deployed in accordance with local asset 
management plan.  

 

Eligibility: Those LAs not in the BSF programme waves 1-6. The following 
types of school, working with the local authority in their area may benefit from 
the resources in this programme: 

MINUTE ANNEX
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— VA, VC, Community and Foundation Nursery and Primary Schools 
— VA, VC, Community and Foundation Secondary Schools 
— Pupil Referral Units,  
— Academies 
— Maintained Special Schools  
 

Allocated by: Targeted funding — 76 authorities not yet in BSF receive 
funding through this programme.  
 

Formula for allocation: Flat rate £2m per authority in 2009-10 and £6m in 
2010-11. Application is not necessary.  
 

5.2 Recommendations 
 

The following recommendations were discussed at SASH meeting and 
were agreed with further consultation 

Recommendation Rationale Cost £m 

1. Baylis Court 
expansion  
 

Develop diploma line for creative and media 
and increase pupil places to 165.  Incorporate 
into current building plans.  

(Funding allocated 2010-11) 

2.5 

2. Westgate 
expansion  

Develop diploma line and increase pupil places 
to 180.  Look to increase year 7 in Sept 2009 to 
180, housed in temporary accommodation. 

(0.5m allocated 2009-2010 with remainder 
2010-2011) 

3.0 

3. Wexham 
expansion 

Enable development of increased sports hall 
expansion.  Develop diploma line for sport and 
increase pupil places to 165.   

(Funding allocated 2009-2010) 

1.0 

 

4. Replace 
Springboard.  
 Provide temporary 
 accommodation as  

        interim measure 

Provide additional capacity for cover of 
exclusions - sixth day.  Expansion of curriculum 
and pupil places.  Housed in modular 
accommodation now beyond its useful life.   

(Funding allocated 2009-2010) 

0.5 

5. Slough and Eton 

  

Contribution to external works and  necessary 
canteen health and safety works 

0.35 

6. St Joseph’s 
  

To discuss further with school regarding 
diploma accommodation.  Follow up by BA. 

To be 
decided 

7. SEN resource 
units 

To discuss further with both primary and 
secondary phases as funding can be used 
across both phases for SEN provision.  BA & 
RC to follow up and bring further 
recommendations back to Schools Forum. 

To be 
decided 

8. Unallocated funds To be distributed after further consultation. 

(funding available 2010-11) 

0.65 

 TOTAL 8.0 
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6 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
6.1 The relevant legal provisions are contained within the main body of this 

report. 
 

Section 151 Officer – Strategic Director of Resources 
 
6.2 The financial implications of the report are outlined in the supporting 

information. 
 
 Access Implications 
 
6.3 There are no access implications. 
 
7 CONSULTATION 
 
 Principal Groups Consulted 
 
7.1 Slough Schools Education Forum 
 Slough Secondary Headteachers Association (SASH) 
 
 Method of Consultation 
 
7.2 Schools, Headteachers and Governing Bodies 
 
 Representations Received 
 
7.3 Not applicable. 
 

Contact for further information 
Bill Alexander, Assistant Director Raising Achievement 
01753 875711 bill.alexander@slough.gov.uk 
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SLOUGH SCHOOLS FORUM 
10 December 2008 

 

 
Primary Capital Programme 

(Director of Education & Children’s Services) 
 
 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To update the Schools Forum on the decision by the DCSF to Slough’s 

Primary Strategy for Change 
  
2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That the Schools Forum notes the details in this paper. 
 
3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 It is appropriate for the Schools’ Forum to be kept fully informed with the 

progress of Slough’s Primary Capital Programme. 
 
4 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
4.1 Not applicable. 
 
5 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
  
5.1 As members of the Schools Forum will be aware Slough submitted a 

Primary Strategy for Change for consideration to the DCSF in June 
2008.  We have now received a response, comments were as follows: 

 
5.2 Slough’s strategy is ‘approved subject to modifications’. 
 
5.3 ‘This is a clear strategy and is well linked with Council priorities. It 

appears to be visionary and transformational but some more detail on 
key areas is needed to fully confirm this.  The Baseline Evaluation is 
good across all areas, apart from ICT.  Long-term aims are less clear.’ 

 
5.4 ‘The strategy is approved subject to the following conditions being met:’ 
 
5.4.1  ‘Baseline Evaluation 
 

•  A more detailed outline of [ICT] provision in schools is needed.’ 
 

5.4.2  ‘Long Term Aims 
 

•  More detailed coverage is needed on how the strategy is planned to 
improve school performance, particularly for schools below floor 
targets. This should include the plans for personalised learning 
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including the provision of technology and flexibility in building 
design for learning.  

•  Coverage is required of the situations when the LA will use new 
governance models where there is school underperformance.’ 

 

5.4.3  ‘Approach to Change 
 

•  Clarification is required on the capacity of the LA and how it intends 
to manage the Programme. 

•  Information is also required on how the LA will work with schools 
and partners to support the development of their capacity to deliver. 

•  There needs to be some coverage of the ways delivery of the 
programme will be monitored and evaluated.  

•  Some more is needed on procurement, including use of a LEP, if 
planned. 

• ICT change management requirements require more analysis.’ 
 

5.5 This decision means that Slough’s funding for 2009/10 (£3m) is 
confirmed and the funding for 2010/11 (£5.378m) is subject to approval 
of a resubmitted Primary Strategy for Change which addresses the 
points above. 

 
5.6 Of the 148 LAs involved, 41 LAs had their Strategies approved, 92 had 

them approved with modifications and 15 were not approved.  This 
means 62% of LAs are in the same situation as Slough; needing to 
modify their Strategies. 

 
Next Steps 
5.6 On the assumption (see section 6.2) that funding will eventually be 

approved the following projects will now be initiated with schools and 
Property Services:  

  

School Project Type 
Provisional 
Budget 

Parlaunt Park Primary Refurbishment £3m 

Wexham Court Primary Expansion by 1FE and 
refurbishment 

£4m 

Cippenham Infant Expansion by 1FE and 
refurbishment 

£3.3m 

Littledown Extension and Refurbishment  On hold 

 
5.7 At the same time the Primary Strategy for Change will be amended to 

reflect the comments of the DCSF.  This will include input from the 
recently appointed ICT Manager for Schools, the School Organisation 
Group which hasn’t met for some time and Bracknell Forest who are 
happy to share their ‘approved’ Strategy and others.  The DCSF also 
wish to receive a letter explaining how the issues they have raised will be 
addressed. 
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5.8 The approval process for the amended Strategy again requires the 
endorsement of the majority of schools and the Dioceses. 

 
6 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
6.1 The relevant legal provisions are contained within the main body of this 

report. 
 

 Section 151 Officer –Director of Resources 
 
6.2 Asset Management Group (AMG) which includes the Section 151 Officer 

has agreed that works can be procured on the assumption that the 
2010/11 allocation will be secured in the next 6 months.  This entails an 
element of risk, namely for the architect’s fees, the risk will be borne by 
the funding already allocated to this project.  This means that should the 
funding for 2010/11 not be approved or be less than anticipated then any 
abortive fees would be found from within the 2009/2010 allocation for this 
programme.   

