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1. Background and scope of review 

1.1. Background to this report 

The Government of Jersey’s (GoJ) Proposed Common Strategic Policy 2018-2022 sets out five 

strategic objectives, the first being “to put children first”.1 This objective covers a series of facets 

crucial to children’s wellbeing, including health- and education-related outcomes. 

 

To this end, in July 2019, the Government of Jersey released an Invitation to Tender (ITT) for the 

Provision of an Independent School Funding Review, explicitly stating the ambition for children to:  

“Be able to attend schools that are well-resourced, including good levels of financial headroom so 

that schools can positively support the achievement of the best outcomes for all children.” 2 

 

The GoJ ran an open procurement exercise and the supplier chosen to support this piece of work 

was 2020 Delivery Ltd., a management consultancy that works solely in public services.3 This report 

has been authored as a result of the Independent Review, completed by 2020 Delivery Ltd. alongside 

input from GoJ and other stakeholders from Jersey’s education sector. This Independent School 

Funding Review team have together made a series of recommendations for the funding model of 

Jersey’s education system. For further details about the approach taken to develop this report, see 

Section 2 of the Appendix.  

 

The request for support included several deliverables. Our response to meeting these deliverables 

is set out in Section 1 of the Appendix. To deliver on this scope, we completed analysis of the current 

state of funding, engagement with stakeholders on the island of Jersey, and international best 

practice research into funding models across the world. These pieces of work all contribute to the 

final output: a series of proposed options for the future funding model.  

 

This document has been developed by the Independent School Funding Review team following 

review of documentation and discussions with key stakeholders from the Jersey education system 

(see Section 3 of the Appendix). Data is based on modelling of current state and future scenarios, 

with that modelling based on baseline data, such as Age-weighted Pupil Unit (AWPU) allocations 

and expenditure, assumptions, and calculations. Baseline data has been provided by the 

Government of Jersey and where possible all calculations have been checked and quality assured 

by the Government of Jersey. All modelling outputs are limited in their accuracy by the accuracy of 

baseline data, by the accuracy of assumptions, and by the accuracy of calculations, and as such 

they should not be relied upon as a promise as to the future. Financial analysis is based on the 

Department for Children, Young People, Education and Skills (CYPES) budget and forecasts for 

2019.4  

 

1 Government of Jersey’s Proposed Common Strategic Policy, 2018-22.  
2 ITT for Independent Review of School Funding CP19/05/713  
3 https://www.2020delivery.com/ 
4 These have been calculated using October 2019 management accounts, and therefore are not a full 
representation of expenditure during FY19 given this data was not available at the time of writing. The 
remaining spend for FY19 (Oct – Dec) has been based on forecasts as agreed with CYPES finance teams. 

 

https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Government%20and%20administration/181003%20Proposed%20Common%20Strategic%20Policy%202018.pdf
https://www.2020delivery.com/
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The contents of this document are not intended to provide a comprehensive literature review of all 

information received. Instead this document focusses on summarising the findings. This document 

should be considered as a whole, and individual elements not taken out of context.  

 

1.2. Scope of this report 

This report is the final written output of the Independent School Funding Review examining Jersey’s 

education funding model. This review has been carried out in late 2019, reporting in early 2020. The 

scope of this review includes the following elements of Jersey’s education system: 

• Primary, including attached nurseries (also referred to as early years (EY)). 

• Secondary 

• 16-18 provision, both academic and technical5 

• Special schools 

• Special Educational Needs (SEN) in mainstream education 

 

This scope covers both fee-paying and non-fee-paying providers across primary and secondary 

schooling. Therefore, there are a total of 38 schools and colleges within the scope of this review with 

an annual operating budget of £88.4m.6 

 

In conducting this review, analysis reviewed the following funding streams and approaches: 

• The core allocation mechanism for school budgets (AWPU) 

• Support provided for additional needs, including SEN, Jersey Premium, English as an 

Additional Language (EAL) and other targeted funding streams 

• The approach taken to support the fee-paying sector 

 

The scope of this work does not include some elements of Jersey’s education system. Areas that 

are outside of the scope of this work include but are not limited to: 

• Private nursery provision 

• Adult education7 

• Higher Education 

• Children’s Services 

• Other public services that interact with education, such as healthcare services 

• Back office and services that are funded centrally by GoJ outside of the CYPES accounting 

boundary, such as Human Resources (HR) and finance. 

 

Where available, we have incorporated key financial information from 2019 actuals into our analysis, which 
will be indicated accordingly.  
5 This covers non-fee-paying provision at Hautlieu and Highlands (under 19 only) as well as fee-paying 16-18 
provision at Victoria College, Jersey College for Girls, De La Salle and Beaulieu. 
6 For a full list of providers included in scope, see Section 4 of the Appendix. 
7 Including 19+ education provided at Highlands. 
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This is as agreed with the GoJ upon commencement of this review. We note that some areas of the 

broader system are being reviewed through other pieces of work.8 For information about the 

governance for this report, see Section 3 of the Appendix. 

 

1.3. Policy objectives 

As written in the Children and Young People’s Plan, there is a stated aim for the Government of 

Jersey to be “putting children first”.9 Education services are, of course, a core vehicle through which 

the Government can achieve this aim. Specifically, the plan states three core priorities for children 

and young people to “learn and achieve”: 

1. Provide the best start during early years 

2. Improve standards in nurseries and schools 

3. Building better transitions to employment 

 

Further, the GoJ has recently described an ambition “for all islanders to enjoy a good quality of life, 

in a fair and balanced society, sustained by a prosperous economy and outstanding, modern public 

services”. 10 Within this education has a central role in creating a skilled workforce and vibrant 

economy as education services are a critical public service and are absolutely necessary for 

developing and sustaining a prosperous economy for the future. It is appropriate and timely to 

conduct this review and to ensure the education sector is appropriately funded, and that the 

economic incentives within the system drive the right social outcomes for the people of Jersey. 

 

This review included completion of an options appraisal to assess the desirability and feasibility of 

each recommendation under consideration. To develop the criteria for this options appraisal, we 

have engaged with senior stakeholders from across Jersey’s Education system, including 

Headteachers, Government representatives, Ministers and Unions.11 Through this approach, we 

agreed that any future funding model should meet the following policy aims:12  

• Increases overall educational achievement on Jersey 

• Reduces inequality of outcomes 

• Equips students with the employability and life skills to thrive in the current and future 

economy 

• Provides equitable and sufficient support for additional needs, including SEN, Social 

Emotional and Mental Health needs (SEMH), EAL and deprivation 

• Increases the overall efficiency of the system  

 

8 For example, there is currently a review underway looking at the provision of 16+ technical education, in 
alignment with the skills agenda. Additionally, there is work underway looking at the structure and provision of 
Children’s Services, and there are interdependencies with work such as the Early Years Policy Development 
Board, and the Big Education Conversation. 
9 Children and Young People’s Plan 2019-23, Government of Jersey. 
10 GoJ, March 2018, “One island, one community, one government, one future”. 
11 For the full engagement tracker please see Section 3 of the Appendix 
12 These policy aims form sub-criteria included within the options appraisal. For further detail on the options 
appraisal process, see Section 2 of the Appendix. 

https://www.gov.je/Government/PolicyDevelopmentBoards/pages/earlyyearspolicydevelopmentboard.aspx
https://www.gov.je/Government/PolicyDevelopmentBoards/pages/earlyyearspolicydevelopmentboard.aspx
https://www.gov.je/Government/Consultations/Pages/BigConversationEducation.aspx
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Caring%20and%20support/ID%20Children%20and%20Young%20People%20Plan%202019%20to%202023%20EW.pdf
https://www.gov.je/sitecollectiondocuments/government%20and%20administration/20180306%20one%20island%20one%20community%20one%20government%20one%20future.pdf
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These criteria have been used in this Independent School Funding Review to complete an options 

appraisal of funding models available to GoJ. The criteria have been chosen to link with the existing 

policy agenda for education on Jersey, including aligning with Jersey’s Government Plan, Children’s 

Plan, Post 16 Strategy and the work of the Early Years Policy Board.13  

 

  

 

13 GoJ Government Plan 2020-2023, and GoJ Children and Young People’s Plan 2019-23 

https://www.gov.je/News/2019/pages/GovernmentPlan2020-23.aspx
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Caring%20and%20support/ID%20Children%20and%20Young%20People%20Plan%202019%20to%202023%20EW.pdf


Independent School Funding Review 

7 

 

Confidential 

2. Executive Summary 

The Government of Jersey aspires to achieve outstanding educational outcomes for all children. 

This aspiration is front and centre in the 2020-23 Government Plan and the Independent School 

Funding Review was commissioned to identify the funding needed to achieve this. This is the final 

report of the review and recommends what the Government of Jersey needs to do to put children 

first. 

Current funding for non-fee-paying education is low, at £9.2m below the level needed to match 

high-performing jurisdictions. With this level of funding, children on Jersey achieve academic 

outcomes broadly in line with England, though disadvantaged children do not currently achieve 

well. There are also significant mental health and wellbeing challenges for children on Jersey, 

particularly around anxiety.14 Overall, there is a significant gap between current provision and the 

aspiration for a world class education system. 

The current low level of funding is most acute for disadvantaged children and those on vocational 

pathways. In 2019 the school system ran a deficit of £2.4m, and this review has identified that a 

further £2.8m is needed to properly fund current provision. This would also go some way to closing 

the gap in spending between students at fee-paying and non-fee-paying government schools, 

currently standing at £15k across a student’s school career.15 

This unsustainable financial position is reflected in both the deficits recorded by schools and the 

quality of provision for children. Within the £2.4m total deficit, all Jersey’s 11-16 schools and many 

primaries are running deficits, and the rapidly deteriorating position risks a breakdown of financial 

discipline in the sector if not addressed. Within schools, funding challenges make meeting the 

needs of the highest-needs children difficult, and this has an impact both on these students and on 

standards of behaviour across the school system. There is minimal budget headroom in schools 

for investment in the improvements in teaching and learning that would drive better outcomes. 

From this starting point, reaching a world leading education system that puts children first is a 

journey that will take a number of years. This is also a transformation that goes well beyond 

funding, as evidence from the world’s top performing education systems shows that once a certain 

level of investment is reached there is a weak relationship between spending levels and outcomes 

for students.16 Jersey already spends above this threshold level. Looking to Finland and other top 

performing jurisdictions, successful reform requires a deliberate and sequenced policy agenda 

over at least a decade, with strong alignment of objectives, funding, governance, curriculum and 

teacher development. This review aims to support Jersey on this journey through: 

• Recommending the funding level needed now to stabilise current provision and make the 

investments in teaching quality and equity to put the system on the path to sustained 

improvement (an additional £8.5m). 

• For the medium-term, identifying the structural changes needed to resolve long standing 

barriers to effective use of resources in the education system and to improve standards. 

• For the long-term, setting up a radically simplified funding formula that has the flexibility to 

support an evolving policy agenda as the education system develops and improves. 

 

14 Jersey Children’s Commissioner Consultation, 2018 
15 Assuming a student is in full-time education from Reception to KS5. 
16 OECD, PISA in focus, “Does money buy strong performance in PISA?”, 2012 

https://www.oecd.org/pisa/pisaproducts/pisainfocus/49685503.pdf
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Immediate priorities 

Looking at each time horizon in turn, for the immediate-term we recommend: 

1. A sustainable funding settlement for schools, which gives sufficient resources to deliver 

a good education for all students, delivered through a radically simplified funding formula. 

2. Investment in system improvement including a Teaching Excellence Fund and greater 

collaboration between schools to start Jersey on the path to matching the outcomes of the 

world’s best education systems. 

3. Stronger governance to ensure funding is used well to create the best possible outcomes 

for Jersey children, including greater financial autonomy for schools and stronger financial 

controls. 

 

Medium-term priorities 

For the medium-term, we suggest GoJ consider the policy options below: 

A. Structural change to enable schools to efficiently offer a broad curriculum with 

mixed-ability teaching, including consolidating academic selection at 16 and limited 

mergers of schools. 

B. Strengthening the primary and post-16 offer for children and young people, including 

extending the years of mandatory education to include 16-18 and focusing any additional 

funding on the currently-underfunded primary phase. 

C. Realign funding to increase equity, by reviewing whether grants for fee-paying education 

should be means tested rather than a universal benefit and reviewing the inclusion model 

for children with the most complex needs. 

 

Longer-term priorities 

This funding review recommends the immediate development of a radically simplified funding 

formula that will provide a flexible platform to support future education policy developments. 

Moving into the longer-term, we note that becoming a world leading education system is a journey 

likely to take more than ten years and international experience shows successful reforms go 

through multiple distinct phases.  

We suggest educational reform remain a focus for the Government of Jersey over the next decade, 

and that the government ensures suitable collaboration with UK and international partners with 

expertise in system improvement, alongside ensuring there is sufficient programme and capital 

resourcing in place to deliver the planned reforms. 
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3. Headline recommendations 

The recommendations below are the output of the Independent School Funding Review and have 

been designed to meet the policy aim of putting children first. They treat the current operational 

realities of the Jersey education system as the starting point and aim to build a fair and sustainable 

funding model for the future. They are grounded in broad engagement across the education 

system, including with headteachers, governors, professionals supporting schools, the Children’s 

Commissioner and the Department for Children Young People Education and Skills. 

