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Introduction
1. We started a process in 2012 to reform the school funding system, so that it is
fairer, more consistent and transparent and so that funding intended for education
reaches schools and the pupils that need it most. Last year we set out how the
system would start to change ahead of introducing a national funding formula in
the next spending review period.
2. Local authorities, working with their Schools Forums, developed new local
formulae for 2013-14, using simplified and consistent formula factors. Schools
across the country are now funded using a number of clearly defined factors which
represent the circumstances under which we believe schools should attract
funding, and using the small number of exceptional factors which were in place
last year.
3. Many schools and local authorities have welcomed these changes and look
forward to the fairness and transparency a national funding formula will bring. We
recognise that changing a historic system will inevitably create some turbulence so
we are introducing these reforms gradually and with funding protections in place
through the minimum funding guarantee.
4. We undertook a short review in February this year to understand to what extent we
needed to make small changes in 2014-15 in order to move closer to a national
funding formula. We also wanted to understand whether any unintended
consequences had arisen as a result of the arrangements for 2013-14.
5. During the review we visited a number of areas across the country and talked to
members of Schools Forums, governors, head teachers and local authority
officers. We also published a short document which sought to understand more
about the concerns we had heard and to consider how we might address those
concerns. This document sets out the findings from our review.
6. Most of the arrangements we put in place for 2013-14 will remain in place next
year. We will however make a number of changes which will move us closer to a
national funding formula and which will address the unintended consequences
which arose as a result of the 2013-14 reforms.
7. Operational guidance describing these changes will be published alongside this
document and made available on the Department’s website. A copy of the
Equalities Impact Assessment can also be found in the House of Commons and
House of Lords libraries.
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8. We will be making the necessary regulations that will give effect to these changes
in 2014-15. Draft finance regulations and Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG)
conditions of grant will be issued for consultation shortly.
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Chapter 1 - Review Findings and Approach for 2014-15
Introduction
1. We began the review of funding arrangements for 2013-14 in February this year.
This sought to understand whether the changes put in place for 2013-14 are
moving us towards our goal of national consistency and greater transparency of
school budgets.
2. The review also sought to understand more about any unintended consequences
which have arisen as a result of the changes. In a move towards a pupil-led
system, there will be changes to schools’ budgets and some degree of reallocation of funds between schools. We clearly stated at the start of the review
that this is a necessary, and not unintended, consequence of the reforms.
3. This chapter covers the areas we wanted to learn more about during the review. It
sets out a summary of the review’s findings and, where relevant, the changes we
intend to make in 2014-15.

Findings from the Review and Approach for 2014-15
Pupil-led Funding
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
4. In June 2012, we stated that we would not set a minimum threshold for the pupilled factors in 2013-14 but that we would review this decision for 2014-15. Our view
was that we should see what the 2013-14 data and feedback told us before
deciding whetherto set a statutory threshold. We now know that all but two local
authorities allocated 80% or more of their delegated DSG (schools block) funding
in 2013-14 through the pupil-led factors. This represents signficant progress
towards our goal of a pupil-led funding system.
5. We asked in the review whether there should be a minimum percentage of funding
allocated through the pupil-led factors.
6. Responses to this question were varied. The majority of responses suggested
there should not be a minimum level or proportion of funding allocated through the
pupil-led factors and the most frequently cited reason was that this would limit
local discretion and flexibility.
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7. A significant minority of responses said there should be a minimum threshold and
reasons mainly centred on this being a sensible approach in the move towards a
national funding formula.
Approach for 2014-15
8. We have been clear that we want to move towards a position where a much
greater proportion of a school’s funding is allocated on a per-pupil basis, reflecting
the needs of the pupils attending that school. We feel that a number of the
changes set out in this document will go a long way to addressing any concerns in
relation to small schools and the lump sum, and will provide solutions to the
problems where respondents have legitimately felt local flexibility is needed. Under
a national funding formula it will not be possible to maintain the same level of local
flexibility provided by local funding formula. .
9. In the majority of local authority areas there has been significant progress in
moving towards a pupil-led funding formula and a positive step towards a national
funding formula. We want to ensure all local authorities allocate the vast majority
of funding next year on a per-pupil basis. We will therefore be requiring in
2014-15 that in all local authority areas (with the exception of the Isles of
Scilly), a minimum of 80% of delegated schools block funding is allocated
through an appropriate and locally determined combination of the pupil-led
factors1.
10. In keeping with our aim of moving towards a nationally consistent funding system
which is led by the needs of pupils, we have also been looking at the differential
rates set for the Age Weighted Pupil Units (AWPUs). For small schools and large
schools alike, the number of pupils on roll and the rate set for the basic entitlement
will be the main determinant of their budget. Our analysis shows that the lowest
primary rate is currently £2,122 and the lowest secondary rate (Key Stage 3 and
Key Stage 4) is £3,178. Local authorities will be required to review their local
formula for 2014-15 in light of the changes we have set out here. For some this
review will be fairly limited but for others there may be some substantial changes
required. As authorities make these changes, we therefore want to ensure that
any revised formulae do not compromise the AWPU rates. In 2014-15 therefore
we will require all local authorities to set an AWPU rate which is at least
£2,000 for primary and at least £3,000 for KS3 and KS4.

1

The pupil-led factors are: the Age Weighted Pupil Unit (AWPU), deprivation, prior attainment, looked after
children (LAC) and English as an additional language (EAL).
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Prior attainment
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
11. In 2013-14, local authorities were able to target funding to schools for pupils with
low cost, high incidence special educational needs (SEN) partly through the
optional prior attainment factor. We acknowledged that there was no perfect way
of identifying pupils with low cost SEN but that prior attainment provided us with a
reasonable proxy for some kinds of SEN. As prior attainment will not identify all
low cost SEN, we invited local authorities to use this factor alongside other factors
(such as deprivation, for example) in order to identify a notional SEN budget for all
mainstream schools in the local authority area.
12. The previous Early Years Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP) came to an end last
year and the new framework has been introduced. During the review, we asked
whether we should continue to use EYFSP data as an indicator of prior attainment
and if not, what alternatives we should consider.
13. A significant majority of those who responded to the consultation question agreed
that the EYFSP is the best proxy indicator available for primary school pupils. The
most popular alternative to EYFSP was for schools to use KS1 data. There were
also a small number of respondents who suggested combining the two to create a
new proxy. A number of respondents, both expressing a preference for retaining
or for removing the measure, agreed that any possible alternative would have its
own drawbacks.
14. We also asked the local authorities we visited as part of the review what
alternative proxies we could consider. Some of those local authorities were
concerned that the EYFSP measures development rather than attainment and
could be an unreliable measure to identify children who would need additional
support to attain well. A number of authorities however recognised the absence of
a better measure and felt using a combination of factors (prior attainment,
deprivation and the AWPU) to determine the low cost SEN budget could mitigate
some of the potential issues in relation to the prior attainment proxy.
15. A number of responses highlighted potential problems with the introduction of the
new EYFSP including what impact a new threshold would have on the number of
pupils identified as needing additional support. There were concerns that the
banding for the new EYFSP would be too wide to provide a precise indicator.
Approach for 2014-15
16. Although we recognise that the current prior attainment indicators are not perfect,
for 2014-15 we will be retaining the EYFSP as the main indicator for prior
9