 
 Access Implications 
 
6.3 There are no access implications. 
 
7 CONSULTATION 
 
 Principal Groups Consulted 
 
7.1 None. 
 
 Method of Consultation 
 
7.2 Not applicable. 
 
 Representations Received 
 
7.3 Not applicable. 
 
Background Papers 
Annex A – Response to Consultation 
Annex B – Consultation Document 
 
Contact for further information 
Annal Nayyar, Assistant Director of Education & Children’s Services  
(01753 477228) mailto:annal.nayyar@slough.gov.uk 
 
Matt Espley, Principal Accountant (Schools)  
(01753 477209) matthew.espley@slough.gov.uk  
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SLOUGH SCHOOLS FORUM 

10 December 2008 
 

 
Resubmission of Slough’s Building Schools for the Future (BSF)  

Expression of Interest (EoI) 
(Director of Education & Children’s Services) 

 
 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To present to Schools Forum for information only Slough’s recently 

submitted Expression of Interest for BSF. 
  
2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Schools Forum notes the details within Slough’s revised Expression 

of Interest. 
 
3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 It is right that Schools Forum is fully aware of Slough’s proposals and 

progress with the BSF programme.   
 
4 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
4.1 The prioritisation methodology is explained both within this report and the 

Expression of Interest. 
 
5 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
  
5.1 The Building Schools for the Future programme is a Government initiative 

to rebuild or renew all 3,500 secondary schools in England.  This renewal 
of the building stock is linked to transformational change in both the 
delivery of education and the performance of pupils 11-18.  The aim of the 
programme is to have school buildings that: 

• drive reform of the secondary system and improvements in 
educational standards;  

• are world class places for teachers to teach and pupils to learn, 
supported fully by ICT;  

• are 21st century schools which support the aims of the Children’s 
Plan; which increase choice and diversity; are well used by the 
community; offer extended services and collocation of other services 
where appropriate;  

• are well and sustainably designed, built on time and at a reasonable 
cost to the taxpayer, and are properly maintained over their lives.  

5.2 New guidance issued by the DCSF requests that all those LAs not yet 
started on the Building Schools for the Future programme (waves 7-15) 
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submit a revised Expression of Interest by 1st December 2008.  Slough 
last submitted one in 2003.  The criteria used by the DCSF to prioritise 
schools at that time were free school meals and Key Stage 4 results.  This 
put Slough in the last wave with a likely start date after 2017.   

5.3  It has been decided that all LAs should have a chance to start on their 
programme with a smaller scheme (i.e. a first phase of £80m) as soon as 
they can show ‘readiness’.  Slough’s updated Expression of Interest is 
attached as Appendix A. 

5.4  A template and spreadsheet was provided restricting how the Expression 
of Interest can be presented.  Slough’s Expression of Interest follows this 
format.  The main decision to be taken related to the prioritisation of 
schools so that 4/5 schools are in phase 1 and the remaining 5/6 are in 
phase 2. 

 Prioritisation 

5.5 DCSF guidance requires that the following criteria underpin our 
Expression of Interest.  Each of these points is addressed in section 5 of 
our Expression of Interest. 

a) social and educational need incl.   i) National Challenge schools 

         ii) poorer performing schools 

         iii) areas of deprivation 

b) building need (suitability and condition needs) 

c) contributing to regeneration and collocation of public services 

d) school reorganisation 

e) sustainable communities, new housing and population growth 

5.6 Expressions of Interest will then be ranked by the DCSF according to the 
average social and educational needs of the schools in this first phase 
where:- 

Educational need = 5A*-C GCSEs including English and Maths 

Social need = Tax Credit Indicator (TCI) 

5.7 Using these criteria to prioritise schools in Slough gives the following 
phasing.  As secondary schools attract over £20m each and Haybrook 
would attract just under £10m, only 4 schools can be in phase 1. 

PHASE 1 5A*-C inc 
E&M* 

TCI  PHASE 2 5A*-C inc 
E&M* 

TCI 

St Joseph’s Catholic 36 55%  Haybrook 0 65% 

Slough and Eton CE 30 64%  Westgate 52 48% 

Baylis Court 44 60%  Slough Grammar 94 43% 

Wexham Secondary 35 61%  St Bernard’s Catholic 99 32% 

    Langley Grammar 98 38% 

    Herschel Grammar 99 46% 
 *Provisional 2008 results 

5.8 Langley Academy, Beechwood and Arbour Vale would not form part of 
this programme as they have recently been rebuilt.  Although Beechwood 
and Arbour Vale may still require ICT investment to meet the standards 

Page 14



expected from the BSF programme – this has still to be explored.  The 
BSF funding model allows for this type of funding. 

5.9  Schools fall into very distinct groups with the grammar schools having 
lower levels of deprivation and Key Stage 4 results just below 100%.  The 
Westgate School has been moved to phase 2 as only 4 schools are 
permitted in phase 1 and they are less deprived and have higher 
performance than all those shown in phase 1. 

 Phase 1 Funding Envelope 

5.10 The funding formula is outlined in detailed and lengthy guidance by the 
DCSF.  Also available is a spreadsheet which can be used by LAs to 
estimate the funding envelope for each phase based on the size and 
nature of the schools proposed in each phase.  The 4 proposed schools 
for Slough’s phase 1 total £85m.  This is based on the net capacities and 
SEN provision for 2018 shown within the spreadsheet element of the 
Expression of Interest.  This is higher than the target of £80m but not 
excessively so. 

 Note that this is the allocation to Slough based on completed floor areas; 
Slough would determine allocations to individual schools locally. 

5.11 Guidance indicates that the allocation would be reduced by 50% of the 
Targeted Capital Funding we have already received for Slough and Eton 
and Wexham (that is, £6m).  The DCSF’s mechanism for processing this 
is not clear from the guidance. 

 Other Options 

5.12 If the Catholic Academy project should proceed and is not considered part 
of this phasing by the DCSF then Westgate and/or Haybrook could be 
moved up to phase 1. 

5.13 The assumption used in phase 1 (see attached spreadsheet) is that 3 of 
the 4 schools increase their admission numbers to 210 (150-165 at 
present) and St Joseph’s situated on a smaller site increases from 124 to 
165.  Post-16 provision would also be expanded.  These expansions may 
mean that school sites have below the statutory minimum playing field 
sizes and off-site pitches may need to be identified.   

5.14 Based on current projections these expansions would still require many 
pupils to travel out of borough by 2018 but the schools in phase 1 should 
not be enlarged any further. 

 SEN 

5.15 Two assumptions on SEN provision have been made within the 
Expression of Interest.  One, that the number of SEN places required in 
Slough will rise and two, that all participating schools will have a resource 
base.  This second assumption has not been explored with schools but 
given the high levels of funding that SEN places secure it is in Slough’s 
interest to request too many places at this stage than too few. 

 DCSF Ranking 

5.16 The DCSF has made it clear that all phase 1 submissions (77 LAs are yet 
to start on BSF) will only be ranked according to the 2 criteria shown in 
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5.6 above.  At this point each Authority will be approached in order, 
starting with the most deprived and poorest performing schools in phase 
1, to ask if they are ready to start on the programme. 