The recommendations of this report are grouped under three themes: Sustainable funding; System 

improvement; and Stronger governance. These are shown at a headline level below and in detail in 

Section 4. In total, these recommendations would cost the GoJ an additional £8.5m to implement 

above current budgets.17 

Theme 1 

A sustainable funding settlement for schools 

 

1. Implement a radically simpler funding formula so all schools and colleges have transparent 

and equitable budgets and the funding system is flexible for the future 

2. Ensure that 16-18 technical education is appropriately funded for the future by levelling up 

per-student funding in technical education and implementing the post-16 education review 

3. Increase the funding available to schools and colleges to support students with the most 

significant Special Educational Needs (SEN)  

4. Make low prior attainment a significant factor in determining funding allocations, so schools 

can focus resources on enabling children who fall behind to catch up 

5. Resolve system deficits through transitional grants to give schools space for deficit 

reduction, linked to Curriculum Led Financial Planning reviews to ensure all money is spent 

to best benefit pupils 

 

Theme 2 

Investment in system improvement 

 

6. Increase Jersey’s school improvement capacity with a mandate to deliver clear outcomes 

on quality of teaching, as this is the most important longer-term driver of quality 

7. Sharing of provision and staff between schools to spread good practice and offer a broader 

curriculum within existing resources  

8. Uplift to the Jersey Premium to support socio-economic equality in the education system 

9. Strengthen the central Educational team so all children have timely access to specialist 

help when they need it  

10. Support mental health and wellbeing through a whole school approach, backed by a 

targeted training programme delivered within schools 

 

 

17 These costs are explained in further detail in Section 4.3. All analysis available in accompanying Excel 
model. 
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Theme 3 

Stronger governance 

 

11. Increase schools’ financial freedom so they can hold reserves for future challenges and can 

allocate their budgets to maximise the quality of education for their students 

12. Strengthen school financial governance with the broader introduction of financially-skilled 

governing bodies and the introduction of cluster-level school business managers 

13. Conduct “teach-ins” to ensure planners in schools understand the full funding mechanism 

and schools’ freedoms and responsibilities 

14. Support Jersey Music Service to become a Trust while setting challenging requirements on 

participation rates by pupils from currently under-represented schools 

15. Ensure central services allocate resources in the way most beneficial to schools by giving 

Heads a leading role in their governance 

3.1. Policy options 

In addition to the core recommendations listed above, there are medium-term policy options GoJ 

could adopt to resolve structural inefficiencies and progress on the journey towards a world class 

system. The options below capture significant changes to the Jersey 4-18 education system and 

would require a 2-4-year horizon for implementation. These options are laid out in more detail in 

Section 8. 

• Consolidate all academic selection at age 16, rather than the current dual selection at 14 

and 16, to remove the double funding of Key Stage 4 across the 11-16 schools and Hautlieu 

(saving up to £781k18), and give all students access to a broad curriculum. 

• Concentrate new funding on early years, which would better align with the GoJ policy 

agenda, and align with evidence for the high impact of good quality early intervention for 

disadvantaged children. 

• Consider some selected mergers between schools, with the primary driver being 

economies of scale and efficiency savings 

• Review the current model for inclusion, to ensure children with significant additional needs 

receive a high quality of education in the right setting. 

• Extend the years of mandatory education, which would incur higher direct costs of 

provision, but would improve outcomes for some young people and stronger economic 

outcomes through reduction in young people becoming not in education, employment or 

training (NEET). This has been estimated by Skills Team, CYPES, as £600k. 

• Changing the relationship between GoJ and fee-paying schools, including offering 

greater autonomy and potentially means testing support for fees, rather than offering 

subsidised fee-paying education as a universal benefit. 

 

18 Saving assumes the re-provision cost of replacing KS4 at Hautlieu with increased provision in the 11-16 
schools would be 50% of current allocation, due to use of existing underused capacity. Assuming pupils who 
transferred from the fee-paying sector to Hautlieu at KS4 remain in the fee-paying sector, additional savings 
are assumed for these pupils being funded at the reduced 43% rate instead of the full rate at Hautlieu. 
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These options represent significant changes, and some would take time to consider, assess the 

impact and consult on a way forwards. These are not core recommendations for immediate 

implementation, but instead choices and opportunities for GoJ to consider during 2020 and beyond 

(see implementation timeline in Section 5 of the Appendix). These policy options have been 

chosen based on their alignment with the policy agenda for children and young people in Jersey 

and/or their ability to financially support some of the changes recommended elsewhere, either 

through cost savings or revenue generation.  
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4. Recommendations in detail 

4.1. Introduction 

The content in this section outlines recommendations that have been shaped by financial analysis, 

international best practice and interviews with more than 50 stakeholders across Jersey, including 

representatives of Government non-fee-paying, Government fee-paying and private schools, 

CYPES, unions, central teams that support schools, the Children’s Commissioner and the Jersey 

Music Service.19 This broad engagement and analysis has been integrated to produce the 

recommendations, bringing both lessons from successful systems across the world and insight into 

the realities and opportunities of the Jersey system. 

 

4.2. Recommended way forwards 

This report presents a series of recommendations that would collectively form a new model for 

funding Jersey’s education system. These individual recommendations include measures to revise 

the funding model such that it accounts for the following components: core costs, pupil needs, school 

needs and the broader needs of the system (see Figure 1 below).  

 

 
Figure 1 High-level proposed Jersey revenue funding model 

When taken together, these recommendations would provide Jersey with a new funding model for 

education services. The principles of the new funding formula have been designed in line with the 

policy objectives outlined in Section 1, and the options appraisal criteria explained in Section 2 of 

the Appendix. This new model has the following broad benefits: 

 

19 The full engagement tracker can be found in Section 3 of the Appendix. 
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• It is simpler than the current model, supporting higher transparency and better strategic 

planning within the system; 

• It addresses areas where Jersey’s education system is not currently meeting the policy 

objectives from GoJ, such as sufficient funding for additional needs and mental health; 

• It is implementable within a manageable timescale (see Section 5 of the Appendix on 

implementation approach); and 

• It gives the option for GoJ to consider more radical reforms in the future, whilst addressing 

issues that need to be resolved sooner (see Section 8 on policy options). 

 

In Section 5, the current funding model is explained.  The recommended future model retains some 

similarities with the current structure, for example that there is an annual cycle of allocations 

managed centrally by CYPES. The changes recommended to this funding formula include: 

• Uplifts to the total budget requirement for education in Jersey (see Section 4.3 on funding). 

• Better supporting schools/colleges to deliver on the policy objectives of GoJ by increasing 

the level of funding provided for additional needs. 

• Redistribution from one formula component to another, to reduce the number of 

“adjustments” in the current system and support strategic planning by providing a simple 

system. 

• Process changes to support better governance and accountability. 

 

All changes ultimately aim to simplify the current funding formula, increase transparency and 

efficiency, but also support policy objectives, such as support for additional needs. This new funding 

model is summarised visually in Figures 2 and 3 overleaf. For further detail about the proposed 

operational changes, see Section 6 of the Appendix. To note, that the majority of providers would 

receive their core allocation on a per pupil basis, in order to reflect the variable costs of delivering a 

broad curriculum for these pupils. At primary level, the core allocation would be assigned per form, 

given that costs of delivery are broadly aligned to the number of forms within any given year group. 
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Figure 2 Proposed funding model for non-fee-paying providers 
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Figure 3 Proposed funding model for fee-paying providers 
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4.3. Cost implications of implementing all recommendations 

The Independent School Funding Review team recommend that GoJ implements all 15 

recommendations included in this report. This would require significant resource, including staff and 

budget for implementation as well as financial support for recommendations that have a cost 

associated with delivery. Below is a summary of the total additional cost implications of implementing 

all recommendations. In addition to this, we recommend that CYPES are appropriately resourced to 

manage an effective transition and implementation phase (see detail in Section 5 of the Appendix).  

 

In total, CYPES currently allocate £88.4m per annum for education of 4-18-year olds. However, there 

are significant deficits in the system, meaning that in 2019, £2.4m more than this was actually spent 

by schools. This makes current expenditure £90.8m per annum. The breakdown of spend by school 

type is shown in Figure 4 here.20 

 

Figure 4 Current allocation and spend, based on 2019 figures 

 

This report makes 15 recommendations to improve the funding model used in Jersey, including 

measures to simplify the model significantly. Some of these recommendations will not incur 

significant cost to deliver, for example where they represent a change in process or governance. 

However, the Independent School Funding Review team find that there are significant areas where 

additional financial investment is required in order to support schools on their journey towards 

becoming world-class institutions.  

 

20 For further information about the current expenditure on education in Jersey, see section 5. 
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In order to provide a summary cost for the investment required to implement all recommendations, 

we clustered recommendations in three groups: Investment to meet the deficit (recommendation 5); 

Investment to support current services to better meet their aims (recommendations 3, 5 and 8); and, 

Investment in new services to align provision on Jersey with the policy agenda (all remaining 

recommendations). The level of investment associated with each of these groups is summarised 

below. 

 

Type of investment 
Relevant 

recommendations 
Level of investment 

Investment to meet the deficit for providers 

of education (age 4-18) 
5 £2.4m per annum 

Investment to support current services to 

better meet their aims 
2, 3, 8, 9 £2.8m per annum 

Investment in new services to align 

provision on Jersey with the policy agenda 

1, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 

12, 13, 14, 15 
£3.3m per annum 

   

Total £8.5m per annum 

 

 

In total, this represents an investment of £8.5m per annum above current budgets.21 This represents 

an uplift of approximately 10% compared to the current 4-18 education allocation. This uplift is 

necessary to support the GoJ and schools on Jersey to provide services that better meet the needs 

of children, young people and their families, and to begin Jersey’s journey to becoming a world class 

education system.  

 

For comparative purposes, we have analysed the level of investment required in non-fee-paying 

schools in order for GoJ to match the funding levels of high-performing comparator countries. This 

represents an additional £3.1m per annum of funding beyond the recommended new funding of 

£8.5m above current budgets. This is shown in Figure 5 by the grey dotted line.22 

 

However, the relationship between spending and outcomes is not simple or direct for systems at 

Jersey’s level of funding, and all increases should be carefully targeted based on the evidence of 

what will improve standards and wellbeing. 

 

 

21 This figure is based on analysis and projections completed by the Independent School Funding Review 
team. This is based on 2019 pounds, and will need adjustment for inflation in future years. 
22 The analysis used to calculate this figure is derived from the analysis shown in section 5.4 which compared 
education spend in USD adjusted for PPP. The investment required to match the high-performing comparator 
countries has been calculated as the difference in cost per pupil between Jersey and the median of the peer 
group, multiplied by the number of pupils in Jersey non-fee-paying or special schools. This has then been 
adjusted to Jersey prices in 2019. The grey line is set at current Jersey 4-18 education expenditure plus this 
required investment. 
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Further, we acknowledge that there will be significant work required in order to implement the 

recommendations. This will require resourcing for a central programme team to manage the 

implementation, including engagement with schools. We therefore recommend that CYPES are 

appropriately resourced to manage an effective transition and implementation phase (see detail in 

Section 5 of the Appendix). 

4.4. Explanation of each recommendation 

The recommendations are grouped under three themes: Sustainable funding; System improvement; 

and Stronger governance. These themes are based on GoJ’s stated ambition to put children first, 

which also drives the evaluation criteria we used to reach these recommendations.23 In the following 

section, there is detail about each of our recommendations, as well as a summary of the evaluation 

of the recommendation against the criteria of Strategic Fit and Feasibility of delivery.  

 

 

23 GoJ Government Plan 2020-2023 

Figure 5 Recommended investment in Jersey’s education system 

https://www.gov.je/News/2019/pages/GovernmentPlan2020-23.aspx
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4.4.1. Theme 1: A sustainable funding settlement for schools 

1 

Implement a radically simpler funding formula so all schools and colleges have 

transparent and equitable budgets and the funding system is flexible for the future 

 

The current funding model aims to fund schools 

by allocating funding on a line-by-line basis to 

match costs. While this has advantages in 

ensuring all schools have the basics they need to 

operate, it has reduced schools’ ability to budget 

well for their children and led to ever increasing 

complexity and calls from schools for the 

department to meet new costs from central funds.  

 

We recommend a radically simpler core funding 

model that departs from the line-by-line cost 

matching approach and is instead based on the 

number and needs of students, alongside a core allocation for fixed costs. This would give schools 

more autonomy to spend their budgets in the way that maximises outcomes for their students and 

reduce the time and energy that goes into negotiating and administering the formula. This simplified 

system would standardise a number of metrics that are complex components of the current 

formula.24 An additional advantage of this simplified formula and higher overall level of funding is 

that it would allow headteachers to set suitable levels of financial headroom for their schools, based 

on their local context and the needs of their students. 

 

Changing the formula will have financial implications. The cost of the funding increases under the 

new formula are captured in recommendations 2, 3, 4 and 8 and there will be non-recurrent 

implementation costs for consultation and managing the transition to the new formula, including 

setting up models and systems and teach ins for school staff (recommendation 13).  