attainment for primary aged pupils. On balance, this proxy provides the best
solution for identifying those children who do not achieve a good level of
development. Continuing to use the EYFSP in 2014-15 will avoid any turbulence
that introducing a new measure may cause. We will continue to look at what else
we can do longer term to provide a more reliable measure for assessing children’s
abilities as they enter primary school.
17. Due to the new EYFSP, we will need to change the measure used to identify
children who might need additional support. In 2014-15, for the cohort who are
moving into KS1, pupils will qualify for the prior attainment factor, where they
have not achieved a good level of development. This will include all those who
have not achieved the expected level of development in all 12 prime areas of
learning as well as maths and literacy.
18. We have also looked again at the measure used for secondary-aged pupils. We
want to ensure that it identifies pupils who are at risk of not attaining well at KS4
and that it is compatible with the new KS2 English assessments.
19. Currently, pupils qualify for the prior attainment factor at KS2, if they fail to achieve
a level 4 or higher in English and maths. This measure picks up around 10% of
pupils. We want to ensure that the prior attainment measure identifies pupils who
are less likely to go on and attain well at KS4. We have reviewed attainment data,
which shows that currently only 20% of pupils who achieved a level 4 in English
or maths went on to achieve the 5 (A*-C) GCSEs including English and maths. In
light of this, we will be changing this measure so that in 2014-15, pupils will be
identified as having low prior attainment, if they fail to achieve a level 4 or
higher in English or a level 4 or higher in maths. We expect such a change to
mean that this revised measure would identify around 21% of pupils.
20. In 2012 the KS2 English assessment methodology was changed and now includes
a reading test, a new grammar, punctuation and spelling test and teacher
assessed writing. The Department will publish the results for each of these
components separately and will not publish an overall English level as has been
the case in the past. This will mean we will not have the same data available for
use with this measure as has historically been the case.
21. For those assessed at Key Stage 2 up to 2012, local authorities will be able to use
the KS2 data as published to determine the number of pupils failing to achieve a
level 4 in English. For pupils assessed at Key Stage 2 from 2013 onwards, the
English element of the KS2 measure will identify those that do not achieve a level
4 in either the reading or teacher assessed writing elements. We are excluding the
grammar, punctuation and spelling test results for now. This brings the prior
attainment measure in line with the new KS2 floor standards.
10

Deprivation
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
22. Last year we required all local authorities to ensure that deprived pupils attracted
additional funding, in addition to the pupil premium. We have always been clear
that it is not acceptable that deprived pupils are penalised as a consequence of
local authorities seeking to maintain the status quo in their area and not exploring
the full range of options open to them.
23. In the review, we wanted to understand more about how the proportion or
quantum of deprivation funding had been determined by local authorities and
Schools Forums.
24. Overwhelmingly, consultation evidence has suggested that the proportion or
quantum of funding for deprivation was determined based on historic approaches
or a combination of the historic approach and an approach which minimised
turbulence. This included using previously developed models and analysis and
mapping old formula factors to the new allowable factors. Most felt a status-quo
approach was taken because existing arrangements worked and were widely
accepted as appropriate and fair. A small number of responses suggested there
was a need to review the proportion for deprivation in their area and do more
analysis but timing had not permitted this.
25. In a significant number of consultation responses the main approach cited was to
minimise turbulence. A very small number of respondents went further, and felt
that the allocation for deprivation was a balancing figure, or a figure determined
after the lump sum had been set at an appropriate level for schools in the local
authority area.
26. There were a small number of responses where the respondent described the
local authority or Schools Forum developing a new approach, considering afresh
the deprivation distribution and needs in the local authority and redeveloping the
evidence base.
27. During the review, we also wanted to understand more about why some local
authorities told us they were unable to use the allowable deprivation indicators to
prevent significant losses to schools with a high number of deprived pupils.
28. We received a range of responses in relation to this question. A small majority
(56%) of those responding did state that in their area there had been difficulties in
preventing significant losses to schools with a high number of deprived pupils. Of
those that stated this was the case, the majority of responses related to issues in
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using the allowable measures (free school meals, ever FSM and Income
Deprivation Affecting Children Index) and included:


not being able to use measures such as Index of Multiple Deprivation or other
place-based deprivation measures which had historically been used and which
were considered to better identify where there are small pockets of deprivation in
rural areas;



problems in applying the national bandings for IDACI and the limiting of bands to
1-6; and



schools which had received high levels of funding for deprivation through historic
grants failing to recoup this funding through either an FSM measure (because of
low take up) or IDACI (because of spatial masking of small pockets of deprivation)
or a combination of both.

29. There were a small number of responses which reported that because the local
authority had committed a relatively high proportion of funding through the lump
sum, they were unable to afford to provide sufficient funding through the
deprivation factor to avoid losses of funding to schools with high numbers of
deprived children. A very small number of responses suggested this problem
arose as a result of the overall approach for 2013-14 and a lack of local flexibility.
30. A number of authorities we visited and a small number of local authorities and
Schools Forums responding to the consultation asked for further flexibility to use
other measures of deprivation including the Index of Multiple Deprivation and other
commercially developed measures. Respondents stated that this would assist in
areas where there are small pockets of deprivation, particularly in more rural
areas.
Approach for 2014-15
31. We are very keen that all local authorities continue to provide additional funding to
schools with deprived pupils. We do not feel it is appropriate for local authorities to
allocate funding for deprivation as a balancing figure or in order to minimise
turbulence.
32. The review evidence shows that many local authorities have replicated old
formulae approaches when allocating deprivation funding. This is only appropriate
if there is confidence that this approach ensures that deprived pupils attract the
right level of additional funding. Because of the variation in levels of deprivation
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across the country, it would not be sensible to prescribe a minimum proportion of
funding which should be allocated through the deprivation factor but we are
continuing to ask that Schools Forums and local authorities determine
locally an appropriate proportion or quantum of their schools block funding
to allocate through this factor.
33. We will review how a number of other changes we are setting out in this document
assist those local authorities that have experienced difficulties in this area,
particularly changes in relation to the lump sum and changes which support small
schools in rural areas. These changes may mean that local authorities allocate
less funding through the lump sum and are able to make changes which provide
additional funding to schools with high numbers of deprived pupils which may
have experienced significant losses.
34. As we move towards a national funding formula we need to retain simplicity and
will require consistent national measure(s) for use with this factor. We have heard
a small number of calls for the introduction of new measures, but for a short period
of time this could be counter-productive and lead to greater turbulence in the
future. We are not therefore changing the allowable indicators for use with
this measure in 2014-15.

Looked After Children
Approach in 2013-14
35. Currently local authorities can use one of three measures with this factor,
identifying children who have been looked after for one day or more, six months or
more or 12 months or more. In 2013-14 most authorities selected the one day or
more measure.
Approach for 2014-15
36. Evidence shows that children who have been looked after for one day are equally
likely to under-perform at KS4 as those who are looked after for 12 months or
more and may have equally challenging backgrounds. Figure 1 demonstrates this
point.
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KS4 Results: Looked After Children
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Figure 1

At least 12 months

- Key Stage 4 results, 2009-12: % getting 5 A*-C including English and maths

37. As we move towards a national funding formula (and assuming it includes a
specific factor to target support to looked after children), we will need to use one
single measure for looked after children. Given the evidence above the most
suitable is a one day or more measure.
38. For these reasons, in 2014-15 we will require local authorities which use the
looked after children factor, to use a single one day or more measure for
both primary and secondary.