5.17 LAs will be asked to commit to providing a 17 page readiness to deliver 
document including the details shown in the next section.  Readiness 
would include commitment by the LA to the cost of the programme.  
Indications are that the procurement and preparation phase would cost at 
least 3% of the capital investment i.e. £2.4m for £80m.  All possible 
sources of funding would need to be explored for securing the £2.4m of 
revenue, this exercise would need to include schools as well as the LA.  
There would then be further expenses for the LA (including schools), 
including the following costs not covered by the £80m: abnormals, 
lifecycle costs not funded by BSF, operating costs, s106 and s278 costs 
and in some cases VAT. 

5.18 Authorities can admit, at this point, that they are not ready (funding is not 
approved) and they will be moved down the list, where they will be 
reconsidered at a later date.  This might be after the next local budget 
setting round for instance.  Timing for reconsideration would not be 
guaranteed and missing a window could lead to long delays.  This will be 
steered by the government’s next Comprehensive Spending Review 
(2011) where the future capital budget allocations for this programme will 
be decided. 

 Readiness to Deliver 

5.15 The criteria used to assess a council’s ‘readiness to deliver’ include: 

1. Strategy for change – the vision for the council’s transformation of 
secondary education 

2. Estates strategy and planning – the council’s approach to its 
secondary school estate 

3. Commitment to the BSF model – the council is required to give its 
commitment to a LEP, the use of PFI for new build schools (Slough 
will argue that a framework is the preferred model locally) and the 
development of a managed service for ICT 

4. Project management – the council needs to outline the project 
management structure it will use to deliver the programme 

5. Support network – including the use of external advisors 
6. Corporate capacity – the extent to which the council has made 

sufficient resources available to support the delivery of the 
programme 

7. Key stakeholder commitment – the plans the council has to ensure 
the engagement of stakeholders 

8. Risk management – the arrangements for the management of risks 
across the programme 

 The Readiness to Deliver submission must show how the council will meet 
each of the criteria given above. 

 Timescales 

5.16 Timescales given below are approximate at this stage although Steps 1 
and 2 are taken from the latest guidance.  The time from entering the 
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programme at Step 4 to the first bricks being laid is likely to be around 2 ½ 
years.  Construction would then take 2-4 years for the first phase. 

• Step 1 (1 December 2008) – submit Expression of Interest; 

• Step 2 (early 2009) – DCSF announce revised national programme 
for BSF; 

• Step 3 (early 2009) – local authorities provide evidence of ‘readiness 
to deliver’;  

• Step 4 (spring 2009) – DCSF announces next authorities to enter 
BSF programme; 

• Step 5 – Preparation of Strategy for Change (once entry to 
programme announced and would take 28 weeks); and 

• Step 6 – Preparation of Outline Business Case (Once the Strategy 
for Change is approved this will take a further 22 weeks). 

Steps 5 onwards would require involvement of experts and consultants. 
 
6 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
6.1 The relevant legal provisions are contained within the main body of this 

report. 
 

Section 151 Officer – Director of Resources 
 
6.2 The financial implications of the report are outlined in the supporting 

information. 
 
 Access Implications 
 
6.3 There are no access implications. 
 
7 CONSULTATION 
 
 Principal Groups Consulted 
 
7.1 Slough Schools Education Forum (SSEF) on 17th October 2008.  The 

Catholic and Church of England Dioceses both received copies of our 
Expression of Interest. 

 
 Method of Consultation 
 
7.2 Draft presented and comments requested.   
 
 Representations Received 
 
7.3 One grammar school representative felt it was unfair that phase 1 

excluded the grammar schools.  It was explained that the programme is 
aimed at transforming education and the DCSF would rank Slough based 
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on this criteria.  Including grammar schools in phase 1 would not improve 
the number of 5A*-Cs at the grammar schools and would put Slough last 
or close to last according to DCSF prioritisation criteria. 

 
Background Papers 
Annex A – Slough’s revised Expression of Interest 
 
Contact for further information 
Annal Nayyar, Assistant Director of Education & Children’s Services 
(01753 477228) annal.nayyar@slough.gov.uk 
 
Tony Madden, Schools Planning Property and Organisation Manager 
(01753 875739) tony.madden@slough.gov.uk  
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SLOUGH SCHOOLS FORUM 
10 December 2008 

 

 
Potential Budgets for Consideration in 2009-10  
(Director of Education & Children’s Services) 

 
 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To present to Schools Forum an initial indication of potential budgets for 

consideration in preparation of the 2009-10 budget and to give Schools 
Forum an opportunity to contribute towards that process.  

 
2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Schools forum notes the information within the report and provides 

guidance to officers to incorporate into the forthcoming School Budget 
build. 

 
3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 It is appropriate for the Schools’ Forum to comment on the proposed uses 

of the Dedicated Schools Grant.  
 
4 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
4.1 Not applicable. 
 
5 Background  
 
5.1 In order to support the budget build process for 2009-10 a number of 

financial issues have been identified as requiring further investigation and 
analysis.  This report seeks to present a summary of the issues ahead of 
more detailed consideration in January 2009 and March 2009. 

 
6 Areas for Further Investigation 
 
6.1 Autism – Developing Support 
 
6.1.1 The Special Educational Needs review identified that there was a need to 

develop outreach support for children with autism in mainstream schools.  
Initial calculations have indicated that in order to support this development 
an additional £30,000 would need to taken from the available headroom. 

 
6.2 Arbour Vale Banding 
 
6.2.1 During recent discussions with Arbour Vale School regarding their budget 

position it was put forward that the current formula structure may not 
deliver sufficient funding for the school to meet the staffing requirements 

AGENDA ITEM 6
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for pupils identified within their statements and there may be a financial 
shortfall in the region of £325,000. 

 
6.2.2 Detailed work is currently underway and further information will be 

presented to Schools Forum in January 2009.  
 
6.3 Early Years Pupils 
 
6.3.1 Schools Forum will be aware that the number of pupils taking their free 

entitlement has increased over the past 2 years.  In addition, Schools 
Forum will recall that additional funding was made available in March 
2008 to support Private, Voluntary and Independent providers.  The 
amount allocated was based upon the actual number accounted for in the 
January census and did not take into account changes that arose during 
the year.   

 
6.3.2 In order to ensure that there is sufficient funding to meet the demand 

during 2009-10 work will be undertaken to assess the level required. 
 
6.4 Mainstream Resource Bases 
 
6.4.1 In January 2008, following consultation with schools, Schools Forum 

agreed to the allocation of £50,000 to support pupils who attend Resource 
Bases in mainstream schools.  It was intended that a review of the 
formula funding relating to Resource Bases would be undertaken and 
appropriate changes would be proposed. This review has not happened 
and an analysis will be carried out to establish whether further funding is 
required in 2009-10.  

 
7 Summary 
 
7.1 Further information will be presented to Schools Forum in January 2009 

and March 2009 to enable informed decisions to be made.   
 
 
8 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
8.1 The relevant legal provisions are contained within the main body of this 

report. 
 

Section 151 Officer – Director of Resources 
 
8.2 The financial implications of the report are outlined in the supporting 

information. 
 