  

 

24 The new formula would: bring fee-paying and private Primaries on to the same AWPU calculation as the 
non-fee-paying Primaries; standardise SEN funding mechanisms across fee-paying and private schools; and 
simplify a number of funding streams to become part of a single payment for schools, including SA point 
funding which would become part of the overall payment to schools. 
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2 

Ensure that 16-18 technical education is appropriately funded for the future by levelling 

up per-student funding in technical education and implementing the post-16 education 

review 

 

Students following a technical education route 

through Highlands College currently receive 

£1,100 less per year than those educated on the 

academic route through Hautlieu25. We 

recommend that this gap be closed by levelling 

up 16-18 funding for technical education to 

match funding for students on the academic 

route. This would represent an increase in 

funding for 16-18 technical education of £900k26. 

In May 2019, GoJ launched a Consultation into 

post-16 education in Jersey.27 This culminated in 

publication of the post-16 Strategy for Jersey in 

October 2019.28 This document set out the long-term vision for post-16 education, including six 

objectives: 

• Ensuring that Jersey has a highly skilled workforce that will maintain and boost its future 

economy 

• Providing access to tertiary education for all through widening participation, equality of 

opportunity and improving educational and employment outcomes 

• Ensuring the quality and appropriateness of post-16 education provision 

• Creating an international offer in Jersey for post-16 education at undergraduate and 

postgraduate level 

• Encouraging appropriate research and innovation 

• Ensuring appropriate governance and financial sustainability for post-16 education 

 

25 Highlands 16-18 pupil numbers known for 2018, with 794 pupils, so we have calculated Highlands per pupil 
allocation for 2018, and uplifted this based on Jersey RPI, giving an estimate of £7,568 per pupil (School 
budgets and pupil numbers (FOI), 22 Jul 2019).  Hautlieu per pupil allocation has been calculated as £8,701 
per pupil by isolating the total AWPU allocation assigned to Hautlieu KS5 using the 2019 AWPU calculation 
data, combining this total with the Central Services budget per pupil figure of £539 per pupil (assumed as an 
even distribution across all pupils at government maintained schools), divided by the number of pupils in KS5 
at Hautlieu in the autumn term of the academic year 2018/2019, 495, (sourced from GoJ characteristics data). 
Note that this excludes Jersey Premium, in-year adjustments and the ‘All School Spend’ budget line. 
26 Compared allocation per pupil for Hautlieu KS5, and Highlands students, and multiplied by number of 16-18 
Highlands students.  
27 GoJ’s post-16 education consultation document, May 2019. 
28 GoJ post-16 strategy, October 2019 

https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Education/Post16%20Consultation%20May%202019%20EW.pdf
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Government%20and%20administration/R%20Post16%20Strategy%2020191009%20AW.pdf


Independent School Funding Review 

21 

 

Confidential 

In addition to the uplift to 16-18 technical education funding we recommend that FE lecturers at 

Highlands have access to the Teaching Excellence Fund (recommendation 6) to support delivery 

of high-quality technical education in line with these recommendations.29  

 

29 We are aware of these issues in particular due to our engagement at Highlands College, including a written 
submission to this Independent School Funding Review received from the Principal of Highlands College on 
20 December 2019. 
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3 

Increase the funding available to schools and colleges to support students with the most 

significant Special Educational Needs (SEN) 

 

Currently pupils with a Record of Need are 

eligible for ringfenced “banded funding” for SEN 

support.30 While this helps schools meet the 

needs of these students, current banded funding 

only meets a fraction of the cost of the provision 

these students need. This is putting significant 

strain on schools serving the highest need 

students, with funding from the core budget used 

to support high needs students. This, therefore, 

has a subsequent impact on all pupils, as core 

funding streams are used to subsidise SEN 

funding.  

To better reflect the cost of provision for high needs SEN students we recommend increasing the 

amount of banded funding available to reduce the school contribution. The recommendation is to 

increase the banded funding hours provided by 5 hours for all students with a Record of Need, with 

the requirement on schools reduced from covering the first 15 hours to the first 10. This would 

require £625k additional funding per year.31  

To support this increase, we recommend an additional £30k increase to the general SEN fund 

which is allocated between schools as part of schools’ Average Weighted Pupil Unit (AWPU) 

allocation. This is to ensure that SEN allocation to schools remains at the same proportion of total 

direct to schools spend as in the current state. Further details on our recommended changes to the 

funding formula can be found in Section 6 of the Appendices to this report. This gives a total 

increase in direct to schools SEN funding of £656k per year.    

To note, we also recommend increasing the availability of Educational Psychologists to compliment 

this recommendation (see recommendation 9). This is critical and complimentary because central 

resource, such as Educational Psychologists, are necessary to assess the needs of pupils and 

formalise a Record of Need, which in turn would make that pupil eligible for this “banded” SEN 

support.  

 

30 A Record of Need is a formal statement that reflects the special educational needs and arrangements for a 
pupil. Typically, pupils in receipt of a Record of Need represent 1-2% of the population. Information from FOI 
request available on GoJ website. April 2015. 
31 This cost is based on 5 additional hours being provided to all students with a record of need (125 in the 
Autumn term of academic year 2018/2019). We have assumed that 17 TA FTEs could staff this, assuming a 
37hr working week. We have multiplied 17 FTE by the average 2019 TA salary of £30,110 (based on 
Government of Jersey School Staffing Data), with on-costs of 22.9%, to reach the total. 

https://www.gov.je/Government/Pages/StatesReports.aspx?ReportID=1295
https://www.gov.je/Government/Pages/StatesReports.aspx?ReportID=1295
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Further, we recommend that GoJ conducts a comprehensive review of the inclusion model, 

including provision within mainstream and special schools. This would address concerns about 

current provision among parents, teachers and students, ensuring that all students receive the right 

provision to meet their needs in an appropriate setting. We recommend that this work would be a 

broad review of provision, including taking a rights-based approach, but it would be likely to have 

cost implications, as the funding requirements of different inclusion models vary widely.32 

For more information on this element of the recommendation see Policy Decision 4. In advance of 

this comprehensive review, we recommend that: 

▪ GoJ continue to block fund Special Schools at the current real terms level; and  

▪ CYPES review the capital works needs of special schools and assess whether these should 

be prioritised.  

  

 

32 This holistic review is required because there is a trade-off between the cost of delivery, the quality of service, 
and the complexity of management for a small island population. This review should consider each of these 
factors when making recommendations about the future funding and delivery model. 
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4 

Make low prior attainment and English as an additional language (EAL) significant factors 

in determining funding allocations, so schools can focus resources on enabling children 

who fall behind to catch up 

 

If all students are to achieve their potential it is 

vital that schools have the resources to help 

students with additional needs, and those who 

fall behind, through catch up interventions. 

Under the current funding formula children who 

enter a school with lower prior attainment or EAL 

do not attract any additional funding, so schools 

are not funded to provide the additional support 

these pupils need to achieve their potential. We 

recommend that the formula implements new 

funding for children with low prior attainment and 

EAL.  

Low prior attainment would be assessed based on outcomes at the beginning of reception for 

primary and on the KS2 outcomes of students in reading, writing and mathematics for secondaries. 

Low prior attainment funding would remain with a child until the end of the phase (Reception-Year 

2 for primary, Years 7-9 for secondaries). In order to deliver this, a new external assessment would 

be needed at or before the start of Reception. This would need to be sensitive to the 

developmental stage and needs of pre-Reception children while also being sufficiently robust to 

form the basis for funding decisions. The cost of implementing an additional weighting in the 

formula for low prior attainment would be £896k per year.33 

Children with English as an Additional Language currently receive much less funding in Jersey 

than in England and have lower attainment than other children. We recommend that the Jersey 

schools’ budget match the proportion of funding going to EAL in England, and distribute this new 

funding to individual schools in proportion to the number of pupils with EAL.34 The cost of 

implementing an additional weighting in the formula for EAL would be £501k per year.35 The total 

 

33 This assumes the low attainment premium will be given for pupils not achieving an average level of 
‘Expected’ in the Early Years Standards Framework at the end of Reception, and for pupils not achieving an 
average level of ‘Developing’ in the Jersey Primary Assessment Framework at the end of Year 6. In 2019, 115 
and 149 would have been eligible for the respective premiums. The cost range has been estimated based on 
setting the low-attainment premium to match the average of the current Jersey Premium, and the current 
England Low Attainment Premium for Primary and Secondary respectively (£1,081 for Primary, £1,173 for 
Secondary). Total cost = premium value * eligible pupils per cohort * years the school receives the premium 
per child. English values are adjusted to Jersey prices at PPP. 
34 1.1% of the English school allocation is allocated according to EAL. Source: Schools block funding formulae 
2018-19: Analysis of local authorities’ schools block funding formulae, July 2018 
35 1.1% of current £62.5m budget for Jersey state-maintained schools (non-fee-paying and fee-paying), minus 
£187k currently spent on EAL. 
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cost for implementing both low prior attainment and EAL funding through the formula would be 

£1,396k per year. 

  



Independent School Funding Review 

26 

 

Confidential 

5 

Resolve system deficits through transitional grants to give space for schools for deficit 

reduction, linked to Curriculum Led Financial Planning reviews to ensure all money is 

spent to best benefit pupils 

 

The recommendations in this review are designed 

to provide fair funding for education providers in 

Jersey, and together represent a significant 

funding increase for schools. When fully 

implemented, all schools should have the funding 

they need to provide an excellent standard of 

education for their students. In transitioning to the 

new formula, the starting point is that some 

schools are currently running very significant 

deficits (>£0.5m)36 and even under the new 

formula some may have residual deficits. Where 

this is the case, transitional funding will be 

provided to enable schools to reduce their deficit progressively over a small number of years. This 

will give any schools in deficit a manageable path to financial recovery while re-establishing strong 

financial governance for the system. 

 

To support schools in using their resources as effectively as possible for their students, these 

transitional grants would be linked to implementing Curriculum Led Financial Planning reviews. 

These reviews would identify benchmarked opportunities for better deployment of staff, both within 

the school and in collaboration with other schools on the island.  

 

As any remaining deficits are removed the money formerly assigned to transitional grants would be 

available for distribution to all schools through the funding formula.  

 

36 The total school deficit is £2.4m and has been calculated as the difference between the 2019 budget and 
actual expenditure. For more detail on how the £2.4m figure is calculated, see Section 4. 
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4.4.2. Theme 2: Invest in system improvement 

 

6 

Increase Jersey’s school improvement capacity with a mandate to deliver clear outcomes 

on quality of teaching, as this is the most important longer-term driver of quality 

 

The Jersey Schools Review Framework has been 

beneficial in encouraging a culture of school 

improvement across the island and with 

publication of school reports from 2020 the 

pressure on schools to demonstrate the strength 

of their provision will increase. As teacher quality 

is the strongest driver of the quality of education 

in any system, we recommend Jersey’s school 

improvement function receive additional funding 

to focus on teacher quality.37 This would move the 

Jersey education system closer to the teacher 

development focus of high-performing 

comparators such as Finland and Singapore, with a long-term aspiration towards making teaching a 

Masters-level profession on Jersey. To ensure this funding is used effectively we also recommend 

that Headteachers be given a central role in the governance of the teacher development programme. 

We recommend that teacher development funding is earmarked, and linked to the value of total staff 

expenditure, based on best practise from OECD.38 

 

Singapore is a world leader in teacher development and systematically supports teachers to maintain 

high standards, develop their practice and keep abreast of new developments in education.39 

Analysis of published school accounts from Singapore schools shows central investment in teacher 

professional development averages 2.62% of total salary costs (including on-costs).40 

 

 

37 How the world’s best performing school systems come out on top, McKinsey & Company, 2017 
38 The Funding of School Education: Connecting Resources and Learning, Chapter 3 Distributing School 
Funding 
39 Empowered Educators in Singapore: How High-Performing Systems Shape Teaching Quality, A. Lin 
Goodwin, Ee-Ling Low, Linda Darling-Hammond, 2017 
40 Based on financial reports published by Grace Orchard (2016/17), Metta (2016/17) and Lighthouse schools 
(2015/16). 
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We recommend matching this level of investment in Jersey, requiring funding of £1,727 per teacher 

per year41, totalling an annual budget of £1,345k42. The Jersey Teaching Excellence Fund would 

support all teachers in Government-maintained schools, and FE-lecturers employed by Highlands, 

with a focus on: 

• Offering excellent continuing professional development (CPD), up to and including funding 

for Master’s courses, for current teachers so all teachers can continually improve their 

practice and improve student outcomes43 

• Ensuring teachers have sufficient non-teaching time to develop their practice and engage 

with professional learning and research 

• Improving the offer for teachers considering coming to Jersey, improving the recruitment 

situation for shortage subjects 

• Developing coaching and other high-impact opportunities for heads to enable them to 

develop their leadership of teaching and learning 

 

A focus on quality of teaching is one of the most high-impact school improvement approaches but 

the benefits will take some time to appear as improvements in attainment, due to the lag between 

improvements in teaching and improvements in measured outcomes for students. Despite this lag 

this is likely to be Jersey’s most effective lever for medium-term school improvement and would 

require sustained focus from Ministers and the department to deliver the benefits. 