Pupil Mobility and Service Children
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Questions
39. In 2013-14 we introduced an optional factor for pupil mobility in order to support
schools with high levels of pupil mobility which incur greater costs as a result. This
factor was used by 58 local authorities in 2013-14.
40. Since the 2013-14 arrangements were announced, we have heard some concerns
that the current factor does not allow local authorities to target funding to schools
with high volumes of mobile pupils.
41. During the review we asked whether we should adjust the factor so that it enables
authorities to target funding to schools only when mobility is a significant issue. We
asked whether we should set a threshold and, if so, where we should set that
threshold.
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42. Consultation responses largely supported this proposal. The most commonly cited
level was a threshold of 10% (of pupil count). Alternative approaches suggested
steps to ensure the targeting of mobility funding including: local discretion to target
this according to local circumstances; better funding for in-year changes in pupil
numbers; a banded approach with higher funding levels for higher bands of
mobility; targeting KS4 pupils only; and looking at absolute changes in numbers in
a school. Only a small number of responses suggested the use of mobility was not
a helpful approach.
43. We also asked about the needs of service children. We asked whether once we
account for deprivation, mobility and pastoral care through the pupil premium there
is any evidence that service children require additional funding in order to achieve
as well as non-service children. We also wanted to know if there were other
groups of children which need additional support where local authorities were
unable to target funding.
44. We received a small number of responses to this question. A large proportion of
those that had considered this issue in their response felt that the pupil premium
(service premium) was sufficient to meet the needs of these children.
45. Where evidence was presented that these children require additional funding, this
was mainly related to the fact that for some service families, incomes could be
only slightly above the level where the family would qualify for free school meals,
and therefore the additional needs were similar to the needs of deprived pupils. A
very small number of responses called for a specific service children factor.
Approach for 2014-15
46. The review findings provide evidence that where local authorities have used this
factor, it has spread mobility funding thinly across a large number of schools in the
local authority area, and has not consistently targeted funding to those schools
which most needed additional support.
47. We do not intend to revise the current definition of a mobile pupil, or change the
measure used to identify mobile pupils. We accept that this could mean that
mobility funding will not be attracted where pupils enter and leave a school within
an academic year. It would not be possible to collect efficiently the data that would
be required to pick up such in-year movements. We do however intend to revise
this factor so that it targets funding to schools which experience the highest levels
of mobility. Starting in 2014-15, a 10% threshold will be applied to the mobility
factor, so that it will only support schools which experience a significant
change in their pupil numbers.
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Sparsity
Issues in 2013-14 and Review Findings
48. Since we announced the changes for 2013-14, we have heard that the funding
reforms and particularly the lump sum arrangements are causing concerns in
some rural areas.
49. Having heard these concerns, we were keen to explore the issues for small rural
schools in detail during the review. We therefore asked a series of questions in the
review about the issues for small schools and consulted on whether to enable
local authorities to use a sparsity factor. We also visited seven rural authorities to
discuss in detail the issue and possible solutions.
50. We asked three questions in relation to small schools during the review:
i.

We wanted to know whether a new school level sparsity factor would avoid
necessary small rural schools becoming unviable. Based on the sparsity factor
we proposed, which measures how far pupils live from their second nearest
school, we also wanted to know what average distance threshold would be
appropriate.

51. The majority of respondents to this question supported the introduction of a
sparsity factor. The supporters were mainly schools, local authorities and Schools
Forums from rural areas. A small minority did not support the introduction of the
sparsity factor and, exploring these responses, the majority were from urban
areas.
52. Some urban schools and authorities expressed concern about this factor taking
away more funding from the rest of the schools sector. Other concerns which were
expressed more generally related to: the complexity of administering it, the use of
crow flies distances rather than road distance or travel time; and that it does not
take into account parental preference or availability of places at local schools.
53. Most responses in relation to the minimum distance threshold for use with the
sparsity factor suggested a distance between two and three miles. Some
suggested that this should replicate the statutory walking distances.
ii. We wanted to explore how such a factor would work and what the interaction
would be between a sparsity factor and the lump sum.
54. Most respondents were very nervous about losing the lump sum entirely,
particularly urban schools and authorities that would not benefit from a sparsity
factor. We agree that the sparsity factor will not address the needs of small
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schools which are not in rural areas.
55. Several respondents also felt that the lump sum is intended to cover the fixed
costs of all schools, while the sparsity factor provides additional money to meet the
challenges that rural schools face, so they have different uses. We explain later in
the document that it is not our intention that the lump sum is set at a level which
covers the fixed costs of all schools. It is intended to be set at a level which
provides the additional funding required by unavoidably small schools which could
not operate on the basis of per pupil funding alone.
56. Very few respondents thought that there was no need for both a lump sum and a
sparsity factor. The small number who thought we should have only a sparsity
factor or a lump sum thought this on the basis that a lump sum is only required
where pupil funding alone was not sufficient.
iii. We also wanted to understand if there were alternative sparsity measures we
could use to identify small necessary schools in rural areas.
57. A number of ideas were put forward, the most popular of which were: considering
the population density of the area the school was located in and the distance
between schools. We have considered and modelled a number of these
alternative suggestions, but have not been able to overcome a number of
disadvantages in comparison to the proposed model.
58. More of the answers to this question focused on the need for the sparsity factor to
measure travel distance or time, and to take into account issues beyond travel,
such as catchment areas, availability of places and facilities in the local area.
Approach for 2014-15
59. We have now developed a sparsity factor which measures the distance pupils live
from their second nearest school. In rural areas where schools are few and far
between, pupils could face the choice of either attending their nearest school or
travelling a long way to the second nearest. In some cases, the distance to their
second nearest school can be unacceptably long, putting a premium on ensuring
that the pupil’s nearest school stays open. Therefore, we think it is appropriate to
enable local authorities to target additional funding to support these schools where
per pupil funding alone may not be enough to ensure their viability.
60. We will be introducing an optional sparsity factor based on the above model
for 2014-15.
61. A full and detailed explanation of the sparsity factor can be found in the
accompanying operational guidance but, for illustrational purposes, we can use a
17

hypothetical school – Sparse Primary School to demonstrate how we will identify a
sparse school:


Step 1: We identify the pupils for whom Sparse Primary School is their nearest
school. There are 100 pupils for whom this is true.



Step 2: For each of those 100 pupils, we measure the distance they live from their
second nearest school. The second nearest school will include faith schools but
will not include selective schools (such as grammar schools).



Step 3: We take an average of these distances to derive the sparsity distance. For
Sparse Primary School, the average is over two miles, making it eligible for
sparsity funding.

62. We recognise that this solution is possibly more complex than others which have
been suggested, but we believe it offers the best solution to the issue. We will
perform the calculations required to determine the sparsity distance for all schools
and provide this to all local authorities considering using this factor.
63. We want to give local authorities some flexibility over how they implement it during
the first year, including the ability to:


Set the distance threshold above which schools become eligible for sparsity
funding, as long as it is at or above a minimum of two miles for primary, middle
and all through schools and three miles for secondary schools;



Decide on the level of cap on the size of schools eligible for sparsity funding, as
long as it is at or below 150 pupils for primary schools and 600 pupils for
secondary, middle and all through schools; and



Allocate up to £100,000 per school through this factor either as a single lump sum
or tapered amount related to school size.