 Access Implications 
 
8.3 There are no access implications. 
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9 CONSULTATION 
 
 Principal Groups Consulted 
 
9.1 None. 
 
 Method of Consultation 
 
9.2 Not applicable. 
 
 Representations Received 
 
9.3 Not applicable. 
 

Background Papers 
9.4 Not Applicable  

 
Contact for further information 
 
Annal Nayyar, Assistant Director of Education & Children’s Services 
(01753 477228) mailto:annal.nayyar@slough.gov.uk 
 
Matt Espley, Principal Accountant (Schools)  
01753 477209) matthew.espley@slough.gov.uk  
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SLOUGH SCHOOLS FORUM 
10 December 2008 

 

 
Funding for Significant September Increases in pupil numbers  

(Director of Education & Children’s Services) 
 
 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To inform Schools Forum of the additional funding being distributed to 

schools through the fair funding formula factor to address significant 
September increases in pupil numbers.  

 
2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Schools forum notes the information within the report.  
 
3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 It is appropriate for the Schools’ Forum to be informed of the allocation of 

from the Schools Contingency. 
 
4 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
4.1 Not applicable. 
 
5 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
5.1 As members of the schools forum will be aware the introduction of multi-

year budgets in 2006-07 has meant that there are changes to the way that 
the schools funding formulas are updated from one year to the next. 

 
5.2 Multi-year budgets are intended to provide schools with greater certainty 

in their funding and thus allow them to plan ahead with confidence.     
 
5.3 In tandem with this change the expectation from the DCSF was that the 

formula would be primarily driven by a single pupil count taken in January. 
Schools Forum agreed in January 2006, after consultation with schools, to 
retain a factor that would support schools with significant increases in their 
rolls, and agreed to the establishment of the factor for Significant 
September Increases.  

 
5.4 The factor compares pupil numbers between the September pupil count 

and the January pupil count (PLASC).  Where the number of pupils at a 
school has increased then for each unit of 20 pupils an additional 
allocation of £14,823 is made to the school.  Post 16 pupils are excluded 
from the calculations. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 7
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5.5 In 2008-09 a contingency of £207,522 was established to meet the costs 
as part of the budget build process agreed at Schools Forum on 23rd 
January 2008. 

 
5.6 Appendix A sets out the changes in pupil numbers between January 2008 

and September 2008.   
 
5.7 Schools forum will note that there was an overall increase of 280 pupils 

between January 2008 and September 2008.  There were increases of 
141 pupils within primary schools and 139 at Secondary Schools. This 
represents an increase of 1.5% of the corresponding January school 
population of 18,493.  This is a significant increase on the previous year, 
where the overall increase was 117 pupils.   

 
5.8 There were 13 incidences of significant increase across all schools, with 9 

in Primary and 4 in Secondary schools.  This has resulted in £192,699 
being distributed to schools from the contingency set aside.  Funding will 
be allocated to schools in December 2008.  This means that £14,823 is 
available to be included in future discussion on the use of headroom.  

 
6 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Borough Solicitor 
 
6.1 The relevant legal provisions are contained within the main body of this 

report. 
 

Section 151 Officer – Director of Resources 
 
6.2 The financial implications of the report are outlined in the supporting 

information. 
 
 Access Implications 
 
6.3 There are no access implications. 
 
7 CONSULTATION 
 
 Principal Groups Consulted 
 
7.1 None. 
 
 Method of Consultation 
 
7.2 Not applicable. 
 
 Representations Received 
 
7.3 Not applicable. 
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Background Papers 
Appendix A – Changes in Pupil numbers between January 2008 and the 
Autumn Pupil Count. 
 
Contact for further information 
Annal Nayyar, Assistant Director of Education & Children’s Services 
(01753 477228) mailto:annal.nayyar@slough.gov.uk 
 
Matt Espley, Principal Accountant (Schools)  
01753 477209) matthew.espley@slough.gov.uk  
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Appendix A – Changes in Pupil Numbers between January 2008 and 
Autumn 2008  
 

School 
January 2008 
Pre 16 FTE 

Autumn Pupil 
Count Pre 16 FTE Change 

Incidence 
Significant 
Increase 

Castleview Primary 446  439.5  -6  0  

Cippenham Infant 270  268.0  -2  0  

Cippenham Junior  468  420.0  -48  0  

Claycots Primary 585  589.0  5  0  

Colnbrook CE Primary 134  157.5  24  1  

Foxborough Primary 360  383.0  23  1  

Godolphin Infant 265  262.0  -3  0  

Holy Family RC Primary 450  454.0  4  0  

James Elliman Primary 671  659.0  -12  0  

Khalsa Primary 179  253.0  75  3  

Iqra Slough Islamic School 639  613.0  -26  0  

Lynch Hill Primary 485  519.0  34  1  

Marish Primary 621  602.0  -19  0  

Montem Primary 618  627.5  10  0  

Our Lady of Peace RC Aided Infant 297  293.0  -4  0  

Our Lady of Peace RC Aided Junior 342  338.0  -4  0  

Parlaunt Park Primary 419  434.5  16  0  

Penn Wood Primary 442  424.5  -17  0  

Pippins Primary 195  199.0  4  0  

Priory Primary 726  718.0  -8  0  

Baylis Court Secondary 721  738  17  0  

Beechwood 702  726  24  1  

Wexham 740  743  3  0  

Slough and Eton CE 719  756  37  1  

St. Bernard's Catholic Grammar 639  633  -6  0  

St. Joseph's RC High 617  621  4  0  

Ryvers Primary 452  452.5  1  0  

St. Anthony's RC Aided Primary 385  411.0  26  1  

St. Ethelbert's RC Aided Primary 419  433.0  15  0  

St. Mary's CE Primary 438  440.0  2  0  

The Godolphin Junior 355  351.0  -4  0  

Western House 393  448.5  56  2  

Wexham Court Primary 446  447.5  2  0  

Langley Grammar 740  742  2  0  

Herschel Grammar  625  624  -1  0  

Slough Grammar 762  793  31  1  

Westgate 732  760  28  1  

     

Primary 11,496  11,637  141  9  

Secondary 6,997  7,136  139  4  

Total 18,493  18,773  280  13  
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SCHOOLS FORUM 
10 DECEMBER 2008 

 

 
Job Evaluation/Harmonisation for 

School Based Support Staff  
(Assistant Director, Human Resources, Resources Directorate) 

 
1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To provide an update to Schools Forum on progress made on the Job 

Evaluation and harmonisation exercise.  
 
1.2 To outline details on the process for the evaluation of posts within the school 

workforce.  
 
1.3 To identify key tasks and milestones required to progress this part of the 

overall job evaluation and harmonisation exercise. 
  
2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Schools Forum notes the report and the specific steps undertaken in 

evaluating a post. 
 
2.2 That Schools Forum agrees the Terms of Reference for the Joint Working 

Group 
 
2.3 That Schools Forum agrees the revised timeline for this project. 
 
3 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 The joint working group will provide the strategic direction for the 

management of this project and will commission appropriate staff to undertake 
operational tasks and activities.  It is therefore essential that Schools Forum 
endorses the Terms of Reference and is aware of the process of job 
evaluation.  

 
3.2 Agreement of timelines in order to assist planning for both financial and 

resource commitments. 
 
4 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
4.1 Not applicable. 
 
5 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
5.1 Job Evaluation and Harmonisation 
 

This report will focus on the key processes of the job evaluation exercise.  
Harmonisation will be addressed in a later report.   

AGENDA ITEM 8
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5.2 Progress Update  

 
Information as of 27th November, 2008. 
 