  

 

41 2.62% of £53,688 mean salary in Jersey in 2019 (Teacher salaries (FOI), GoJ, 26 Jun 2019) 
42 These figures assume 778 FTE teachers and FE lectures in post across government primary and secondary 
schools and Highlands College in 2019. Teacher FTE (711) sourced from Government of Jersey School 
Staffing Data, FE-lecturers FTE (67) estimated based on total lecturer FTE multiplied by proportion of staff 
expenditure spent on non-HE-specific lecturers (Highlands staff and visiting lecturers (FOI), 14 Nov 2018; 
Highlands accounts 2018; Jersey Staffing data)  
43 Master’s level courses would not be available for all teachers at once, and instead would have a capped 
intake each year 
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7 

Sharing of provision and staff between schools and between schools and Highlands 

College to spread good practice and offer a broader curriculum within existing resources 

 

The Jersey education system is exceptionally 

well positioned to create excellent collaboration 

between schools due to the concentrated 

geography of the island, with no two schools 

more than an hour’s travel time apart. Despite 

this, collaboration is currently often informal and 

based on relationships between staff, and rarely 

involves deeper collaboration on staffing and 

curriculum. We recommend GoJ offers some 

seed funding for networks, including two years of 

part-funding for a number of shared teaching 

posts. These would be for teachers working 

across two or more schools in specialist subjects 

that typically have small class sizes. 

To support this, some changes to IT systems may be needed to support timetabling across 

schools. Seed funding would enable these changes to be implemented in year 1. 

This would require total funding of £147k per year for seed funding and 50% funding of four posts, 

with the matched funding for posts phased out at the end of year two.44  

  

 
44 This assumes seed funding of £15k, and 2 FTE at mean Jersey teacher salary (£53,688, 
see Current State), with 22.9% staff on-costs covering Social Security and Pensions contributions. 
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8 

Uplift to Jersey Premium to support socio-economic equality in the education system   

 

The introduction of the Jersey Premium has been 

very successful in closing the gap between 

students from disadvantaged backgrounds and 

their peers. We recommend that GoJ build on 

this success by increasing the premium to enable 

schools to close the gap further. This would still 

leave the Jersey Premium below the level seen 

in comparator systems as it currently stands at 

£1,005 per Primary pupil, £645 per Secondary 

pupil and £2,000 per Looked After Children 

(LAC) 45, below the respective Pupil Premium 

values of £1,448, £1,026, and £2,524 in England, 

after adjusting for Jersey prices.46 

 

The Jersey Plan 2020-23 included additional funding for the Jersey Premium, however this will be 

focused on extending Jersey Premium to KS5 students47, with per student rates planned to rise over 

the life of the government plan. In addition to the planned roll out of Jersey Premium to a wider age 

range, we recommend increasing the Jersey Premium to price-adjusted English Pupil Premium 

levels, for both primary and secondary (including KS5) phases, and for Looked After Children, and 

moving to a guaranteed funding level, rather than a fixed budget distributed across the cohort of 

eligible pupils. Implementing this uplift would cost £1,046k per year.48 

 

 

 

 

 

 
45 Provided by CYPES, 16/01/2020 
46 Pupil Premium values in UK GBP (Pupil premium: conditions of grant 2019 to 2020, DfE) adjusted with a 
Jersey cost adjustment, 1.097 Jersey Pounds per GBP, calculated by comparing USD PPP exchange rates 
for UK and Jersey, from CIA World Factbook for Jersey (see Section 5.4) and from OECD for UK 
47 Government Plan 2020–2023: Further information on additional revenue expenditure and capital and major 
project expenditure, Government of Jersey, July 2019 
48 Calculated using 2019 Jersey Premium eligible pupil numbers for Primary (1,409, Jersey Characteristics 
data), Secondary exc. KS5 (794, Jersey Characteristics data) and LAC (84, Corporate Parenting in Jersey: 
Children in Care and Care Leavers. A Policy Framework, October 2018). Estimated eligible KS5 numbers for 
2020 provided by CYPES (200). 
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9 

Strengthen the central Educational team so all children have timely access to specialist 

help when they need it 

 

Currently there is a system of centrally provided 

specialist support for some additional needs, 

including Educational Psychology; the Social, 

Emotional and Mental Health Inclusion Team 

(SEMHIT); and English as an Additional 

Language (EAL). 

Feedback from school leaders suggests that 

these services are generally of good quality, but 

that provision, particularly in Educational 

Psychology, is insufficient to meet the needs of 

students. Further, there is no mechanism for 

schools to easily purchase more of these 

services if this would be the best use of their resources.  

We recommend increasing the number of hours available to schools from the Educational 

Psychology service by 33% to better reflect the need of students within the system. This would 

require an increase in funding of £168k49. We also recommend reforms to the governance of the 

service to ensure resources are used to the maximum benefit of students, as laid out in 

recommendation 15. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

49 33% uplift on current £510k Educational Psychology service budget.  
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10 

Support mental health and wellbeing through a whole school approach, backed by a 

targeted training programme delivered within schools 

 

Mental health and wellbeing is an increasing 

issue and a policy priority on Jersey, 

supporting two of GoJ’s five priorities by 

putting children first and improving Islanders’ 

wellbeing.50 In the school curriculum there is 

currently Personal Social, Health and 

Economic education (PSHE), which covers 

some elements of mental health and 

wellbeing. However, our engagement through 

this Independent School Funding Review 

suggests that the current level of provision is 

not meeting the needs of children and young 

people.  

Therefore, we recommend investing to improve the quality and impact of mental health and 

wellbeing support as part of the core PSHE curriculum. This would be delivered as a targeted 

programme that follows the “whole school” approach, embedding mental health and wellbeing into 

the core curriculum.51 This would work by training teachers to deliver mental health lessons as part 

of the curriculum, as well as equipping staff with the tools and awareness they need to be able to 

signpost pupils to other services as necessary.  

Our recommendation considers the importance of school leadership in guiding and supporting the 

“whole school” approach, and has costed for three teachers per government maintained school to 

receive training to deliver social and emotional resilience teaching to pupil groups, one of whom 

should be part of the senior leadership team.52 53  

In order to strengthen the quality of the content currently being delivered there may be a need to 

revise the curriculum or send additional materials to school leaders providing guidance about best 

practice.  

 

50 Outlined in the Common Strategic Policy 2018-2022. 
51 The “whole school” approach is cited in several policy documents as best practice, for example Professor 
Katherine Weare’s paper for NCB What works in promoting social and emotional wellbeing and Responding 
to mental health problems in schools? 
52 The importance of the involvement of senior leadership in setting the agenda for mental health provision in 
schools in discussed in the Department for Education departmental advise, Mental health and behaviour in 
schools, Department for Education, November 2018 
53 Our recommendation considers a programme based on a UK-adapted version of the Penn Resilience 
Programme, which is recommended for school based programmes by the Public Health England’s Mental 
Health Commissioning tool, developed in partnership with the London School of Economics.  

https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Government%20and%20administration/181003%20Proposed%20Common%20Strategic%20Policy%202018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/755135/Mental_health_and_behaviour_in_schools__.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/755135/Mental_health_and_behaviour_in_schools__.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/640714/Commissioning_effective_mental_health_prevention_report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/640714/Commissioning_effective_mental_health_prevention_report.pdf
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Further, we would recommend implementing a training offer for Mental Health First Aiders within 

schools, which will teach staff how to identify, understand and help someone who may be 

experiencing a mental health issue. The purpose of this programme would be to focus on 

children’s needs, signposting to services where necessary, while also helping to improve staff 

mental health. The benefits of this approach would be to improve awareness and understanding of 

mental health and wellbeing issues, and to support timely receipt of more formalised support where 

necessary. This programme would not include development of additional child and adolescent 

mental health services (CAMHS), but this may be considered as part of a longer-term policy 

decision (see Section 8). 

The cost of such a programme is estimated at £249k in year one, based on training costs and 

supply cover costs. We have provided for three teachers in each government-maintained school to 

deliver social and emotional resilience lessons to pupils in schools, as well as for 20% of Teachers 

and 50% of Teaching Assistants in government maintained schools to receive Mental Health First 

Aid training.54 55 Our recommended programme provides a strong coverage of Mental Health 

training in schools from year one, and costs will reduce year on year as fewer staff require initial 

training.  

 

Schools should be monitored on their delivery of mental health and wellbeing support through the 

Jersey Schools Review Framework, as this will ensure that delivery is maintained over time.  

  

 

54 These costs have been estimated using Public Health England’s ‘Mental Health Promotion: return on 
investment’ excel tool, developed by teams at the London School of Economics, which provides a unit cost of 
£519 per teacher to receive training to teach social and emotional resilience. This has been uplifted for 2019 
Jersey prices, while Mental Health First Aid costs have been priced at the one day course unit cost of £200, 
sourced on the MHFA England website, https://mhfaengland.org/mhfa-centre/faqs/tags/Course%20costs. 
Prices have been uplifted for Jersey costs. These costs align with the UK governments 2017 commitment to 
train 1,000 teachers with MHFA England, at a cost of £200,000 
55 Supply costs for teachers have been assumed at £230 per day, based on the rate supplied in the AWPU 
2019 calculation; TA supply costs have been assumed at £100 per day, based on the upper band of a selection 
of TA supply job advertisements in London, and uplifted for Jersey staff costs. Note that members of the SLT 
team have been excluded from supply calculations.  

https://mhfaengland.org/mhfa-centre/faqs/tags/Course%20costs
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4.4.3. Theme 3: Stronger governance 

 

11 

Increase schools’ financial freedom so they can hold reserves for future challenges and 

can allocate their budgets to maximise the quality of education for their students 

 

Schools are currently unable to hold reserves, 

following changes to financial governance in 

recent years. This severely limits their ability to 

create prudent multi-year financial plans. Giving 

schools multi-year budgets would mitigate this, 

but this is not possible under a formula-based 

approach, as a school’s future budget will depend 

on the number of pupils/forms and their particular 

needs. Instead of multi-year budgets we 

recommend schools be allowed to hold reserves, 

which gives many of the longer-term planning 

advantages of multi-year budgets and also avoids 

schools having to get all their budget spent before the end of the financial year. 

 

We recommend that schools be enabled to hold reserves and be given as much forward guidance 

as possible on expected pupil numbers and any formula changes. Together, these changes will 

enable schools to use their resources more effectively through good medium-term planning, without 

additional cost to the system. To support schools in using these financial freedoms well to benefit 

their students we have also proposed the introduction of school business managers, financially-

skilled governing bodies and teach ins on the funding formula (recommendations 12 and 13). 

 

Case Study: Funding alone cannot guarantee positive outcomes and 

central solution tends to work best for raising standards. 

 

Luxembourg is one of the world’s best funded education systems at a spending-

per-head level. 

 

Overall attainment is good but some way short of world leading, with 

disadvantaged students, and those students who do not speak the three 

languages of Luxembourg, consistently fall behind in terms of results. As a result, 

the government has created a central taskforce to deploy support to immigrant 

students.  
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12 

Strengthen school financial governance with the broader introduction of financially-

skilled governing bodies and the introduction of cluster-level school business managers 

 

The proposed reforms to the funding formula (recommendation 1) and financial autonomy 

(recommendation 11) will require an increase in the financial sophistication of many schools if they 

are to use the new freedoms to substantially benefit their pupils.  

 

To enable this good financial management, we 

recommend the introduction of school business 

managers shared across clusters of schools. 

These school business managers would work 

with Heads in setting and monitoring budgets 

and also take on leadership of a range of back 

office areas, such as the General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR) and health and 

safety, to enable Headteachers to focus on 

improving teaching and learning. We 

recommend that cluster business managers be 

part-funded centrally for the first two years to 

encourage uptake, with paying for the posts devolving fully to schools after that time. 

 

Further, we believe GoJ should consider the introduction of governing bodies for all schools, with a 

key responsibility being to ensure effective use of resources and the maintenance of positive 

reserves. These governing bodies would have significant autonomy from the department in how they 

use schools’ financial resources as long as they continue to hold positive reserves, but with the 

department able to step in where a school is on course to overspend beyond its reserves. This would 

enable the school system to draw on the financial expertise among the citizens of Jersey and build 

stronger community involvement in schools and education issues. 

 

Together, these recommendations would require approximately two additional full-time equivalent 

(FTE) across central support for governance and clerking, and a further four part-centrally-funded 

(50%) cluster business managers, during the first two financial years of implementation. This would 

cost an estimated £175,000.56  

 

 

 

56 Sample of ‘School Finance Manager’ salaries taken from Indeed.com on 20/12/2019. Correcting for Jersey 
increased costs with 9.7% uplift from England, and on-costs of 22.9%, gives an FTE salary of £43,658. Cost 
calculated as FTE * expected salary. 
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13 

Conduct “teach-ins” to ensure planners in schools understand the full funding 

mechanism and schools’ freedoms and responsibilities 

 

The current school funding model used on Jersey 

is complicated, including: 57 

• A core funding formula, calculated per-

pupil (secondary) or per-form (primary) 

• Adjustments to reflect the actual cost of 

delivery 

• Additional funding streams for additional 

needs 

• A series of ad-hoc adjustments agreed 

over time 

 

The complexity of the existing system makes it challenging for school leaders to predict the level of 

funding they will receive for any given year and this reduces the effectiveness of financial planning. 