64. This measure uses crow flies distances rather than actual travel distance as the
Department has been unable to secure a reliable travel distance measure that
would work nationally. We are however continuing to explore this for future years.
Although measuring distance as the crow flies is an imperfect measure, we have
tested this with some rural authorities and found that it generates a reasonable
proxy for sparsity.
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65. We do however appreciate the concerns that have been raised in relation to the
use of crow flies distances, which is why we are allowing local authorities to
make exceptional applications for schools that have been excluded because
the relevant road distance is significantly higher than the distance as the
crow flies. Again, more information about the exceptional applications process is
in the operational guidance.

Lump Sum Funding
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
66. In 2013-14 local authorities were able to provide a single optional lump sum to all
schools up to a maximum of £200,000. We set out clearly that we would review
this further for 2014-15.
67. Consultation responses expressed a range of views about the purpose and
function of lump sum funding. The Department’s view is that the main purpose of
the lump sum is to provide sufficient funding to necessarily small schools which
could not operate on the basis of per-pupil funding alone. The sparsity factor we
are introducing in 2014-15 will enable local authorities to target funding more
accurately to small schools in sparse rural areas.
68. Analysis of the 2013-14 pro forma returns shows that there were 32 authorities
which allocated a lump sum above £150,000. The vast majority of these
authorities were urban authorities.
69. We asked a number of questions during the review in relation to the lump sum
which we also explored in detail in the fieldwork visits we carried out:
i.

We asked in areas with large numbers of small schools, whether problems
experienced through having a fixed lump sum could be overcome by reducing
the relevant AWPU.

70. In many rural areas, due to the large number of small schools, local authorities
have expressed concern about being unable to allocate a large enough lump sum
to support small rural schools because they have a large number of small schools.
71. The majority of respondents felt this could not be done without causing too much
turbulence. A number of responses also suggested that this disadvantages larger
schools and moves away from a pupil-led approach.
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ii. We then asked about whether having the ability to apply a separate primary and
secondary lump sum would avoid necessary small schools becoming unviable and
if so, how we should deal with middle and all-through schools.
72. The majority of responses to this question thought having a variable lump sum
would provide welcome flexibility, particularly as primary and secondary schools
face different fixed costs.
73. On the question of middle schools, most respondents suggested that middle
schools should receive a lump sum that is weighted for either the year groups they
have in each phase (primary or secondary) or the number of pupils they have in
each phase.
74. Of those that thought there should not be a variable lump sum the main reason
cited was that the fixed costs of a school are determined more by its size rather
than its phase. So a tapered lump sum related to school size would be more
appropriate.
iii. We asked if we continued with one lump sum for both primary and
secondary, what would be the level of cap needed to ensure the sustainability
of necessary small schools. If we had a separate lump sum for primary and
secondary, what would be the minimum cap needed for each in order to
ensure the sustainability of necessary small schools.
75. Of those responses which cited a single lump sum value, the most frequently cited
value was £200,000. The average single lump sum value was £174,000. The
justifications provided for the appropriate level for the lump sum were mixed: many
thought the level that was set in their area was right, others suggested that the
lump sum should reflect the actual costs of schools in the area not the fixed costs,
and others gave figures with no clear rationale.
76. The majority of respondents generally felt that a higher lump sum value should be
provided to secondary schools, with a median level of £240,000. The median
response for primary schools was somewhat lower at £150,000. Respondents felt
a higher lump sum was needed in secondary because of higher fixed costs.
77. However, a significant proportion of respondents also noted that their concern
about the single lump sum relates to school size rather than, or in some cases as
well as, school phase. Some of these respondents suggested a tapered lump sum
instead, related to school size.
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iv. Finally, we asked whether the ability to retain their lump sums for one or
two years after amalgamation would create a greater incentive to merge.
78. The majority of responses were in favour of there being some protection of lump
sum funding for merging schools as it would incentivise and help schools through
the initial costs of merging. Others however had reservations about using funding
to influence decisions which should otherwise be taken in the interest of pupils.
Approach for 2014-15
79. Reducing the size of the lump sum supports our aim of moving towards a more
pupil-led funding system, but we do want to ensure that small rural schools have
sufficient funding to remain viable. It is clear from responses to the review that
very few schools and local authorities believe that a lump sum over £200,000 is
necessary.
80. We have taken the decision that in 2014-15 the maximum lump sum will be
£175,000. Our aim is to put more money through the pupil-led factors so that
funding genuinely follows pupils. Now that we have a sparsity factor (see paras
59-65 above) which will enable local authorities to target small rural schools, we
think there is a strong case for lowering the lump sum cap. The analysis we have
carried out suggests that a cap of £175,000 would channel more funding through
the pupil-led factors without causing unmanagable turbulence in local areas.
81. We are keen to provide additional flexibility to local authorities to make the right
arrangements in their local area, so we will enable local authorities to
differentiate the lump sum by phase for 2014-15, provided that for each
phase the lump sum level does not exceed the £175,000 cap. With this
change, we will enable local authorities to set a lump sum value for middle schools
based on a weighted average between the primary and secondary value. Such an
approach for middle schools provides simplicity and generates a similar outcome
to weighting by phase. For all-through schools, we will ask local authorities to set
a lump sum equivalent to the secondary lump sum value.
82. We know, however, that many respondents believe that the lump sum needs to be
responsive to size as well as phase. We want lump sum funding to support
schools which are unavoidably small and require this support because per pupil
funding alone is not sufficient. We do not want lump sum funding to offer additional
funding to schools which have fewer pupils on roll because they are unpopular.
We also want to avoid adding complexity to this factor. For these reasons we do
not intend to allow local authorities to vary the lump sum value according to the
size of the school.
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83. We do not believe that the funding system should act as a barrier to schools that
wish to improve their efficiency and educational offer by merging. Merging can be
a better option than federating for some schools, enabling greater efficiency
savings to be realised. But we understand that it will not be feasible to realise all
the possible savings on day one. We will therefore enable two merging schools
to keep 85% of the two lump sums for the next full financial year following
the year in which they merge. This will afford these schools some funding
protection while all efficiency savings resulting from the merger accrue.
84. For some school mergers there may be a requirement to continue to provide
tapered lump sum protection beyond the first year. Depending on when a national
funding formula is introduced, we will consider whether further tapered protection
should be provided for merged schools for up to two further years.

Schools with Falling Rolls
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
85. The changes we have made in 2013-14 are intentionally centred on the number
and characteristics of pupils rather than the circumstances of schools. This is in
keeping with our aim to give pupils greater choice about where they go to school
and to allow successful, popular schools to expand as the demand from pupils and
parents increases.
86. In fulfilling their place planning function, local authorities may find that some
schools in their area are no longer required. But in some cases, they will identify
that the number of places required will increase in the near future and therefore
they want to ensure that required schools remain open and viable in the short
term. We recognise however that a pupil-led system can cause difficulties in such
circumstances and that head teachers will want to avoid the need to make
expensive redundancies, only to need to recruit again in the near future.
87. During the review, we wanted to know more about what is preventing good and
necessary schools staying open in cases where a population increase is imminent
and to understand if there are any circumstances in which falling rolls are
unavoidable in the short term.
88. The main themes from the responses received suggested some form of financial
support should be provided to such schools, whether that was from the local
authority or in some cases from an academy trust. A number of respondents felt
that setting a longer term financial plan for schools would mean that such
population changes could be better managed.
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89. One solution cited a number of times was to allow the local authority’s contingency
fund to be used to support schools with falling rolls.
Approach for 2014-15
90. We want to ensure that good schools with short term falling rolls receive sufficient
funding to deliver an appropriate curriculum and to avoid the need to take costly
steps to reduce their capacity, when the demographic data shows that their
capacity will need to expand again in the near future. It would be inefficient for
example to make redundancies because of short term falling rolls, only to need to
employ staff again when rolls increase. We therefore intend to allow some
additional support for schools in this situation from 2014-15. We have developed a
solution which can be simply managed and which offers a safeguard for all school
types. We will enable local authorities, using top-sliced DSG funding, to
create a small fund to support schools with falling rolls in exceptional
circumstances.
91. We will expect the use of the fund to be considered at planning area level and
Schools Forums will assess applications. As with the basic need growth fund, the
criteria and amount must be agreed by the Schools Forum and applied fairly to
academies and maintained schools. We are clear that we do not intend that this
funding is provided to support schools which have falling rolls because they are
unpopular or of low quality. Therefore we will ask local authorities to apply criteria
which restricts use of the fund to schools that are considered by Ofsted to be good
or outstanding.
92. The operational guidance sets out the criteria which will be applied to the falling
rolls fund.