Action to date  

Numbers of support staff have been requested 
from all schools 

1 Foundation school 
return remains 
outstanding and one 
Foundation school has 
stated that it does not 
wish to be part of this 
exercise. 

Details of new post titles within the school 
workforce have been collated. 

158 different post titles 

Numbers of posts without a job description Approximately 73 
posts outstanding.    

 
Appendix 1 provides further supporting information and Appendix 4 identifies 
key decisions to be made before progressing further. 

 
5.3 Job Evaluation involves the analytical evaluation of jobs, using the HAY 

Scheme as the agreed process by the Slough Borough Council .  All school 
support staff posts will be evaluated and assimilated onto the Slough Pay 
grades operating within the Local Authority to ensure consistency and equity 
for all.  This will address  future challenges of equal pay; build upon and 
update the current pay and grading scheme of 2004 already in operation; 
provide a framework for all support staff in schools and will aid preparation for 
the future implementation of the National Agreement for Support Staff.  

 
For further detail of the evaluation process and methodology please see 
Appendix 2. 

 
5.4. School Forum will already be aware that to support the process and ensure 

schools were able to fully participate in achieving the appropriate outcome  a 
Joint Working group was established comprising members of both Schools 
Forum and Slough Schools Education Forum (SSEF).  Draft Terms of 
Reference are attached as Appendix 3 and Schools Forum’s endorsement is 
now sought.  

 
5.5. One of the main challenges is the diversity of the schools’ workforce and how 

it has evolved over recent years to reflect the changing demands.  158 job 
titles have been identified and within these, there are likely to be duplicates 
and similarities.  The terms of reference allow the Joint Working Group to 
address this area and it has been proposed that the Joint Working Group 
works closely with Slough’s Schools Workforce Action Partnership (SWAP) 
which comprises both school representatives, local authority officers and 
union representatives. SWAP is a sub group of the Children’s Trust Children’s 
Workforce Development Group and their role is to look at the schools’ 
workforce together with the national agreement for teachers. 
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5.6. Appendix 4 maps out a suggested process to address this and also includes a 

number of questions they may seek to address during the process. 
 

5.7 Budget Implications 
 

Difficulties in collating information as highlighted in paragraph 5.2 and specific 
data mean that all figures are indicative at this early stage of the project.  The 
Assistant Director of Finance and Business Resources will address these 
issues when further information is available.  

 
5.8 Key Timelines 
 

An earlier report provided an indicative timeline of March/April 2009 which 
was based on the Council wide timeline.  On further review and assessment 
of work to be undertaken completion of this project is expected to be in 
October 2009. In order to meet this deadline it is essential that Schools 
provide any information required in a timely manner.  Regular progress 
reports will be presented to the appropriate forums to ensure the latest 
position is available to all schools. 

 
6 ADVICE RECEIVED FROM STATUTORY AND OTHER OFFICERS 
 
 Not applicable. 
 
7 CONSULTATION 
 
7.1 Principal Groups Consulted 
 

The Local Authority; Headteachers of Community and Voluntary Controlled 
Schools; Recognised Trade Unions 

 
Background Papers 
 
Appendix 1 - List of job titles 
Appendix 2 - Grade Level Descriptors 
Appendix 3 - Joint Working Group Terms of Reference 
Appendix 4 - Map of Job Evaluation Process 
  
 
 
Karen Stoneham, HR Business Partner,  
(01753 875781) karen.stoneham@slough.gov.uk 
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Job Title 

JD/ 
Profile 

Available Job Title 

JD/ 
Profile 

Available 

Admissions Secretary / Officer N Admissions & Appeals Secretary Y 

Assistant SENCO N Art Technician Y 

Behaviour Support Assistant  N Assessment & Attendance Officer Y 

Behaviour Support Manager N Assistant Business Manager Y 

Bursar N Assistant Catering Manager Y 

Business and Enterprise Coach N Assistant Exams Officer  Y 

Classroom Assistant - LSA? N Assistant Site Controllers Y 

Cleaning supervisor N Autism Support Mentor Y 

Communication Mentor N Behaviour Mentor Y 

Conference Centre Assistant N Bilingual Assistant Y 

Cook Manager N Breakfast Club/After School Club Organiser Y 

Cover Officer  N Bursar for larger school Y 

Cover supervisor N Business Manager Y 

Cultural Awareness Mentor N Business Manager for larger school Y 

Data Input Clerk N Caretaker for larger school  Y 

Early Years Mentor N Caretakers Y 

Enterprise Enrichment Officer N Catering Manager Y 

Examinations Officer N Cleaner in charge  Y 

Food Technician/Lunchtime Supervisor N Cleaners Y 

Foreign Language Assistant  N Clerk to the GB Y 

Gardener  N Counsellor Y 

Handyman(shared between 4 nurseries) N Cover & Attendance Administrator  Y 

Headteacher's PA N Data Management Manager Y 

Hospitality Assistant  N Department Assistant  Y 

Housekeeper N Design Technology Technician Y 

Human Resources Assistant N Exams & Administration Officer  Y 

Human Resources Manager N Extended Schools Officer Y 

ICT Coach - unqualified scale N Family Link Worker Y 

ICT Co-ordinator N Finance and Administration Assistant Y 

ICT Mentor N Finance Assistant  Y 

Inclusion Manager/Religious Studies Teacher  N Finance Officer Y 

Inclusion Worker N Food Technology Technician Y 

Kitchen Assistant N General Assistant Y 

KS4 Student Services N Groundsman Y 

Library Mentor N HLTA Y 

Literacy Mentor N ICT Assistant Y 

Management Information Officer N Invigilator Y 

Manager of Pupil Training Unit  N Janitor Y 

Medical Advisor N Kitchen Assistant/Catering Assistant Y 

Mid-Day Supervisor N KS3 Student Services Y 

morning playgound supervisor N Learning Mentor / Welfare Officer Y 

Moving On Co-ordinator N Learning Support Assistant Y 

Network Systems Assistant N Learning Support Mentor  Y 

Outreach Worker N Library Assistant Y 

Pastoral and Admissions Clerk and Assistant N Library Resources Centre Manager Y 

Pastoral assistant N Lunchtime Assistant SEN Y 
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Job Title 