The timing of schools receiving their budgets and the need to spend the budget before the end of 

the financial year also creates waste through sub-optimal last-minute spending in the last months of 

the financial year. 

 

In the period before implementation of the recommended simplified funding formula, CYPES should 

host a series of “teach-ins” for school leaders to provide advice and guidance about the way in which 

schools budgets are calculated. This would support longer term planning and transparency and build 

mutual understanding of where difficulties in the current system are experienced. This 

recommendation would not require additional funding, as we anticipate that this is deliverable within 

the existing capacity of CYPES teams. 58 This may also bring an additional benefit of supporting 

teams within CYPES to better understand the pain points in the current system.   

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

57 For full detail about the current funding model see Section 5 
58 This work would be in the short-medium term only, as the requirement for information and guidance would 
be drastically reduced once the new simpler formula is introduced.  
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14 

Support Jersey Music Service to become a Trust while setting challenging requirements 

on participation rates by pupils from currently under-represented schools 

 

The Jersey Music Service, which supports the 

music curriculum in schools and provides 

instrumental learning and ensembles, covers all 

GoJ schools. It offers instrumental tuition at a fee 

to those who can pay, with free or subsidised 

tutoring for disadvantaged students. The prices it 

can charge and fees paid to tutors are set 

centrally but do not cover costs and it is subject 

to restrictions around staff contracts that do not 

reflect the way the service has evolved.    

We recommend that GoJ broadens access to 

instrumental tuition and orchestral playing by 

setting up the Jersey Music Service as a charitable trust with funding conditional on participation 

rates from disadvantaged children. This would be organised with a governing body that includes 

CYPES representation to ensure oversight and accountability of activities and a clear constitution 

which prioritises affordable lessons and access for all young people. To fund this model, there 

would be a re-baselined core allocation to deliver services in schools, tied to agreed levels of free 

and subsidised tuition, and the right to raise fees by agreement with its governing body. As fees for 

music tuition are subject to Goods and Services Tax (GST), the department could also consider 

offering GST relief on fees to bring this into line with the system for fee paying schools.  

This model would allow Jersey Music Service to become self-sufficient without additional cost to 

the taxpayer and broaden access for disadvantaged children.  
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15 

Ensure central services allocate resources in the way most beneficial to schools by 

giving Headteachers the leading role in their governance, and include Heads in the 

governance of the central school improvement function 

 

The current system for providing specialist 

services to schools is very centralised. The 

department allocates the budgets for teams, such 

as Educational Psychology and specialist 

behaviour and mental health, and determines 

how schools will be able to access the services. 

While many schools report that they value the 

services they receive there are challenges on 

availability and responsiveness.  

 

To ensure services are designed and delivered in 

the way that best support schools we recommend 

establishing a steering and advisory group to oversee and support a subset of central services within 

CYPES. This group would include Headteachers, heads of the support services and senior CYPES 

representation, and would be responsible for setting the direction of these services and overseeing 

delivery. Services within the groups remit would include Educational Psychology, the Teaching 

Excellence Fund and the school improvement function.  

 

This recommendation would not require new funding as it represents a change of governance. 
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5. Current state analysis 

5.1. Overall picture 

Jersey is the largest of the Channel Islands, with a population of ~105,000, including ~15,000 

school age children and young people.59 To serve this population, there are 42 schools on the 

island of Jersey. These schools include: 

• Primary schools including nurseries, Secondary schools, and one Further Education college 

• Government-maintained non-fee-paying schools and fee-paying schools, and private schools, 

some of which receive financial and other support from the Government of Jersey 

• Special Schools which provide specialist support for children not in mainstream education 

In scope for this review are 38 schools, listed in Section 4 of the Appendix, in line with the scope of 

this work, as given in Section 1. 

 

The GoJ budget to provide education services for this 

population is currently £88.4m.60 This figure is made 

up of funding for non-fee-paying schools (£63.9m), 

fee-paying schools (£5.8m), grants to private schools 

(£4.3m), funding for special schools (£4.1m), further 

education for 16-18 year olds at Highlands college 

(£9.7m) and the Jersey Music Service (£0.6m). For 

context, this represents 62% of the total CYPES 

budget.61  

 

Through this Independent School Funding Review, 

we have found that there is a structural deficit in the 

funding of education in Jersey. This is due to two 

factors. Firstly, some schools have consistently been 

unable to operate within their allocated budgets, 

leading to significant deficits at the end of each 

financial year. Under the current system, these 

deficits are then funded by the GoJ, but without any 

accompanying mechanism to prevent the deficit from 

recurring, such as increasing next year’s budget or 

encouraging efficiencies. This fiscal deficit amounts 

to £2.4m a year, with the majority stemming from 

secondary schools. 

  

 

59 Sum of school pupil numbers (Government mainstream schools, private schools and special schools: 
Schools, pupils and their characteristics Academic year 2018/2019, GoJ) and Highlands 16-18 cohort (School 
budgets and pupil numbers (FOI), 22 Jul 2019) 
60 Figures are based on Month 12 Actuals sourced from the Children Young People and Skills Department 
Financial Statements, shared by the CYPES Finance Team, January 2020  
61 The total CYPES budget is £142m 

Figure 6 Current spending on school and college education in Jersey 
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Secondly, we have found that there is systematic underfunding in the system, meaning that Jersey’s 

education system is not funded at the level necessary to meet the policy intent for children and young 

people. Specifically, there are some areas where schools are unable to provide core services at an 

appropriate level due to a lack of funding, such as within SEN, EAL, or SEBD. This under-funding 

amounts to £2.8m a year.62 

5.2. The impact of fee-paying schools 

The GoJ provide a state subsidy to a number of fee-paying maintained schools on the island, as well 

as providing a grant to fee-paying non-maintained schools. These schools’ allocation is calculated 

using a similar formula to the non-fee-paying schools, though they receive a fixed percentage of this 

allocation.63 These schools charge parents fees to make up the remainder of their budgets. 

Currently, all changes to fees over 2.5% pa for fee-paying maintained schools must be agreed by 

the Education Minister and Treasury. 

 

The difference between average expenditure per pupil on a child who attends non-fee-paying school 

from Reception to Year 13, and a child who attends a fee-paying school from Reception to Year 13 

is laid out in the figure below.64 

 

62 See Section 4. 
63 This is fixed at 22% for fee-paying maintained and fee-paying non-maintained Primary schools, and 47% for 
fee-paying maintained and fee-paying non-maintained Secondary schools 
64 The figures above assume that: the child in the non-fee-paying sector attends Hautlieu, and that all private 
income (including fees) is spent in-year. Expenditure from state income considered includes: AWPU allocation, 
ARC funding, Central Services, Jersey Premium, and ‘All School Spend’, while private income considered 
includes: fees, revenue generated from private engagements, such as premises rental 

Figure 7 Spend per pupil in the fee-paying sector vs. spend per pupil in the non-fee-paying sector 
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In the financial year 2019, despite the fixed nature of fee-paying maintained school fees, children in 

the fee-paying sector benefited from 15% greater expenditure on their education from Reception to 

KS5.  

5.3. Funding for pupils with additional needs 

Excluding the Jersey Premium, £8.4m was spent on additional needs in Jersey in 2019, across 9,052 

pupils taught in mainstream non-fee-paying schools or special schools65. This covers both additional 

needs support to mainstream schools, such as central SEN, SEMHIT, and EAL teams, or part of the 

special needs budget, including special schools funding. This equates to £924 per every pupil.66 

Similarly, England’s high-needs budget of £6.3bn67 covers 7.4m pupils68, equating to £927 per every 

pupil after adjusting for Jersey prices69. This excludes Pupil Premium expenditure. The Department 

for Education has announced the high-needs budget will be increasing to over £7bn in 2020-21, an 

increase of 12%.70 

Funding for Jersey Premium in in non-fee-paying and special schools was £2.1m71 in 2019, 

equivalent to £234 per pupil taught in mainstream non-fee-paying schools or special schools. 

England spent £2.4bn72 on Pupil Premium in 2018/19, equivalent to £357 per pupil after adjusting to 

Jersey prices. 

 

65 Total expenditure is sum of special schools funding, and funding for the central inclusion team: 'EE5 - 
Inclusion & Early Intervention', Forecast M10, CYPES Financial Statements, October 2019 
66 Jersey school accounts, 2019 
67 Total High Needs Block funding (2019-20 DSG - High Needs Block, DFE). 
68 Pupil numbers are sum of pupils attending state-maintained primary, secondary and special schools 
(Dedicated schools grant (DSG): 2018 to 2019 financial year allocations, ESFA, July 2019). 
69 Adjusted with a Jersey cost adjustment, 1.097 Jersey Pounds per GBP, calculated by comparing USD PPP 
exchange rates between UK and Jersey, based on figures from CIA World Factbook for Jersey (see Section 
5.4) and from OECD for UK. 
70 Provision for high needs, Education in the media blog, Department for Education 23 October 2019.  
71 Jersey Premium funding to non-fee-paying schools in 2019. Fee-paying schools receive a small amount of 
Jersey Premium funding (due to having small numbers of eligible pupils), but this has been excluded in order 
to make a fair comparison to the UK state-sector. 
72 Pupil premium: allocations and conditions of grant 2018 to 2019, DfE 

https://dfemedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/10/23/provision-for-high-needs/
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Figure 8 Comparison between Jersey and England of overall expenditure on high needs, and disadvantage pupil premium, 
divided by the number of non-fee-paying state-maintained pupils, including special schools. 
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5.4. International Comparators 

Further, Jersey’s spend on education is lower than that in most high-performing jurisdictions, with 

particularly low spending relative to the group of high-performing comparator nations at Pre-primary 

(Nursery and Reception) and Primary (KS1 and KS2) levels.73 There may be some good reasons for 

this, for example an efficient system with little waste would have low levels of spending. We however 

find that there are a number of areas where Jersey should spend more, in particular for pupils with 

additional needs. 

 

 

Figure 9 Comparison of public expenditure on public-institutions per pupil by country, by education phase. Figures 

presented in USD, adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP), in 2016 prices. Jersey's 2019 expenditure has been 

adjusted for inflation and PPP, in order to compare like-for-like with OECD Education at a Glance statistics. 

5.5. Outcomes 

 
73 Comparator figures sourced from OECD Education at a Glance, Education finance statistics, for 
'Government expenditure' on 'Public institutions'. Public institutions denotes educational bodies directly 
managed by the state, or with leaders who are appointed by the state. This excludes UK academies, which 
are instead 'Government funding dependent private institutions'.  
 
In order to match the definition of the OECD figures, we have included expenditure from Jersey non-fee-paying 
schools, Highlands College, as the OECD includes vocational level 3 education within Secondary education, 
and special schools, which are not reported separately by the OECD. La Sente pupils by phase is known, 
while we have assumed that Mont A l'Abbe has a similar proportion of Primary/Secondary to mainstream 
schools. Central services expenditure has been included.  
 
Jersey fee-paying schools are not directly comparable with the OECD data on other nations but has been 
included for reference. 
 
All figures presented in USD PPP, in 2016 prices. A Jersey specific PPP (0.767 Jersey Pounds per USD PPP) 
has been calculated to adjust Jersey education expenditure, by comparing Jersey GDP per capita calculated 
from Government of Jersey data with a PPP adjusted GDP per capita published by CIA World Factbook.  
 
Jersey inflation from 2016-2019 has been used to deflate Jersey 2019 expenditure to 2016 prices, sourced 
from opendata.gov.je. 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/rankorder/2004rank.html
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Across all pupils, Jersey’s educational attainment has improved in recent years, and Jersey has 

consistently outperformed England in overall General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) 

and A-Level attainment.74   

However, there is significant variation in attainment by school type in Jersey. Comparing Jersey 

non-fee-paying schools with their like-for-like equivalents in England shows Jersey non-fee-paying 

schools underperforming relative to England.75 The overall attainment is significantly improved by 

the fee-paying schools on the island.  

 
Figure 11 Comparison of Jersey 8 scores to England Attainment 8 scores in 2018; both measures of performance across 

8 key subjects including English and Maths 

 

74 Exam Results, Government of Jersey.  
75 This compares Hautlieu to English selective grammar schools, and the non-selective non-fee-paying 
secondary schools in Jersey with English non-selective schools in highly-selective areas – e.g. schools in 
which a proportion of more-able pupils have been selected by selective schools. We recognise that Jersey 8 
and English Attainment 8 feature different subject restrictions, so are not exactly comparable. However, we 
believe they are sufficiently similar to make reasonable comparisons. 

Jersey data provided by Raoul Harris, CYPES Education Insight Team, via Egress Platform transfer, 
15/11/2019. England data sourced from GCSE and equivalent results in England 2017/18 (provisional), DfE, 
October 2018. 

Figure 10 Comparison of overall attainment at GCSE and A-Level between Jersey and England, comparing 
percentage of pupils achieving A*-C. 