Schools Forums
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
93. The new Schools Forum regulations came into effect on 1 October 2012. These
have improved the transparency and independence of Schools Forums.
94. We asked in the February consultation document whether Schools Forums were
now operating more democratically and transparently and if not, what further steps
the Department could take in order to improve this.
95. The majority of responses suggested that either the changes had not altered the
operation of the forum as it was already working well and in line with the new
regulations, or that the new regulations had led to improvements in democracy
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and transparency.
96. There were a number of concerns which were expressed. Where respondents felt
their Schools Forum was not working as well as it should, this was largely due to
representatives not cascading information among their constituents or not having
time or a sufficient level of understanding to play an active part as a member of
the forum.
97. We also heard views from institutions providing education for students between
the ages of 14 and 25 (such as further education colleges) that have an interest in
local decisions regarding high needs funding and funding for pupils who are
educated in further education provision from age 14. They were concerned that,
despite this, there is no statutory place for such institutions.
Approach for 2014-15
98. We are clear that Forums must operate transparently and fairly. We will continue
to monitor Forums to ensure that they are implementing all aspects of the revised
regulations. We will also re-issue the good practice guide. If we find that local
authorities have not been adhering to the regulatory requirements (which include
publishing papers on websites), then we will consider taking further action.
99. We will be making one change in relation to the Schools Forums regulations in
2014-15 (on which we will consult). We will require that all Forums include one
elected representative from an institution (other than from a school or
academy) providing education beyond age 16 (but may also be providing
education for 14-16 year olds). This will replace the current requirement for a
representative from the 14-19 partnership. We will make this change at the
same time as we revise the School Funding Regulations.
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Chapter 2 – High Needs Funding
Approach in 2013-14 and Review Findings
1. In March 2012 we announced a new approach to funding provision for pupils and
students with high needs and we confirmed these arrangements in the 2013-14
School Funding document.
2. In preparing for these changes with local authorities, schools and other providers,
we heard a number of concerns about the changes and how they were being
introduced. We therefore included a number of questions in our consultation
document on high needs and explored these issues with local authorities we
visited during the review. The questions and responses are summarised below.
3. Currently local authorities can direct additional funding from their high needs
budget to mainstream schools and academies with a disproportionate number of
high needs pupils – and many authorities are choosing to do this. We could go
further than this and allow authorities to include a new formula factor which would
serve a similar purpose.
i.

We wanted to understand whether such a formula factor, based on the number
of pupils for whom the school receives top-up funding, would be helpful.

4. This would involve those authorities that opted to use such a factor moving funds
from their high needs budget to their individual schools budget. It would also
involve the use of locally collected data for 2014-15 school budget share
allocations, as the new data item in the school census on numbers of pupils
receiving top-up funding will first be collected in January 2014. Opinion on this was
divided and the responses received reflected past local practice on the funding of
pupils with high cost SEN.
5. There was strong support for a new high needs formula factor. Of those that were
in favour, the main reasons cited in support of this were: that the local authority
were already doing this using their high needs budget; that it allowed funding to be
more closely linked to the high needs pupils in a school; and that it would better
support inclusive schools which attract high numbers of pupils with SEN.
6. On the other hand there were also strong views against introducing such a formula
factor. The main reason cited was that this would risk returning to the position that
has existed in some local authorities, where statements of SEN were produced
even for comparatively low level SEN, because schools used that process more to
generate extra funding than for the purpose of identifying and meeting the child’s
real needs in consultation with the child’s parents.
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ii. We also asked how fast we should move towards a common £6,000 cost
threshold. The costs of the additional support required by pupils with SEN
below this threshold are expected to be met by schools from their formula
budget share, plus any extra provided under the arrangements described
above. Above this cost threshold the local authority responsible for the pupil
would pay top-up funding. In particular, we wanted to know whether a standard
£6,000 threshold should be a requirement for 2014-15.
7. The majority of responses received suggested that the £6,000 threshold should be
a mandatory requirement for 2014-15. Those supporting this felt it would ensure
consistency in the funding for high needs pupils, particularly when there are cross
border movements of pupils.
8. There were though a significant number of respondents who were opposed to the
£6,000 threshold being mandatory. They thought that this would mean losing
flexibility and local discretion, that it would represent too much of a change from
the local authority’s current approach, and that a common threshold was not
appropriate until there was a national funding formula and disparities in funding
across the country were addressed.
iii. Aware that continuing differences between the high needs funding systems for
the pre- and post-16 age groups had drawn adverse reactions, we also wanted
to hear ideas about how the two systems could be brought closer together, and
whether the Department should play a role in disseminating good practice in
relation to top-up funding.
9. We received a number of ideas in response to this question. Many of the
respondents referred to the 2013-14 allocation process and how this could be
improved in the coming year. There was a plea for more consistent advice to be
provided and better co-ordination in terms of communications, data collections and
terminology used. Some suggested having a common funding period and others
bringing together the place funding methodology, particularly for special schools
(£10,000 per place).
10. A small number of respondents pointed to the inherent difference between funding
statutory and non-statutory participation in education, and cited this as a reason
for not trying to bring the two systems closer together.
11. There was broad agreement that it would be helpful for the Department to play a
greater role in disseminating good practice, although a number of respondents
cautioned against more requirements that fettered local discretion.
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Approach for 2014-15
Notional SEN budget
12. In 2013-14 we are allowing local authorities flexibility to use their high needs
budget to make additional allocations outside the formula to schools that have a
disproportionate population of pupils with high needs. We have stipulated that
authorities should develop clear criteria for such allocations to their schools and
academies, and that they should be applied equally to maintained schools and
academies.
13. Although a majority of those responding to our consultation thought that it was
important to include a factor in the formula to reflect the incidence of high needs in
a school, we have concluded that more time is needed to consider how such a
factor would work. In particular, we would not want a high needs factor to create a
perverse financial incentive for schools to identify high needs pupils, when the
costs of their additional support can be met from their budget.
14. We will therefore not be introducing a new high needs formula factor in
2014-15, but we will continue to consider the case for this in the future. Local
authorities will continue to be able to target funds from their high needs budget, in
cases where the notional SEN budget produced by the formula is comparatively
low.
15. Our operational guidance will specify that the data used for this targeted funding in
2014-15 should primarily be the data available locally on pupils for whom the
school receives top-up funding in October 2013, that the distribution criteria should
be decided in advance on the basis of local authorities’ experience in 2013-14,
and expressed as a formula that minimises the perverse incentives, and that we
will collect the information about the formula to be used as part of the pro forma
return from each local authority. This information will help us decide whether we
include a factor in the formula in future years.
16. For the introduction of the new high needs funding arrangements in 2013-14, we
strongly recommended that local authorities should delegate sufficient funding for
schools to be able to pay for costs of additional support up to a threshold of
£6,000. We acknowledged that for some authorities this would mean delegating
more through the formula and for others it could mean delegating less.
17. Taking into account both the weight of responses and arguments in favour of
moving to a mandatory £6,000 threshold in 2014-15, and the information that a
significant majority of local authorities are already operating at or near that
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threshold2, we intend to make the £6,000 threshold a requirement in 2014-15
through the finance regulations. We are aware, however, that for some
authorities to meet this requirement will mean a significant change in the level of
delegation of SEN funding, and that in these circumstances schools will need to
understand how such a change will affect their budget.
18. The continuation of the flexibility available to all local authorities to apply additional
funding from their high needs budget should mean that any adverse impact is
minimal. Nevertheless, officials from the Department will be available to help
local authorities make the necessary adjustments and explain them to their
schools.
Pre- and post-16 arrangements and dissemination of good practice
19. We have had some helpful suggestions on how to bring the two high needs
funding systems closer together. Operational guidance from the EFA will
explain how improvements to the high needs allocations process will be
implemented over the next 12 months.