JD/ 
Profile 

Available Job Title 

JD/ 
Profile 

Available 

PE Coach - unqualified scale N Lunchtime Controller Y 

Play Assistant N Main Reception/Customer Service Officer Y 

Premises Assistant N Management & whole School Administrator Y 

Pre-school Co-ordinator/supervisor N Matron Y 

Private Funds Officer N Minibus Drivers Y 

Pupil Support Officer N Music/Drama Technician  Y 

Pupil Welfare Officer N Network Systems Manager Y 

Receptionist N Network Systems Manager for larger school  Y 

Reprographics Technician N Nurse Y 

Residential Unit N Nursery Nurse Y 

Residential Unit: Deputy  N Nursery Practitioners Y 

Residential Unit: Head Of N PA/School Secretary Y 

SALT N Reporgraphics and Displays Officer Y 

School Meals Supervisory Assistant  N School Librarian Y 

Science Technician  N School Office Manager/PA to the HT Y 

Senior Science Technician  N SEN Support Y 

Senior Sports Coach Mentor N SENCO Y 

Senior Technician for larger school N Senior Admin Officer  Y 

SIMS Administrator N Senior ICT Technician Y 

Sims Assessment / Data Manager  N Senior Technician Y 

Site Controller for larger school N Site Controller Y 

Six Form Private Study Supervisor  N Site Manager for larger school Y 

Sports Mentor N Site Managers Y 

Team Managers IN WHAT? N Specialist Teacher Assistant Y 

Trips Co-ordinator N Specialist Teacher Assistant - Autism Base Y 

Walking bus supervisor N Speech and Language Y 

Welfare/Administrator N Sports Coach Mentor Y 

Active Learning Library Manager Y TA Manager  Y 

Administration Officer Y Teaching Assistant Level 1 Y 

Administrative Assistant Y Teaching Assistant Level 2 Y 

Administrative Officer/Manager  Y Teaching Assistant Level 3 Y 

Admissions & Appeals Secretary Y Teaching Assistant Level 4 Y 

Art Technician Y Technician Y 

Assessment & Attendance Officer Y Welfare Asst (does milk for children and staff teas) Y 

Assistant Business Manager Y School Events Organiser  Y  

Assistant Catering Manager Y Reporgraphics and Displays Officer Y 

Assistant Exams Officer  Y School Librarian Y 

Assistant Site Controllers Y School Office Manager/PA to the HT Y 

Autism Support Mentor Y SEN Support Y 

Behaviour Mentor Y SENCO Y 

Bilingual Assistant Y Senior Admin Officer  Y 

Breakfast Club/After School Club Organiser Y Senior ICT Technician Y 

Bursar for larger school Y Senior Technician Y 

Business Manager Y Site Controller Y 

Business Manager for larger school Y Site Manager for larger school Y 

Caretaker for larger school  Y Site Managers Y 

Caretakers Y Specialist Teacher Assistant Y 

Catering Manager Y Specialist Teacher Assistant - Autism Base Y 
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Job Title 

JD/ 
Profile 

Available Job Title 

JD/ 
Profile 

Available 

Cleaner in charge  Y Speech and Language Y 

Cleaners Y Sports Coach Mentor Y 

Clerk to the GB Y TA Manager  Y 

Counsellor Y Teaching Assistant Level 1 Y 

Cover & Attendance Administrator  Y Teaching Assistant Level 2 Y 

Data Management Manager Y Teaching Assistant Level 3 Y 

Department Assistant  Y Teaching Assistant Level 4 Y 

Design Technology Technician Y Technician Y 

Exams & Administration Officer  Y Welfare Asst (does milk for children and staff teas) Y 

Extended Schools Officer Y School Events Organiser  Y  

Family Link Worker Y Learning Support Assistant Y 

Finance and Administration Assistant Y Learning Support Mentor  Y 

Finance Assistant  Y Library Assistant Y 

Finance Officer Y Library Resources Centre Manager Y 

Food Technology Technician Y Lunchtime Assistant SEN Y 

General Assistant Y Lunchtime Controller Y 

Groundsman Y Main Reception/Customer Service Officer Y 

HLTA Y Management & whole School Administrator Y 

ICT Assistant Y Matron Y 

Invigilator Y Minibus Drivers Y 

Janitor Y Music/Drama Technician  Y 

Kitchen Assistant/Catering Assistant Y Network Systems Manager Y 

KS3 Student Services Y Network Systems Manager for larger school  Y 

Learning Mentor / Welfare Officer Y Nurse Y 

Nursery Practitioners Y Nursery Nurse Y 

PA/School Secretary Y   
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Appendix 2  
 

Slough Borough Council 
 
Grade Level Descriptors 
 
Introduction 
 
Slough Borough Council has recently undertaken a review of the job weight and 
resultant grade for all roles up to the Senior Management Grades.  This work was 
completed in partnership with Hay Group Consultants using the Hay Guide Chart 
and Profile Method of Job Evaluation. Senior management grades are already 
evaluated using the Hay scheme. 
 
Job evaluation is a means of establishing differentials by ranking jobs, putting all 
jobs into a rank order with the largest roles at the top down to the smaller roles at 
the bottom. Ranking jobs in top to bottom order in a single department is not 
particularly difficult.  What is more problematical is to assess, then reach 
consensus on, the job weight of roles across different departments. For example, 
the size of a specific job in Social Care versus the size of another job in a school 
is difficult to assess without applying some form of consistent measurement.  
 
Formal job evaluation schemes were designed to overcome these difficulties and 
the Hay scheme is acknowledged as the most widely used methodology. It is 
used to evaluate millions of jobs at all levels, in all sectors and in many countries 
across the world. 
 
The Common Elements 
 
The Hay scheme is based on the analysis of three common elements, each 
element being measured on a separate matrix guide chart.  The elements are: 
 
KNOW-HOW The knowledge, skills and experience required for fully 

acceptable job performance. 
 
PROBLEM SOLVING The span, complexity, and level of analytical, evaluative and 

innovative thought required in the job - expressed as a 
utilisation of Know-How. 

 
ACCOUNTABILITY The discretion given to the job holder either to direct 

resources of all kinds or to influence or determine the course 
of events, and his/her answerability for the consequences of 
his/her decisions and actions.  

 
ADDITIONAL   
WORK ELEMENTS  The job requirements of physical effort and strain and/or the 

working environment in the role when more than would be 
normally required in a day to day office environment. 

 
 

Page 33



The Hay Job Evaluation Scheme has been adapted to reflect the full range of jobs 
in local government and the Hay system is now used by more than 100 Local 
Authorities. 
 
The Hay scheme is a factor comparison system which provides the facility for 
checking the soundness of an evaluation by completing a range of checks and 
balances including the technical consistency of the evaluation, comparison of the 
weight of a job element versus the same element in another Council job and 
considering the shape or profile of the job.  This is accomplished by testing the 
distribution of the three elements of Know-How, Problem Solving and 
Accountability in the evaluation of each job to see if it makes sense. 
 
There are some broad and straightforward rules that must be applied when 
using the Hay methodology: 
 
1. It is the JOB which is evaluated not the job holder. 

2. The evaluation is based on a FULLY ACCEPTABLE level of performance. 

3. The job is evaluated as it exists TODAY. 

4. Present pay, status or grading is not RELEVANT. 

5. Jobs can only be evaluated if they are UNDERSTOOD. 
 
Following a detailed review and agreement to the rank order of Slough Borough 
Council jobs by Council officers, further work was undertaken to develop a pay 
banding structure designed to provide the following: 
 
n Band break points which are sensibly positioned relative to key groupings of 

jobs. 

n An overall number of bands which is appropriate for the range of evaluated job 
sizes. 

n A band structure designed to limit grade drift (the upgrading of jobs due to loss 
of definition between band levels). 

 

Ten bands (to be called Levels 1 to 10 replacing the current grades) have been 
identified which are seen to group jobs logically and create a structure customised 
to meet the existing and known future needs of the Local Authority. 
 
The aim of this document is to provide plain English definitions for each band 
which explain why roles have been allocated to their respective band level. This is 
based on experience of applying the Hay job evaluation methodology in a range 
of Local Authorities and specifically gained through evaluation of roles at Slough 
Borough Council.   
 