77 76 79

67 71 71

2014 2015 2016

% GCSE Grades A*-C
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https://www.gov.je/Education/Schools/ChildLearning/pages/examresults.aspx
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Further, when you examine “value add” metrics such as Progress 8, non-fee-paying and fee-

paying state-maintained schools in Jersey add less value to their pupils’ performance than the 

equivalent schools in England, while the state-maintained fee-paying schools add significantly 

above average value – on average adding half a grade per subject to each pupil.76 

 

Figure 12 Comparison of Progress 8 scores between Jersey and England schools by type. A score of 1 indicates the 

average pupil scored an average one grade higher at GCSE than expected based on their grades at the end of KS2.  

 

Comparing the percentage of pupils who left KS4 and went on to take a Level 3 qualification (A-

Level or equivalent), Jersey is found to also perform less well than the UK. In 2016, 61.4% of 

pupils went on to Level 3 study, including pupils who studied for AS levels, compared to 71.2% of 

pupils in the UK.77 Educational outcomes for looked after children in Jersey are also extremely low 

compared to other children on the island.78  

5.6. Mechanism for funding education on Jersey 

Overall, the Jersey education system is funded centrally by GoJ, through CYPES. Providers receive 

an annual allocation based on a set of criteria, and then are able to spend their allocation on staff 

and resources. The criteria used to agree the allocation is called the AWPU. The exact components 

of AWPU depend on the type of provider, with a different mechanism for each of: Primary schools, 

Secondary schools, Fee-paying providers, Further education. Special schools are block funded not 

through the AWPU. 

 

 

76 Progress 8 measures for both English and Jersey have been calculated based on expected performance of 
the English cohort, to allow for comparison of the value-add schools in the two systems provide. Jersey data 
from 2019 has been compared with English data from 2017/18, due to the availability of data. 

Jersey data provided by Raoul Harris, CYPES Education Insight Team, via Egress Platform transfer, 
15/11/2019. England data sourced from GCSE and equivalent results in England 2017/18 (provisional), DfE, 
October 2018. 
77 Jersey 2017-2037 Vision. Level-3 study is qualifications at an equivalent level to A-levels. 
78 CYPES school data team 
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At a high level, AWPU includes payments for the number of pupils, central staff costs such as 

Headteacher salary, premises and minor works. There are a series of adjustments made to each 

calculation to attempt to closely match the real cost of delivery. For example, the staff costs are 

adjusted to accurately reflect the real costs of wages given individual circumstances in each provider. 

This is a complicated system (detail below).  

 

Current AWPU Funding to schools 

Component Funding Method 

Core variable 

funding (either per-

pupil or per-form) 

• Non-fee-paying Primaries are funded per form (and adjusted for more 

than 26 pupils in a form) 

• Non-fee-paying Secondaries and all fee-paying schools are funded 

per student  

Fixed funding 

• Central staff costs 

• Primaries: Head and Deputy at cost, along with Secretary, 

Caretaker, and banded First Aid funding  

• For Secondaries and fee-paying: this is a fixed sum banded to 

school type, including costs for a Head, Deputy, Secretary and 

Caretaker 

• SEBD allocation: note that this is only received by Secondaries, 

excluding Hautlieu79 

• SEN allocation 

• For Primaries: based on a ‘deprivation’ and ‘context’ score, and 

allocated from a central pot 

• For Secondaries: based on a ‘deprivation’ score, and CAT scores, 

and ENCO requirement 

Premises funding 

• Based on m2 for premises and grounds 

• Includes designated budgets for minor works and utilities for 

Primaries 

• Adjustments included for ‘condition factor’ 

Adjustments 

• Staff costs adjustment: an adjustment based on average grade of 

staff 

• Actual cost of Head and Deputy adjustment 

• Occupation Health and Corporate Efficiency for non-fee-paying 

Secondaries and all fee-paying schools 

• Other school specific adjustments 

 

In addition to the AWPU allocation, GoJ makes other payments to providers of education outside of 

this process. These payments include initiatives to reflect the needs of pupils, such as Jersey 

Premium or Additional Resource Centres, or to reflect the needs of schools, such as capital builds 

 

79 The proposed new funding system treats Hautlieu the same system as the 11-16 schools 
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and central services. Further in-year adjustments are made, allocated at cost. These include ad-

hoc personnel changes and specific school requirements. 

Current Non-AWPU funding 

Component Funding Method 

Pupil need 

Jersey Premium 

• Allocation per Jersey Premium eligible pupil given to 

schools 

• This measure is based on household income and 

other socio-economic indicators 

Additional 

Resource Centres 

(ARCs) 

• Separate funding provided to schools with ARCs (8 

in total) 

• This funding is ring-fenced for spend on provision of 

ARC facilities 

Special Schools • Funded at previous years allocation + inflation 

School need 

In year 

adjustments 
• One-off adjustments allocated at cost 

Central Services 

• Additional needs services, supporting SEN, EAL, and 

SEMHIT as well as curriculum support and evaluation 

• Central support for HR, finance and procurement 

(funded from a central GoJ budget) 

Capital Builds • Centrally managed and financed 

 

Overall, this is a complex system. We have found from our engagement that school leaders do not 

have a strong understanding in all components of this system, and therefore find it difficult to plan 

or proactively manage budgets. Further, with such a comprehensive system of adjustments, 

Headteachers have told us that they struggle to find any headroom in their budget for unforeseen 

costs (such as a new carpet, or textbooks).  

5.7. Feedback from stakeholders about the current state 

 

Through this review, we have engaged 

with stakeholders from across Jersey’s 

education system, including school 

leaders, civil servants, ministers and 

trade unions. This includes working 

alongside the Big Education 

Conversation team who are running a 

comprehensive consultation about the 

 

“Under the current system it is very 

difficult to act on the inclusion policy due 

to underfunding of additional needs” 
Headteacher, non-fee-paying Primary school 
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future of education on the island of Jersey.80 This engagement was to understand the views of 

stakeholders on the funding model and emerging recommendations.  

 

Through this engagement, we have 

learned that there are issues with the 

current funding model, including its’ 

structure and the process through 

which it is managed, as well as the 

absolute levels of funding assigned to 

schools. The most pressing finding is 

that the funding model is out of date, 

underfunded and, in a range of areas, viewed as unfair by the majority of stakeholders. This gives a 

call to action for the Government of Jersey; you need to take action now to design and implement a 

funding model that empowers schools to deliver services that are fit for the children and young people 

of Jersey.  

 

Overleaf is a summary of the 

headline themes that emerged from 

those conversations. An overview 

of all feedback, and a full list of 

those engaged, can be found in the 

Appendix. These themes have been used to support the design of the recommendations included in 

this report, including the longer-term policy options.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jersey’s unique context poses challenges that 

are not adequately accounted for in the funding 

model 

Jersey Premium has been welcomed, but is 

papering over cracks in the system 

The funding model is out of date, underfunded 

and, in a range of areas, viewed as unfair by the 

majority of stakeholders 

The funding model and approach is 

overcomplicated and difficult to understand 

 

80 The Big Education Conversation is being run from within Strategic Policy, Performance and Population 
(SPPP)  

“Non fee-paying secondary schools are 

expected to perform to the same 

standards as fee-paying schools, but get 

half the money” 
Headteacher, non-fee-paying Secondary school 

“The system has been under-resourced for 

years and has progressively got worse” 
Union representative 
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The funding model does not adequately 

support schools in addressing the additional 

needs of children and young people in a timely 

manner 

Improvement in early years provision is needed 

and would have beneficial impacts across the 

system 

Mental health and wellbeing of pupils, school 

staff and parents is a growing concern 

The balance of autonomy and central control is 

not optimal across a range of areas 

There are concerns about the capacity of and 

processes mandated by central services 

Schools face challenges in relation to their 

infrastructure and their capacity to maintain 

their sites under current arrangements 

Special schools share many of the issues that 

non-special schools encounter and face some 

specific challenges 

The current inclusion model does not 

adequately provide for the complex needs of 

pupils in some cases 

Schools are not incentivised and supported to 

develop more sustainable budgeting processes 

and behaviours 

Greater collaboration is welcome, but the right 

funding, incentives and targets must be aligned 

to support schools succeed 

Selection at 14 is viewed as having a 

deleterious system-wide impact by the majority 

of stakeholders, but is strongly supported by 

some 

Further education from 16 to 18 is overlooked 

in comparison to academic pathways and there 

is insufficient choice and information on post-

16 pathways for pupils 

There is broad support for a move towards mandatory education to 18 
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6. Lessons from other jurisdictions 

6.1. Methodology for international comparisons 

To support the analysis of the current state in Jersey, we completed an international best practice 

review to understand the relative strengths and weaknesses of Jersey, and potential alternatives. 

This was underpinned by a comprehensive data comparison exercise which looked at education 

system performance and resourcing based on data from the OECD, World Bank, and United 

Nations.81 This quantitative view was supplemented by secondary qualitative research on the drivers 

of performance in globally-excellent systems. 

6.2. Options for how to fund education  

At a thematic level, the international best practice research revealed some core patterns and 

parameters on which school funding systems vary. The following matrix and accompanying analysis 

aim to highlight the position of Jersey relative to other education systems, and therefore outline the 

principle-level options available.  

 

 
Figure 13 Matrix of school systems according to level of centralisation and driver of funding 

  

 

81 School enrolment, secondary, private, World Bank; Education at a Glance 2019, OECD Statistics; 
Demographic and social statistics, United Nations Statistics Division. Accessed on 28/11/19. 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.SEC.PRIV.ZS
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic-social/sconcerns/education/index.cshtml


Independent School Funding Review 

51 

 

Confidential 

6.2.1. Driver of funding: Performance vs. cost 

The majority of school systems make allocation decisions on the basis of cost, for example pupil 

numbers, and the associated number of teachers and pupil resourced required. This is represented 

on the “y-axis” of Figure 13 above. However, there are a few examples of systems that incorporate 

a level of performance-related funding. Whilst Singapore is a highly centralised and equity-oriented 

system, it operated an ‘EduSave’ programme whereby the top performing students are rewarded 

with funding for use on educational resources and activities.82 This makes it a more ‘performance-

based’ system than Jersey. 

 

 
Figure 14 Components of a performance-based vs. cost-based system 

  

 

82 Edusave Account, Ministry of Education Singapore. Accessed on 12/11/2019. 

https://beta.moe.gov.sg/fees-assistance-awards-scholarships/edusave-contributions/
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6.2.2. Level of centralisation: Centrally determined vs. consumer-led 

School systems also face a choice about whose ‘conception of the good’ should determine the 

education system. This is represented on the “x-axis” of Figure 13 above.  

 

 

Figure 15 Components of a centrally-determined vs. consumer-led system 

 

In many states this is determined almost solely by government, but some build in choice for parents 

and students: for instance, in the UK parents have the choice to create ‘free schools’ in line with local 

needs. This has resulted in unique schools such as specialist rural-skill oriented schools being 

created in farming communities, as well as other specialist schools such as those with a sport or 

music focus.83 Moreover, consumer-led systems incentivise schools to listen to ‘what parents want’, 

whereas centrally determined systems see schools adhering to government priorities. 

 

 

 

 

 

83 The 22 new free schools approved by DfE, Schools Week.  Accessed on 11/11/2019. 

https://schoolsweek.co.uk/revealed-the-22-new-free-schools-approved-by-dfe/
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6.2.3. Where should Jersey choose to direct its future model? 

By analysing systems in this manner, we took away two important lessons which would subsequently 

inform the funding options made about Jersey. Firstly, there is no ‘silver bullet’ for designing an 

optimum school funding system: international practice varies significantly according to local needs 

and political choices.  

 

That said, the majority of systems remain in the ‘bottom left’ quadrant, with the highly devolved nature 

of control and consumer choice in the English school system being an outlier. With a small 

population, Jersey is likely to have a less diverse set of needs than England, and with a strategic 

focus on improving education for ‘every child’ we recommend a centralised approach rather than 

something more consumer-led. Moreover, we believe a cost-based approach to funding better aligns 

with the aim to provide resources for all children equitably and based on need, with a focus on 

actively reducing poor performance and outcomes. 

 

6.3. Jersey’s global position 

Whilst Jersey inhabits the same quadrant as the majority of other systems analysed, it also has some 

distinctive features which we believe have implications for what is possible within education funding.   

 

Compared to other education systems, Jersey stood out in several ways: 

 

Size: In line with Jersey’s small population size, the student numbers in Jersey were amongst the 

lowest of the systems investigated. Most comparable on the grounds of size were Andorra, Antigua 

and Barbuda.85 Of the very small education systems in the world, Jersey performs relatively well in 

terms of quality. 

 

84 What other countries can learn from Singapore’s schools, The Economist, August 2018. 
85 Population, total, World Bank. Accessed on 27/11/2019. 

Case Study: Small and centralized systems have the power to very 

proactively address inequities 

 

In Singapore, all teachers are hired centrally, and the Ministry of Education is 

responsible for overseeing teaching qualifications, managing the staff evaluation 

and promotion system, and hiring and assigning principals and teachers to 

schools.           