2

Our analysis of returns from local authorities indicates that at least 108 are currently operating a cost
threshold of £6,000 or are not far off that threshold. This is based on information from 119 authorities, so
the actual number is likely to be more than that.
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Chapter 3 – Next Steps
Introduction
1. In the previous chapters, we have set out the findings from our review and the
changes which we will be putting in place in 2014-15.
2. These changes will require all Schools Forums and local authorities to undertake a
further review and to consider again how far the local approach is moving towards
a pupil-led formula.
3. Taking into consideration the changes set out in this document, local authorities,
working with their Schools Forum should now develop their local formula using the
two mandatory factors and the optional factors which will be in place in 2014-15,
selecting if appropriate the new optional sparsity factor.
4. This chapter summarises the formula factors for 2014-15, details of the Minimum
Funding Guarantee for 2014-15 and describes the exceptions we plan to have in
place to the presumption of delegation. We also confirm the pro forma timing and
the support which will be offered by the Education Funding Agency.

Formula Factors for 2014-15
The formula factors which will be in place for 2014-15 will be mandatory factors.


A single per pupil amount (for primary, KS3 and KS4)



Deprivation*

Optional factors:


Looked after children



SEN / prior attainment



English as an additional language* (EAL)



Pupil mobility



Post-16 provision*



Lump sum



Sparsity (new)



Split sites*
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Rates*



PFI*



London fringe*

(The factors above marked with* are not subject to any change in relation to the
measures, limits or criteria)

Minimum Funding Guarantee
5. We have always been clear that in the move towards a national funding formula
we want to protect the per pupil funding for schools from one year to the next
against significant changes in funding formulae or changes in data not directly
related to pupil numbers. We will continue in 2014-15 to operate an MFG set at
the same level as for 2013-14 - minus 1.5%. The operational guidance provides
further information about the operation of the MFG in 2014-15. We will continue to
exclude from the calculation of the MFG:


lump sum;



post-16 funding;



allocations from the High Needs Block, including those for named pupils with SEN;



allocations made through the early years single funding formula; and



rates.

Presumption of Delegation
6. We will continue to allow school leaders greater choice over how to spend their
budget, so most services within the notional Schools Block and the funding for
them should be delegated to schools in the first instance. The seven exceptions
will continue to be:


where maintained schools agree that a service should be provided centrally (“dedelegation”);



historic commitments;



statutory functions of the local authority;



equal pay back-pay;



funding of non-SEN places in independent schools;



infant class size funding; and
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basic need growth fund.

7. In addition to these areas, as we set out in chapter one, we will also be introducing
an option for local authorities to top slice DSG funding in order to support schools
with falling rolls in a small number of exceptional circumstances.
Academies’ Budgets
8. Many academies that initially receive their budgets based on estimated pupil
numbers have their funding adjusted to reflect in-year pupil counts through a
process called the pupil number adjustment. In line with principles of funding
simplification overall, we intend to consider introducing a simplified method for
calculating these adjustments to 2013/14 budgets.
9. We plan to consider options for how best to do this and involve academies and
representative bodies during the summer and autumn of 2013 before finalising our
approach.

Pro-forma and Timing
10. With the publication of this document and the accompanying operational guidance,
local authorities will be able to re-work their local formula for 2014-15, working with
their Schools Forum and consulting all schools and academies in their area. We
will be issuing shortly an improved version of the pro forma which will enable local
authorities to model formula changes before submission. A number of authorities
have been testing the new version and we are grateful for their assistance.
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Date

Action

31 October
2013

Local authorities submit provisional Schools Budget pro forma to the
EFA

27 November
2013
16 December
2013
21 January
2014
28 February
20143

Schools census database closed
EFA confirms DSG allocations for 2014-15 (prior to re-coupment of
funding for academies)
Local authorities submit final data for Schools Budget pro forma
Local authorities confirm budget for their maintained schools. EFA
confirms academies budgets.

Table 1 – Timetable for the Dedicated Schools Grant

Role of the EFA
11. The EFA will continue in 2014-15 in its statutory role on behalf of the Secretary of
State to oversee the school funding system. The EFA will in the same way as set
out last year:


continue to have the right to send an observer to Schools Forums;



review each local authority’s pro forma for 2014-15 to ensure it is compliant with
the new arrangements and reasonable; and



verify any complaints in relation to potential infringements of the regulations or
DGS grant conditions.

3

We will consult on the revised School Finance Regulations on bringing forward this date from 15 March to
28 February.
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Annex A
Analysis of responses to the consultation Review of 2013-14 School
Funding Arrangements

Introduction

1. This report is based on the 260 responses the Department received to the
consultation.
2. As some respondents may have supported more than one option for questions,
total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Throughout
the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each
question, not as a measure of all respondents. There were specific issue
campaigns, responding to a single question only, as well as responses by letter
rather than through the consultation template. Where possible we have included
responses via letter or e-mail under the relevant question.
3. The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Local authority / Schools Forum and joint
responses

119 (46%)

School / governor responses

119 (46%)

Other responses
(inc. trade union, associations and parents)

22 (8%)

Total Responses

260
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Questions and Responses

Question 1: Should we set a minimum threshold for the pupil-led factors, and if so
at what level?
There were 220 responses to this question.Yes 76 (35%)
Maybe / Possibly 27 (12%)

No 117 (53%)

There were 56 responses where a minimum threshold level was stated. The lowest level
stated was 6% with the highest level stated 95%. The average (mean) value was 82%
and the most frequently stated value was 85%.
Of those responses which stated there should not be a minimum threshold value there
were three common reasons which included:


Takes away local discretion and flexibility



Will remove too much funding from the lump sum /
causeissues for small schools



Should not be done before funding inequalities are
resolved across the country

Q2: On what basis did the local authority decide on the quantum or proportion of
funding to target to deprived pupils?
There were 190 responses to this question. A number of respondents interpreted this
question to be about the selection of the deprivation indicators. These responses are not
included in this total.
The most common responses were:
Used or adapted the historic approach (or use a historic approach 129 (68%)
alongside efforts to minimise turbulence)
Set a quantum in order to minimise turbulence

21 (11%)

Agreed new principles, considered new models / data,
reassessed need

7 (4%)

34

Other reasons included: deprivation allocation was developed as a balancing figure,
compared allocations made by other local authorities in areas, quantum was political
decision, was set after considering pupil premium.