The Grade Level Descriptors are designed to outline examples of the typical 
results achieved at the different Slough Borough Council grades and the 
descriptors relate to the common elements of the Hay scheme given above.  
Since typical results are used some roles may be at a given level due to a 
different balance between the evaluation factors than is outlined.  For 
example a role could require marginally less knowledge than outlined in a 
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level descriptor, but require a marginally higher level of communication 
skills or planning and organising, which would lead to it being classified at 
the same level. 
 
The Hay Method is not concerned with age or with specific periods of learning and 
experience.  Some of the Grade Level Descriptors refer to a period of lapsed time 
for individuals to progress along a development journey to full competence in the 
role.  This measure is only indicative of fully acceptable performance and not 
intended to exclude certain groups or individuals from a position as it is common 
for individuals to be appointed to a role with a view to developing in to it over time.     
 
The Hay system provides a disciplined, methodology and process which 
empowers evaluators to make as near objective decisions as practical.  
Consequently, these grade level descriptors are not designed to replace or 
substitute for the Hay Job Evaluation Methodology; they are only intended to 
provide broad definitions to assist staff on interpretation of these band levels.  
 
Full job evaluation using the Hay Guide Chart and Profile Method remains a 
requirement for each job to establish the correct band level. 
 

Level Descriptors 
 
Level 1  
 
Roles graded at level 1 will require the post holder to have limited experience 
possibly gained in weeks and may require some form of induction training to 
enable them to carryout straightforward tasks.  The post holder will work within 
clearly defined and detailed tasks undertaking work of a standardised nature 
which may involve the use of straightforward equipment or completion of repetitive 
tasks.  There may be limited scope to rearrange the exact order they under take 
the work but very little forward planning is required at this level. Roles are required 
to exchange information effectively both internally and externally and work as part 
of a team. Most post holders will need to undertake physical activities or effort in 
undertaking the role and/or be exposed to an unfavourable environment (e.g. 
unpleasant working conditions over and above the day to day office environment) 
when performing the job to the required level.       
 
Level 2  
 
Roles graded at level 2 will require the post holder to have basic numeracy and 
literacy gained through education and to have undertaken some training that 
broadly relates to the job or have relevant life experience gained before 
undertaking the role. The post holder will need to become familiar with routine 
tasks performed on a regular basis and may involve the use of basic equipment.  
Work is of a repetitive nature and competence in the position is usually achieved 
after 2 to 12 months in post.  The post holder is supervised directly or by detailed 
procedures which guide the individual in carrying out the role.  Tasks undertaken 
are normally completed in a short time span and limited forward planning is 
required, however rearrangement of the sequence that events are carried out in 
may be needed.  Roles at this level are required to exchange information 
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effectively both internally and externally and work as part of a team. Some post 
holders may well need to undertake physical activities or effort in undertaking the 
role and/or be exposed to an unfavourable environment (e.g. unpleasant working 
conditions over and above the day to day office environment) when performing 
the job to the required level.       
 
Level 3  
 
Roles graded at level 3 will require post holders to have basic numeracy and 
literacy (level 2 NVQ in the professional area) and typically circa 12 months 
relevant work experience within their area of knowledge.  Post holders may be 
required to undertake some planning and organising of their own work load and 
may also need to co-ordinate their efforts with others.  Tasks undertaken are likely 
to be completed in a timeframe of hours or days, however rearrangement of the 
sequence that events are carried out in may be needed.  Roles at this level are 
required to exchange information effectively both internally and externally and 
work as part of a team.  Roles requiring the communication skills necessary to 
persuade, show empathy and sensitivity when working through others but require 
a reduced level of technical knowledge or experience than previously described 
are also at this level.  Post holders are likely to be working within detailed 
instructions dealing with similar situations that have been experienced before. 
Some post holders may well need to undertake physical activities or effort in 
undertaking the role and/or be exposed to an unfavourable environment (e.g. 
unpleasant working conditions over and above the day to day office environment) 
when performing the job to the required level.       
  
Level 4  
 
Roles graded at level 4 will require post holders to have knowledge and 
experience gained through some form of work place training and experience 
gained over months and years.  Post holder may be required to undertake some 
planning and organising of their own workload and are likely to co-ordinate with 
others in carrying out the job. Roles at this level are required to exchange 
information effectively both internally and externally and work as part of a team. 
Roles requiring the communication skills necessary to persuade, show empathy 
and sensitivity when working through others but require a reduced level of 
technical knowledge or experience than previously described are also at this level.  
Post holders at this level are guided by clear instructions and established 
procedures and will deal with similar situations that have been experienced 
before. Some post holders may well need to undertake physical activities or effort 
in undertaking the role and/or be exposed to an unfavourable environment (e.g. 
unpleasant working conditions over and above the day to day office environment) 
when performing the job to the required level.  
 
Level 5  
 
Roles graded at level 5 will require a broad knowledge and experience in a 
specific subject area and this is likely to be gained through significant training and 
experience in the field gained over a number of years.  Role holders are likely to 
have attained A’ level or equivalent standard of education (e.g. NVQ Level 3). 

Page 36



Some roles may require additional technical or specialist training to give the 
required deeper understanding of systems or methods used.  The post holder is 
likely to plan and organise their own workload which will include a number of 
related activities, and some roles at this level may have responsibility for co-
ordinating the work of other individuals involved in the same area. Roles at this 
level are required to exchange information effectively both internally and 
externally and work as part of a team.  Post holders at this level are likely to be 
working within procedures and established approaches that are already clearly 
defined, though there may be a variety of different situations to be dealt with.  
Outputs from roles at this level will include facilitating, coordinating or 
interpretation of information.  Post holders might be subject to some element of 
physical strain or effort in undertaking the role and/or be exposed to an 
unfavourable environment when performing the job to the required level. 
 
 
Level 6  
 
Roles graded at level 6 will typically require specialist skills gained through 
significant experience in the field or a part professional qualification and some 
may also require some level of conceptual understanding or authoritative 
technical understanding of a complex or broad service area. The post holder is 
likely to plan and organise their own workload which will involve a number of 
related activities, and some roles at this level may have responsibility for co-
ordinating the work of other individuals involved in the same area.  Roles at this 
level are required to exchange information effectively both internally and 
externally and work as part of a team.  Roles requiring the communication skills 
necessary to persuade, show empathy and sensitivity when working through 
others but require a reduced level of technical knowledge or experience than 
described above are also at this level.  Post holders will most likely tackle a 
variety of different situations using predefined approaches or procedures.  These 
roles may provide diagnosis or advice to the council or be managing a significant 
process.   Alternatively could have a direct impact on a small area of the Council, 
or an indirect impact on a wider area. 
  
Level 7 
 
Roles graded at level 7 will require specialist skills gained through significant 
experience in the related field.  A level of conceptual understanding or 
authoritative technical understanding of the work undertaken will most likely be 
required; this might be obtained through advanced training and extensive 
experience or from full professional qualification.  The post holder is likely to plan 
and organise their own workload which will involve a number of related activities, 
and some roles at this level may have responsibility for co-ordinating the work of 
other individuals involved in the same area. Individuals in roles at this level require 
the skills to persuade, show empathy and sensitivity when working through others.  
There may be situations when post holders are required to be assertive and deal 
with situations where emotional demands are placed on the post holder. Roles at 
this level will allow individual role holders the latitude to decide the best approach 
to take when faced with various challenges in the course of undertaking their job. 
Post holders may be accountable for providing advice to other parts of the council 
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or for a major process.   Alternatively they may have a direct impact on a small 
area of the Council, or an indirect impact on a wider area. 
 