                                                          

In this system, professional progression for teachers is only possible through 

teaching at more challenged schools, meaning high quality teachers will often 

spend time in tougher schools. Moreover, they provide additional benefits 

directly to socio-economically deprived families to support individually-driven 

spending towards educational needs.84 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL
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Centralisation: In many countries, especially larger ones such as Canada and Australia, much 

power is devolved at a territorial or provincial level, with the equivalent of ‘Local Authorities’ holding 

responsibility for the funding allocations to the schools within their areas.86 87 In Jersey, the 

Government of Jersey is the primary decision-maker, and devolution would be impracticable and 

undesirable due to the small number of schools overall.   

Prevalence and role of fee-paying schools: 32.7% of pupils in Jersey attend fee-paying schools, 

which is globally very high. It is most comparable to Belgium and Australia which have 59% and 41% 

fee-paying enrolment respectively.88 The relationship between fee-paying schools and the state is 

typical of many European countries. In the Netherlands however, it is written a as constitutional right 

that private and public schools are equally resourced. This means that government expenditure on 

public educational institutions must be matched by expenditure on private, government-funded 

educational institutions.89 

Spend per pupil: Against comparably well performing education systems such as the UK, Australia 

and Luxembourg, Jersey spends significantly less per pupil at primary, and similar or lower levels at 

secondary (see Section 5). 

 
Together, these insights indicate that Jersey can and should tackle inequalities more directly. As a 
small island with central, rather than regional control, Jersey has a unique level of power to 
influence both ‘inputs’ and ‘outcomes’ in a directive way. It should take the lead of Singapore, 
another small locality, and undertake interventions which ensure minimum levels of performance 
and quality across the system.90,91  

 

Currently, a significant barrier to working towards greater equity is the prevalence of private schools. 

Whilst undertaking the Netherlands’ approach of complete funding would likely be unaffordable for 

the Jersey system, Jersey should work to address some of the associated inequalities of high fee-

paying school enrolment, and gradually move away from the current level of financial support (see 

Policy Decision 6). 

 

Jersey is unlikely to have the levels of funding seen in the wealthiest nations such as Luxembourg. 

Moreover, the global data analysis demonstrates that those nations spending the most on pupils 

don’t necessarily have the best outcomes.92 This suggests that Jersey must choose its interventions 

in a strategic and targeted way. This is likely to mean a redistribution of resources rather than 

increases across the board, but also positively indicates that ‘smart’ spending can be as least as 

effective as very high spending. The recommendations included in this report do amount to an 

increase in the overall budget for Jersey’s education system (an increase of approximately 10%93), 

 

86 How are schools funded in Australia?, Australian Government.  Accessed on 12/11/2019. 
87 Canada: Governance and Accountability, National Center on Education and the Economy. Accessed on 
11/11/2019. 
88 World Bank Data, School enrolment, secondary, private. Accessed on 28/11/19. 
89 Netherlands funding in education, European Commission.  Accessed on 13/12/2019.  
90 Edusave Account, Ministry of Education Singapore. Accessed on 12/11/2019. 
91 What other countries can learn from Singapore’s schools, The Economist, August 2018.  
92 OECD. PISA 2018. Accessed on 10/11/2019; and OECD Data, Education Spending. Accessed on 28/11/19. 
93 See Section 4.3 

https://www.education.gov.au/how-are-schools-funded-australia
file:///C:/Users/Victoria%20Bew/Box/CLIENTS/Government%20of%20Jersey/ProjDocs/GOJ001%20Education%20review/02%20Working/06%20Final%20Report/Accessed%20on%2011/11/2019
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.SEC.PRIV.ZS
https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/content/funding-education-53_en
https://beta.moe.gov.sg/fees-assistance-awards-scholarships/edusave-contributions/
https://www.oecd.org/pisa/PISA%202018%20Insights%20and%20Interpretations%20FINAL%20PDF.pdf
https://data.oecd.org/eduresource/education-spending.htm
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however, these have been carefully chosen to prioritise redistribution and promote a fair education 

system for all.   

 

Jersey is a unique place. Just as the series of countries analysed had unique ways of responding to 

governmental and public priorities, Jersey will need to make change in a way that works for the 

population, and which avoids unmanageable levels of disruption. Accordingly, we recommend that 

changes to education funding continue to be undertaken in a consultative and user-centred way. 

This means that the implementation of any recommendations in this report should be completed in 

conversation and collaboration with stakeholders from across the sector (see implementation plan 

in Section 5 of the Appendix).   
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7. Options for funding the future model 

This Independent School Funding Review has produced recommendations about how to improve 

the funding formula for education on Jersey. In order to arrive at these recommendations, the funding 

review team assessed whether GoJ should be considering a radically different funding model, such 

as those outlined in Figure 5.  This assessment was completed using criteria for what a good future 

funding model would look like for GoJ. 

 

When assessed against the criteria, there was no evidence found to suggest that Jersey would 

benefit from adopting a radically different approach to funding educational institutions. Therefore, we 

recommend that Jersey continue to adopt a centrally-determined, cost-matching approach to 

funding, but that there are significant changes made to the specific funding formula in order to 

simplify the formula, and address instances of inequity, unfairness or underfunding within the system. 

 

The core recommendations included in this paper would require additional funding of £8.5m above 

current budgets. There are a number of ways in which these additional funding streams could be 

raised by GoJ. This section of the report outlines three high-level funding models available to GoJ 

and compares this to the status quo.  

7.1. Funding option 1: Increase in CYPES budget envelope 

This option sees additional funding being provided through an overall increase in the envelope for 

education spending (the CYPES budget). This increase could be raised through several means, 

including: 

• Additional taxation, one option for which would be to introduce GST on school fees 

• Redistribution from other government departments  

 

If this option is considered viable, the mechanism for raising the necessary funds would need to be 

agreed by GoJ. 

 

7.2. Funding option 2: Fund priorities through reducing support to fee-paying sector 

This option sees additional funding being made available for priority areas through reduction in the 

subsidization of fee-paying education. Within this option there are a number of sub-options for 

consideration, including: 

• Introducing a system of means-testing for pupils at fee-paying providers, where a subset of 

pupils from higher income families are not eligible for GoJ support 

• Reducing the amount provided to fee-paying institutions by reducing the percentage of 

AWPU that they currently receive 

 

Delivery of these options would require significant consultation with fee-paying providers and 

parents. Therefore, it is anticipated that if this option is preferred by GoJ, there may need to be a 

significant period of transition, which may include short-medium term implementation of funding 

option 1 (increase in CYPES envelope) in order to fund the new model during consultation and 

transition periods.  
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7.3. Funding option 3: Funding through other redistribution within the CYPES budget 

This option sees additional funding being made available for the new funding model through 

redistribution within the education system. This could be achieved through: 

• Reduction in the level of core allocation provided to schools through AWPU, meaning that 

additional needs funding would make up an increased percentage of school allocations 

• Reduction of other funding streams, such as higher education or capital to revenue transfers.  

 

It is not recommended that this option is taken forwards. Benchmarking with high-performing 

comparators suggests Jersey is currently underspending on education per pupil per year (see 

Section 5). 

7.4. Funding options appraisal and recommendation 

 

These three funding options have been assessed against the status quo, using the appraisal criteria 

as set out in Section 6. The results of this options appraisal are summarised in Figure 16 below.  

 

 
Figure 16 Funding options appraisal (Green = high score, Yellow=moderate score, Peach = moderate-to-low score, Red 

= low score) 

This Independent School Funding Review recommends that GoJ consider the options for funding 

the recommended new model for Jersey’s education economy. This would be with a view to agreeing 

both a funding model (see Section 6) and an approach for financing this model (this section of the 

report). It may be the case that GoJ decide to fund the additional spend required through a 

combination of different streams. This has not been modelled as part of this review given the large 

number of permutations involved.  
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For this funding options appraisal, the status quo has been provided as a counterfactual for 

comparison, with the scenario meaning that the current funding allocations process runs into the 

future with no significant changes. If it is not possible to deliver any increase in funding envelope or 

redistribution it could be possible to optimise the status quo by implementing recommendations that 

have no cost implications, such as improving understanding about the formula. This is not a 

recommendation coming out of this Independent School Funding Review.  

 

Finally, adopting some of the policy options outlined in Section 8 could reduce the structural 

inefficiencies in the current system, releasing funds to deliver the recommendations proposed in 

this report. As adoption of these policy options is beyond the core recommendations of this report 

this approach has not been included in the options appraisal above, but were these to be pursued 

there is the potential to substantially reduce the total additional spending required.  
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8. Policy options for GoJ to consider 

8.1. Overview of policy options 

In addition to the new funding model outlined in Section 6, there are a set of policy options that GoJ 

could consider which have significant impacts on both outcomes for children and the funding system. 

These policy options have been developed based on the work of the Independent School Funding 

Review team but are separated from the main recommendations due to the complexity of delivery 

and broad non-funding implications.  

 

These options are summarised in the list below, and set out in further detail later in this section: 

• Consolidate all academic selection at age 16, rather than the current dual selection at 14 

and 16, to remove the double funding of Key Stage 4 across the 11-16 schools and Hautlieu 

(saving up to £781k94), and give all students access to a broad curriculum. 

• Concentrate new funding on early years, which would better align with the GoJ policy 

agenda, and align with evidence for the high impact of good quality early intervention for 

disadvantaged children 

• Consider some selected mergers between schools, with the primary driver being 

economies of scale and efficiency savings, with the potential to go to three 11-16 schools 

• Review the current model for inclusion, to ensure children with significant additional needs 

receive a high quality of education in the right setting 

• Extend the years of mandatory education, which would incur higher direct costs of 

provision, but would improve outcomes for some young people and stronger economic 

outcomes through reduction in young people becoming not in education, employment or 

training (NEET). This has been estimated by Skills Team, CYPES, as £600k.95 

• Changing the relationship between GoJ and fee-paying schools, including offering 

greater autonomy and potentially means testing support for fees, rather than offering 

subsidised fee-paying education as a universal benefit 

 

These options are significant, and some would take time to consider, assess the impact and 

consult on a way forward. These are not core recommendations for immediate implementation, but 

instead choices and opportunities for GoJ to consider during 2020 and beyond (see 

implementation timeline in Section 5 of the Appendix).  

8.2. Policy options in detail 

In this section of the report there is indicative detail about the policy options outlined above. This 

detail has been developed during the Independent School Funding Review and have been tested 

with the project board. These policy options are not core recommended courses of action. Instead, 

 

94 Saving assumes the re-provision cost of replacing KS4 at Hautlieu with increased provision in the 11-16 
schools would be 50% of current allocation, due to use of existing underused capacity. Assuming pupils who 
transferred from the fee-paying sector to Hautlieu at KS4 remain in the fee-paying sector, additional savings 
are assumed for these pupils being funded at the reduced 43% rate instead of the full rate at Hautlieu. 
95 Figure supplied by CYPES. 
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these should be read as opportunities for GoJ to explore when looking for more transformational 

change to the current system.  

 

 

Policy option 1 

 

Consolidate all academic selection at age 16, rather than the current dual selection at 14 and 16, 

to remove the double funding of Key Stage 4 across the 11-16 schools and Hautlieu, and give all 

students access to a broad curriculum 

 

 

Jersey currently has a system of academic selection at age 14, with a subset of pupils moving to 

Hautlieu for KS4. Through the Independent School Funding Review, we have found that, while 

progress for KS4 students at Hautlieu is strong, this selection system has the following drawbacks: 

• The remaining non-fee-paying secondary schools (not Hautlieu) experience uncertainty in 

student numbers as the numbers accepted to Hautlieu vary each year. Given the funding 

model, this results in uncertainty about a school’s income and makes matching staffing to 

student numbers challenging.  

• Due to lower student numbers in the non-fee-paying secondary sector, there are implications 

on curriculum offer, with schools either running a large curriculum at sub-scale (which is 

financially unviable in the long term), or reducing their curriculum offer, which reduces the 

quality of education for students. 

• To support non-fee-paying secondaries to continue to offer a broad curriculum, there is some 

double funding of KS4 by GoJ. While understandable given the structure of the current 

system, this is not an efficient use of funds overall.  

• The current system leads to many high attaining students leaving their secondary schools at 

age 14, which has a negative impact on the overall performance of the non-fee-paying 

secondaries.  

• There are some challenges relating to the emotional well-being of students, staff and parents, 

due to the uncertainty caused by selection at age 14, with some students moving and others 

staying behind. 

 

There is an opportunity for GoJ to consider the role of selection in the non-fee-paying Jersey 

education system, including the following options: 

• Moving the age for all selection to 16, removing the double selection at 14 and 16. 

• Removing selection entirely, and making Hautlieu a non-selective school 
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The funding implication of student transfers from 11-16 non-fee-paying schools to Hautlieu through 

student movement in year 10 is £1.1m.96 This takes into account the per-pupil aspect of the 11-16 

schools’ allocation, as well as the per-pupil share of the non-fee-paying secondary school deficit.97  

Potential savings to the GoJ may be realised through the reduction of any sub-scale classes 

currently in 11-16 KS4. Assuming that the 11-16 schools are already operating with the full 

capacity required to educate these students, both in terms of available staff, timetabling, and 

physical capacity, the full £1.1m could be realised as a reduction to the 11-16 school overspends. 