Q3: On what basis did local authorities decide on the per-pupil amounts for the
prior attainment factors?
There were 208 responses to this question.
The most common responses were:
Used historic spend data or historic formula factors mapped as
closely as possible to the new factors

119 (57%)

Used a combination of support for school action plus, low
cost/high incidence statements and a share of mainstreamed
grants

12 (6%)

Did not know how the per-pupil amounts had been set

14 (7%)

Set a percentage of total funding for SEN and shared this equally
among all schools

2 (1%)

Actual number of statemented pupils

2 (1%)

Q4: Do you agree that local authorities should continue to use the EYFSP data as
an attainment-related proxy or should we consider use of a different indicator to
identify low cost SEN in primary schools? If so what indicator?
We received 212 responses to this question.
Yes 140 (66%)

No 60 (28%)

Undecided / Unclear 12 (6%)

For those responses that expressed a preference for an alternative, there was some
consensus that using Key Stage 1 data would be preferable.
There were also a small number of respondents who suggested that the Department
should use deprivation factors alone as a proxy, or that we should consider a system
where schools were allocated funding based on the actual number of pupils with a
statement of SEN.
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Q5: Would it help to allow an additional weighting to be given if a school
experiences in-year changes to pupil numbers above a certain threshold? If so
where should this threshold be set?
There were 202 responses to this question.
Yes 125 (62%)

No 40 (20%)

Maybe 37 (18%)

Of those that stated a threshold the most frequently cited level for the threshold was
10%. The average threshold value was around 12%.
A number of responses suggested that an additional weighting was appropriate, but not
using a threshold based approach set nationally. This included:


Allow local authorities to set a threshold locally



Support schools with mobility above the local authority
average / national average



Using a banding approach



Find a better way to measure in year changes in pupil
numbers

Of those that did not agree that an additional weighting was helpful, the reasons cited
included that the factor was not used in the local authority, the respondent felt that
schools should be able to manage, or in a small number of responses that the low overall
funding for the authority meant that targeting funding for mobility was unaffordable.
Other responses asked whether the review question addressed the right issue, and
whether a bigger issue was in relation to the impact these children have on the schools
including where sudden movements of large numbers of pupils mean that schools can be
exposed to highly variable funding year on year.

Q6: In areas with a large number of small schools, could the problem of having a
fixed lump sum be overcome by reducing the relevant AWPU?
There were 234 responses to this question.
Yes 15 (6%)

No 107 (42%)

Unsure 112 (52%)

This was an unpopular suggestion. Respondents felt this cannot be done without causing
too much turbulence, and reducing the AWPU disadvantages larger schools. Some also
felt that it goes against the aim of pupil-led funding.
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Q7: Would having the ability to apply a separate primary and secondary lump sum
avoid necessary small schools becoming unviable? If so, how should we deal with
middle and all-through schools?
There were 256 responses to this question.
Yes 138 (54%)

No 60 (23%)

Unsure 58 (23%)

Many respondents felt that the ability to vary the lump sum by phase would provide
welcome flexibility, particularly as primary and secondary schools face different fixed
costs. On the question of middle schools, most respondents who answered this question
felt that middle schools should receive a lump sum that is weighted for either the year
groups it has in each phase (primary or secondary) or the number of pupils it has in each
phase.
However, a significant proportion of respondents also noted that their concern about the
single lump sum relates to school size rather than, or in some cases as well as, school
phase. Some of these respondents suggested a tapered lump sum instead, related to
school size.

Q8: We said in June that we would review the level of the lump sum cap (currently
£200,000) for 2014-15 in order to establish whether it is the minimum cap needed
to ensure the sustainability of necessary small schools. If we continue with one
lump sum for both primary and secondary, what would be the minimum level of
cap needed to ensure the sustainability of necessary small schools? If we had
separate lump sums for primary and secondary, what would be the minimum cap
needed for each in order to ensure the sustainability of necessary small schools?
There were 127 responses to this question.
Responses varied on this question, but the most popular responses were:

Minimum cap of £200,000

51 (40%)

Minimum cap of £150,000

21 (17%)

Minimum cap of £100,000

15 (12%)

Respondents also offered suggestions for differently sized lump sums for primary and
secondary, with the vast majority suggesting lower lump sums for primary, most in the

37

range of £50k - £150k for primary and £150k - £250k for secondary. A minority called for
the lump sum to be scrapped altogether.

Q9: Would using a school-level sparsity measure to target a single lump sum
based on distance between pupils and their second nearest school, avoid
necessary small rural schools becoming unviable?
There were 247 responses to this question.
Yes 106 (43%)

No 42 (17%)

Unsure 99 (40%)

Rural schools and rural authorities were mainly in favour of this proposal while larger and
more urban schools and authorities expressed concern about this factor taking away
funding from the rest of the schools sector.

While those who responded were mostly in favour, the main concerns were:


it is complex and could be difficult to administer



it does not take into account travel distance or travel time



it does not take into account parental preference or availability of places at local
schools

Q10: What average distance threshold would be appropriate?
There were 46 responses to this question.
The majority of respondents to this question suggested between two and three miles, and
some also suggested using the statutory walking distances as the basis for setting this
threshold.

Q11: If we had a sparsity measure, would it still be necessary to have lump sum in
order to ensure that necessary schools remain viable? Why? What is the
interaction between the two?
There were 247 substantial responses to this question.
Most respondents were nervous about losing the lump sum entirely, particularly urban
schools and authorities that would not benefit from a sparsity factor. Several respondents
felt that the lump sum is there to cover the fixed costs of all schools, while the sparsity
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factor provides additional money to meet the challenges that rural schools face, so they
have different uses.
Both sparsity and lump sum

112

Sparsity factor only

11

Lump sum only

6

Neither

1

Unsure

117

Q12: What alternative sparsity measures could we use to identify necessary small
schools in rural areas?
There were 67 responses to this question.
Population density and distance between schools were two of the more popular answers.
More of the answers focused on the need for the sparsity factor to measure travel
distance or time, and to take into account issues beyond travel, such as catchment
areas, availability of places and facilities in the local area.
Factor based on the population density of a school’s catchment

24 (36%)

Factor based on distances between schools

8 (12%)

Q13: Would the ability for both schools to retain their lump sums for one or two
years after amalgamation create a greater incentive to merge?
There were 254 responses to this question.
Yes 139 (54%)

No 55 (22%)

Unsure 60 (24%)

While the majority were in favour, there were objections to this and even some of those
who agreed this would be helpful had reservations. Some of the key points made were:


it doesn’t incentivise schools to merge as long as there is an option (federation)
which achieves the same thing but allows both lump sums to remain



the split site costs of merging are still significant, although in this case the split site
factor should cover the costs rather than requiring the lump sum for longer



merging needs to be a decision taken for long term benefit, rather than short term
financial gain
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Q14: If you think local authorities will be unable to use the allowable deprivation
indicators in order to prevent significant losses to schools with a high proportion
of deprived pupils, why do you think that is the case?
There were 159 responses to this question.
70 (44%) respondents felt that local authorities should be able to use the allowable
deprivation indicators in order to prevent significant losses to school.
There were however 89 (56%) respondents who indicated that local authorities have not
been able to do so. Of these responses the reasons cited were varied. The three most
frequently cited reasons were:


concerns about the appropriateness to their area of either /
both of the allowable indicators (FSM and IDACI)