Level 8  
 
Roles graded at level 8 will often require post holders to understand the concepts 
as well as the practical processes within their discipline and so individuals may 
need advanced training or a full professional qualification as well as on the job 
experience to be effective.  Post holders may be responsible for co-ordinating and 
integrating the work of other professionally qualified members of staff who are 
also engaged in the activity.  In addition individuals undertaking work at this level 
are likely to be required to forward plan for circa 12 months ahead as part of some 
project or line management responsibility or alternatively in a strategic advisory 
role within Slough. Individuals will be required to influence and persuade others 
using facts and figures based on their technical understanding and will also 
require empathy and sensitivity when working with others.  Some posts at this 
level will require deeper technical understanding and experience combined with 
the highest level of communication skills but the requirement for planning and 
organisation will be narrower than what is described above. Individuals will have 
latitude to use their own judgement and approach to take guided by their technical 
knowledge to select the best course of action to meet objectives.   
 
Level 9  
 
Roles graded at level 9 will often require post holders to understand the concepts 
as well as the practical processes within their discipline and so individuals may 
need advanced training or a full professional qualification as well as on the job 
experience to be effective.  Post holders may be responsible for co-ordinating and 
integrating the work of other members of staff who are also engaged in the 
activity.  In addition individuals undertaking work at this level are likely to be 
required to forward plan for circa 12 months ahead as part of some project or line 
management responsibility or alternatively in a strategic advisory role within 
Slough.  Interaction with others is a key element of roles at this level.  Often to 
achieve objectives post holders will regularly be required to influence, develop 
and change the behaviour of others even when they may have no formal 
authority.  Roles at this level that do not require this high level of communication 
skills will require the post holder to have broader and deeper experience of their 
discipline probably gained through a professional qualification.  In addition the 
post will require significant experience as well to manage a small function or 
under take strategic work across the council. In the course of undertaking the role 
individuals will have significant latitude to use their own judgement, guided by 
their technical knowledge to select the best course of action to meet objectives.   
 
 
Level 10  
 
Roles graded at level 10 will often require the post holder to have significant 
experience gained within their operational area and individuals are likely to hold 
some form of professional qualification or recognised chartered status.  Post 
holders may be responsible for co-ordinating and integrating the work of other 
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members of staff who are also engaged in the activity.  In addition individuals 
undertaking work at this level are likely to be required to forward plan for circa 12 - 
18 months ahead as part of some project or line management responsibility or 
alternatively in a strategic advisory role within Slough.  Interaction with others is a 
key element of roles at this level.  Often to achieve objectives post holders will 
regularly be required to influence, develop and change the behaviour of others 
even when they may have no formal authority.  In the course of undertaking the 
role individuals use their own judgement, guided by their technical knowledge to 
select the best course of action or method to meet their required objectives and 
may be accountable for a significant area of the council.  
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Appendix 3  
SSEF & SF Joint Working Group on Schools Job Evaluation 
 
Terms of Reference 

In 1997, local government employers and trade unions came to a national 
agreement known as the Single Status Agreement.  A key objective of the 
agreement was to provide a fair and non-discriminatory local grading structure 
which covered officers and manual workers.  As a result, pay scales were 
amalgamated and all authorities were asked to review their grading 
structures.  To ensure this is fair, councils are looking at individual job 
descriptions and using specific criteria to decide the appropriate salary for the 
role.  This is job evaluation.  

Job evaluation works by putting all jobs into a rank order with the largest roles 
at the top down to the smaller roles at the bottom.  Ranking jobs in top to 
bottom order in a single school is not particularly difficult.  What is more 
problematic is to assess, then reach consensus on, the job weight of roles 
across different schools and the council.  For example, the size of a specific 
teaching support job versus the size of job in Environmental services is 
difficult to assess without applying some form of consistent measurement.  
 
Formal Job Evaluation schemes were designed to overcome these difficulties 
and the Hay scheme is acknowledge as the most widely used methodology. It 
is used to evaluate millions of jobs at all levels and in all sectors and many 
countries across the world.  
 
In order to coordinate the implementation of this for Schools in Slough a joint 
working group has been established by Slough Schools Education Forum 
(SSEF) and Schools Forum.  It comprises both Headteachers and Local 
Authority Officers.  
 
This group will: 
 

• Oversee the work necessary to undertake the Job Evaluation and 
where appropriate commission others to undertake specific tasks. 

• Establish the scope of the evaluation in relation to all schools 
(Community, Voluntary Controlled, Foundation and Voluntary Aided) 

• Identify roles and jobs where it may be appropriate to undertake a more 
comprehensive review linked to reform of the Childrens Workforce, for 
example Teaching Assistants and Learning Support Assistants.  

• Determine what data must be collected from schools to ensure the 
robustness of the Job Evaluation 

• Establish and monitor progress against an agreed timetable 

• Identify the financial impact for schools, both individually and as a 
whole. 

• Propose, if appropriate, specific ways of funding Job Evaluation 
including capitalisation, school balances and the Fair Funding Formula.  

• To keep Schools, SSEF and Schools Forum informed on the progress 
and impact of the Job Evaluation.  
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Appendix 4 
 
Process for evaluation of school posts 
 

Tasks Responsibility 

Draft Job Description, Person Specification 
and Organisation Chart/Family Tree submitted 
to HR for evaluation. 

School  

Prior to evaluation, documentation is quality 
checked.  If there is insufficient detail returned 
to school for further information. 

HR/School 

Evaluation panel set up and posts evaluated. HR/Union reps 

Results recorded. HR 

Results ranked in both levels and job families. HR/SWAP reps 

Quality checking of information for equality 
and consistency 

HR/SWAP reps 

Schools Framework agreed, eg profiles or JDs HR/SWAP 

Assimilation of posts onto Slough Pay Grades HR/SWAP 

Identification of those staff groups to benefit 
and those at detriment 

HR/SWAP/Joint Working 
Group 

Financial impact for schools identified Joint Working 
Group/Finance 

Agree and sign off structure SSEF/Unions/SBC 

 
 
Some key principles to agree/consider that may impact on the process:- 
 

• Will all posts for all schools be evaluated?  For example, there are 
approximately 10 finance type roles. Will each school retain their own job 
titles and posts or will there be a condensing/combining of post to form 
generic roles, ie Finance Officer? 

• Do schools want to have generic posts within the schools’ framework?  ie 
Learning Mentor?   

• Will this restrict some schools of their need to be creative to reflect the 
demands in their school? 

• Generic posts – how will these be agreed and who with? 

• Will the posts sit alongside the national operational standards?  If not, why 
not?  Who will make this decision? 

• Consultation for key changes, ie nursery nurses – will this form part of 
harmonisation or part of JE?  If it falls under JE, need to review the job 
structure and career grades. 

• Setting up of career grades to promote CPD – take guidance from National 
Standards? 

• Will schools continue with the use of the profiles or will each post have a 
separate JD?  What will be easier for schools and enable flexibility of the 
workforce? 
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