In the short-medium term, there will be one-off costs associated with delivery. This includes central 

programme costs, for example in managing a consultation with stakeholders, as well as any 

reprovisioning costs that arise from the future model. The financial implication for the GoJ could be 

a saving of ~£781k per year. This is driven by efficiencies of scale from making use of currently 

under-utilised capacity in the 11-16 schools, and the lower cost to GoJ associated with fee-paying 

students moving to Hautlieu at age 16 rather than age 14.98 99 

  

 

96 Student numbers attending Hautlieu in year 10 have been sourced from an FOI detailing the percentage of 
Hautlieu admissions in year 10 from non-fee-paying 11-16 schools, fee-paying schools and UK or overseas 
from 2014 – 2018. Hautlieu intake in the autumn term of year 10 has been sourced from the Characteristics 
data shared by the GoJ. 
97 Per-pupil allocation calculated as £5,122 per year 10 student, and £5,423 per year 11 student. Deficit per 
pupil is calculated at £720 for a non-fee-paying secondary student, and at £217 for a fee-paying secondary 
student. 
98 This saving is realised as the increased student numbers in 11-16 schools would help to reduce their 
operational deficits.  
99 An FOI provided by the GoJ in July 2019 indicates that the 11-16 non-fee-paying schools currently operate 
at a total of 252 students short of the maximum operational capacity of 26 students per class at the current 
number of classes (figures provided from January 2018). Note that this shortfall is spread across KS3 and 
KS4.   

https://www.gov.je/government/pages/statesreports.aspx?reportid=3631
https://www.gov.je/government/pages/statesreports.aspx?reportid=3631
https://www.gov.je/government/pages/statesreports.aspx?reportid=3631
https://www.gov.je/government/pages/statesreports.aspx?reportid=4752
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Policy option 2 

 

Concentrate new funding on early years, which would better align with the GoJ policy agenda, 

and align with evidence for the high impact of good quality early intervention for disadvantaged 

children 

 

 

The Government of Jersey has committed to putting children first, as set out in the Common Strategic 

Policy. A core part of achieving this will be in ensuring children and young people have the best 

possible start. Early intervention and early years are a top priority in the New Children’s Plan for 

Jersey, however at present, only 57% of children reached the expected level of development at the 

end of Reception.100 Further, compared to benchmark countries, Jersey comparatively spends little 

on Early Years at a per pupil level.101 

 

Investing in EY support has been shown to have significant impact on educational outcomes102 and 

economic indicators.103 Therefore, there is an opportunity for GoJ to significantly rebalance the level 

of funding provided towards Early Years, to more directly support medium-long term outcomes for 

the population.  

 

This policy decision would be closely linked to the work of the Early Years Policy Development Board, 

and ongoing work to change the structure of nursery funding from 2020 onwards.104 We anticipate 

that to have a major impact for children in Early Years would require significant capital and revenue 

funding, as building new provision for children in this age range would likely require new facilities 

and have significant ongoing operating costs. This would potentially lead to significant savings 

through lower needs in that cohort as they move through the education system, but this financial 

benefit would take a number of years to materialise. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

100 GoJ Annual Report and Accounts 2018 
101 Comparison of spend to benchmark countries using OECD spending data adjusted for PPP. See Section 
5. 
102 Study of Early Education and Development, Uni. Of Oxford, Sept 2018 
103 Invest in a Strong Start for Children: A Toolkit for Donors on Early Childhood, Uni. Of Pennsylvania 
104 GoJ announcement about nursery funding, Jan 2019:  

https://www.gov.je/news/2019/pages/EducationMinisterNurseryFunding.aspx
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Case Study: Investing in Early Years can affect health and wellbeing 

outcomes 

 

In England, Sure Start Centres were introduced in 1999 to support young 

children and their families, with £450m funding for the first 3 years (to target the 

poorest 20% of wards).105  

 

At its peak, this accounted for one third of spending on programmes for the 

under-5s and was evidenced to improve health outcomes and reduced 

hospitalisation rates. Additional benefits included improved life satisfaction and 

more stimulating learning environments at home.   

   

 

105 Sure Start (England), Briefing Paper, June 2017 

Institute for Fiscal Studies. The health effects of Sure Start. 2019. 

House of Commons Sure Start Briefing Paper. 2017.   
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Policy option 3 

 

Consider some selected mergers between schools, with the primary driver being economies of 

scale and efficiency savings 

 

 

Jersey has a relatively small Island population, and there are a significant number of education 

providers (schools and colleges) in a relatively small geography. There are some instances where 

this is necessary, for example in more rural areas where parish schools exist. In these examples, 

public transport can be a challenge, and therefore there is a strong rationale for operating multiple, 

smaller, schools in close proximity to one another. 

 

However, in some other instances there may be benefits of considering future mergers between 

providers. This is due to evidence that: 

• Some schools are under capacity (such as D’Auvergne) and operating small class sizes.  

• Some primary schools have high SLT expenditure per child 

• There are a number of town schools that operate in close proximity to one another, in an area 

where the cost of estates is expensive 

• Many secondary schools struggle to efficiently deliver a full curriculum offer due to their scale 

 

A full operational merger is at the extreme end of the options available to GoJ. There may be benefits 

of completing mergers in some instances, but this would require extensive consultation and impact 

assessment. In addition to considering mergers, the GoJ should pursue opportunities to encourage 

stronger partnerships and collaboration between providers in the sector. For example, this could 

include shared facilities, curriculum and staffing, particularly in minority subjects and where 

recruitment is most challenging.  

 

This work should be completed through a dedicated programme that includes extensive consultation 

with stakeholders including teachers, school leaders, parents and children. The programme 

management costs of this intervention are likely to be high, and therefore we recommend that this 

initiative is only considered if there is believed to be sufficient appetite to implement mergers in the 

system.  

 

To achieve this, GoJ could conduct an initial scoping exercise to establish the potential for mergers 

or closer working. This exercise would provide insight about the level of saving that could be possible, 

and therefore allow GoJ to make a decision about whether the costs of managing the consultation 

programme are outweighed by the potential benefits to the system.  
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Case study: Smaller jurisdictions can potentially benefit from 

consolidation of their schooling systems 

 

Guernsey have recently completed a funding review for secondary education, 

which is modelled to cost £157m. This is a consolidation programme, which turns 

four separate schools into a single, multi-site school.  

 

This approach is anticipated to support the expansion of the curriculum and 

investment in facilities.  The business case models that this is a more efficient 

use of resources, due to the economies of scale that are expected to be realised. 

 

This has, however, not been universally accepted by stakeholders in Guernsey. 

If Jersey is to consider a consolidation exercise, we recommend that CYPES 

engage with the Education Department from Guernsey to understand the current 

state of this programme. 
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Policy option 4 

 

Review the current model for inclusion, to ensure children with significant additional needs receive 

a high quality of education in the right setting 

 

 

Jersey currently runs an education model that is highly inclusive, with most provision for high needs 

children situated in mainstream education. In addition to mainstream provision, there is special 

school provision at Mont à L’Abbé and La Sente. These schools accept pupils with the highest 

additional needs and demand outstrips capacity.  

 

Through this Independent School Funding Review, we have met with stakeholders from these 

special schools, the central inclusion and Educational Psychology teams, and discussed provision 

for additional needs within the mainstream system. This has led to the following observations: 

• There is restricted capacity for the special schools, with mainstream schools looking to refer 

more children than they can accommodate 

• There are requirements for additional or upgraded estates and facilities at special schools 

• Special schools are unclear about the way in which their funding is calculated 

• The cost per place for special schools is much higher than in mainstream provision and in 

some cases attendance is low 

• Additional Resource Centres attached to mainstream schools are widely seen as successful 

in meeting the needs of their students, and provide a balance of specialist support and 

inclusion in a mainstream setting 

• Some high needs students in mainstream schools, while included in the sense of attending 

a mainstream setting, may not be experiencing a fully inclusive education or receiving the 

education they need to make good progress 

• There are issues with mainstream providers struggling to meet needs and manage 

associated behavioural challenges of the highest need pupils 

 

There are a range of options open to GoJ in developing Jersey’s inclusion model, including 

expanding specialist provision to meet demand, strengthening the specialist-in-the-mainstream 

model of the Additional Resource Centres (ARCs) and removing special schools entirely and 

redeploying staff and resources to support children in mainstream schools.  

 

These questions are beyond the scope of this funding review, but changes to the model would likely 

have funding implications, in addition to the core aim of improving outcomes for the highest needs 

children on Jersey. We recommend that as an immediate priority, GoJ conducts a comprehensive 

review of the inclusion model (including provision within mainstream and special schools). 
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In order to implement this policy decision, we anticipate that GoJ would establish a central Inclusion 

review team who examine best practice and opportunities to improve provision. This team would 

make recommendations to GoJ, including any additional investment required. Given that spending 

on SEN in Jersey is broadly comparable with comparator countries, there may not be significant new 

investment required, but this is dependent on the future model agreed.106 

  

 
106 This holistic review is required because there is a trade-off between the cost of delivery, the quality of 
service, and the complexity of management for a small island population. This review should consider each of 
these factors when making recommendations about the future funding and delivery model. 
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Policy option 5 

 

Extend the years of mandatory education, which would incur higher direct costs of provision, but 

would improve outcomes for some young people and stronger economic outcomes through 

reduction in young people becoming not in education, employment or training (NEET) 

 

 

Whilst the curriculum and approach in Jersey mirrors some key components of the UK’s education 

model, there is currently no mandatory requirement for young people to be in education between the 

ages of 16 and 18. Jersey could consider raising the mandatory age of education, which may: 

• Support the stated aim of “reducing the number of young people who become NEET”.107 

• In the longer term, improve labour market participation and productivity of the Jersey 

economy through supporting young people to reach higher levels of qualification and skills. 

Higher levels of workforce participation are also proven to have wider social benefits on 

health and wellbeing. 

 

Given the high levels of participation in education or employment from 16-18-year olds, there may 

be limited immediate benefit of completing this policy change. A softer option for consideration would 

be for GoJ to focus on further strengthening participation rates, rather than enforcing mandatory 

education for people in this age group. 

 

If GoJ were to increase the age of mandatory education to age 18, the CYPES Skills team has 

estimated this would cost in the region of £600k.108 

  

 

107 GoJ Children and Young People’s Plan 2019-23 
108 Figure supplied by CYPES. 

https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Caring%20and%20support/ID%20Children%20and%20Young%20People%20Plan%202019%20to%202023%20EW.pdf
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Policy option 6 

 

Changing the relationship between GoJ and fee-paying schools, including offering greater 

autonomy and potentially means testing support for fees, rather than offering subsidised fee-paying 

education as a universal benefit 

 

 

The Government of Jersey currently financially supports both non-fee-paying and fee-paying 

providers. The support to non-fee-paying providers represents a significant proportion of the overall 

education budget. Therefore, it may be beneficial for GoJ to review and change the support provided 

to fee-paying providers. Further, engagement undertaken as part of this Independent School 

Funding Review suggests that Government fee-paying schools are looking for greater levels of 

autonomy, in particular the ability to set their fees to the levels they consider appropriate.  

 

If the GoJ were to reduce the level of financial support provided to fee-paying providers, this would 

in theory result in significant financial savings, which could be redistributed towards other parts of 

the education sector. We strongly recommend that any review of fee-paying support includes 

consideration of means testing within the system. This would help to ensure that a reduction in GoJ 

support to fee-paying providers does not have a disproportionate and negative effect on some 

parents. For example, this could be achieved through extending the current system of means testing 

for higher education support to the fee-paying schools’ sector. Appropriate transitional arrangements 

would also need to be considered, to ensure that changes to fees support did not have a negative 

impact on current students at the fee-paying schools. 

 

In order to change the relationship between GoJ and fee-paying schools there would need to be an 

extensive consultation and negotiation exercise, including work completed to scope the future 

relationship. This would include agreeing aspects such as: 

• The level of grant provided by GoJ to fee-paying schools. 

• Any conditions attached to that grant, for example establishing a system of means testing 

and implementing appropriate checks and balances on the setting of fees. This may also 

include considering equalising fee-levels between schools.109 

• Any other changes to the relationship between GoJ and fee-paying schools such as the ability 

to raise fees, ownership of land, maintenance of buildings or governance/oversight.  

 

We anticipate that the outcome of this work would be a future model that reduces the level of grant 

currently provided to fee-paying schools. The combined allocation to fee-paying maintained schools 

and grant to fee-paying non-maintained schools is £9.4m110 a year, and therefore this would 

represent the absolute maximum revenue gains possible from this work. In reality we anticipate that 

this work would not remove the grant entirely, but instead reduce the level of grant and replace with 

 

109 Currently Jersey College for Girls and Victoria College have different fee levels without a clear rationale. 
110 The allocation to fee-paying maintained schools in 2019 was £5.1m, and the grant to fee-paying non-
maintained schools is £4.3m. This excludes any Central Services budget, and the ‘All Schools Spend’ line. 



Independent School Funding Review 

70 

 

Confidential 

a system of means testing. This reduction in the grant provided to fee-paying schools could then be 

used elsewhere in the education system, for example to provide funding for other initiatives that may 

be high cost, such as strengthened Early Years provision.  