44 (28%)



problems were encountered because the authority
receives a relatively lower level of funding for schools and
providing sufficient funding was compromised

7 (4%)



the loss of previously allocated grants to support schools
with high numbers of deprived pupils could not be
compensated for in 2013-14, using the allowable formula
factors

6 (4%)

Q15: Do you have any evidence that service children (once we account for
deprivation, mobility and pastoral care through the Pupil Premium) require
additional funding in order to achieve as well as non-service children?
There were 60 substantial responses to this question.
The nature of the responses was very varied.
There were a number of respondents who cited evidence from their area to support the
case that there was a need for additional support. This mainly suggests how, in previous
local formulae and via grants, there were very high levels of extra funding to support
interventions which ensured that service children attained well. This was particularly the
case for schools which have extremely high numbers of service children, located on, or
adjacent to a military base. A small number of respondents asked for a service factor to
be included.
A number of responses raised the point that for some areas, the issues facing service
children can have similarities with the issues of deprivation, particularly in areas where
there are high levels of service personnel at the lower military ranks.
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Around 25 respondents felt that there were additional needs for service children, but that
all schools should be able to identify and meet these needs without the need for further
intervention or that the schools should be able to support such needs using pupil
premium funding.
A comment was made by a few respondents that there is a greater issue in relation to the
vulnerability of schools with high numbers of service children where they can face volatile
funding levels when regiments move bases for example.

Q16: Have the 2013-14 reforms prevented local authorities from targeting funding
to groups of pupils that need additional support, if so, which?
There were 154 responses to this question where the respondent suggested there were
problems targeting groups of pupils that needed additional support.
The most common themes from the responses received were:


that the local authority has been unable to provide sufficient funding for all pupils
because the authority is low funded



there are aspects of the SEN arrangements which mean there are SEN pupils who
are not appropriately funded



not being able to support a particular local circumstance and collaboration
between local schools



changes to the EAL factor mean there is not sufficient funding and /or sufficient
duration of funding for EAL pupils.



issues in supporting large numbers of traveller children attending schools.



supporting children from families with low incomes, and a very small number cited
supporting deprivation sufficiently.

Q17: In cases where a population bulge is imminent, what is preventing good and
necessary schools from staying open?
There were 211 responses to this question.
The most common response to this question was to call for funding to support schools
with falling rolls. Respondents felt that schools with falling rolls should be allowed to
access exceptional financial support from the growth fund to mitigate schools closing
short-term when a population bulge was imminent. If such funding was allowed, these
schools could remain open so that they were fully functioning when the population bulge
reached the entry age.
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A significant number of respondents felt that schools with falling rolls could remain open if
there was longer-term future planning carried out.

Q18: Are there any other circumstances in which falling rolls are unavoidable in
the short term?
There were 201 responses to this question.
The four main reasons cited for unavoidable falling rolls were:


a change of employment opportunities in the area causing domestic movement.



regeneration projects to transform whole estates, which move children out of the
area either temporarily or permanently



a sudden drop in local birth rate This would have a knock-on effect for school
participation some four to five years later, and would continue to have an impact
through the system over the next 12 years or so unless local demographics
changed with more people with school-age children being attracted to the area.



changes in the outcome of Ofsted inspections which affect parental choice

Q19: Would a formula factor that indicates those pupils who receive top-up
funding be a useful addition, to help deal with the funding of high needs?
There were 226 responses to this question.
Yes 125 (55%)

No 54 (24%)

Maybe / unclear 47 (21%)

The majority of respondents thought this would be helpful.
Responses in favour of a factor said that there was a worry among schools, particularly
smaller schools that the costs of high needs pupils can erode their SEN budgets and
direct funding away from other pupils.
Respondents rejecting this idea mainly cited a concern that this would lead to statements
being produced for relatively low level SEN. There was also concern that adding another
factor adds further complexity to the formulae and could remove local flexibility.

Q20: To address the variation in base funding between neighbouring authorities,
how fast should local authorities be required to move towards the £6,000
threshold? Should it be made a requirement from 2014-15?
There were 220 responses to this question.
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Yes 145 (66%)

No 53 (24%)

Maybe 22 (10%)

Of those that thought the £6,000 threshold should be moved towards more quickly, the
main reason for doing so was to ensure national consistency and to make it easier for
local authorities and schools to manage in areas where there are cross border
movements.
Of those that were opposed to a move towards the standardisation of the £6,000
threshold this was because this did not match the way in which they currently work in
their local authority areas or because they felt that more time was required to make such
a change. A small number of respondents felt this should not be required until there was
a national funding formula.

Q21: Should the Department play an active role in spreading good practice and
model contracts / service level agreements?
There were 218 responses to this question.
Yes 192 (88%)

No 15 (7%)

Maybe/Other 11 (5%)

The vast majority of those responding though that it would be helpful for the Department
or Education Funding Agency to play a role in disseminating good practice. Some
responded with a caveat that this should be soundly based and reflected the policy
intention.
There was however also a view expressed by a number of respondents that this should
be in the form of guidance rather than more regulation and some also suggested there
should always be room for some local discretion.
Of a very small number who did not agree that the Department should play such a role,
or where issues were cited, the main points were: that arrangements should be local
authority led but with a role for the Department to understand where there was good
practice and support the process of information sharing; some felt the first priority for the
Department in this area was to consolidate and review existing guidance to make this
clearer and simpler for local authorities.

Q22: Do you have ideas about how the pre and post-16 high needs systems might
be brought closer together?
There were 194 responses to this question.
The most frequently cited ideas were:
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aligning the pre and post 16 funding streams to the same funding cycle – AprilMarch.



providing better and more co-ordinated and consistent guidance for pre and post
16 funding arrangements



introducing one funding system that incorporates both pre and post 16 funding.



instead of differentiating between pre- and post-16 places, with the former
attracting £10,000 and the latter attracting an amount based on the 16-19 year old
national funding formula, funding all places at a standard national rate.

Q23: Do you think that Schools Forums are operating more democratically and
transparently? If not, what further measures could the Department take in order to
improve this?
There were 212 responses to this question.
Yes: 71 (33%)

No: 72 (34%)

No change: 69 (33%)

There were very mixed responses to this question.
Where respondents felt there were issues remaining, this mainly related to the approach
to voting and the transparency of papers and decisions. There were a small number of
comments which suggested problems with the new voting arrangements by phase.
A significant number of respondents felt that their forum was already operating
democratically and transparently and that the changes were not required and have not
made a significant difference.
A further third of respondents felt that the changes had improved the operation of forums.
A number who felt their forum was working more effectively, asked that the Department
should play a role in sharing good practice across the country.

44

© Crown copyright 2013
You may re-use this information (excluding logos) free of charge in any format or
medium, under the terms of the Open Government Licence. To view this licence, visit
www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence or email
psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk.
Where we have identified any third party copyright information you will need to obtain
permission from the copyright holders concerned.
Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at
www.education.gov.uk/contactus.
This document is available for download at www.gov.uk/government/publications.

45

