
Appendix D: Comments made within the consultation response 2021/22

Question 1:

Yes we agree with the principle that Rotherham is adopting in terms of prioritising and 
continued increase to the MFG in order to safeguard smaller schools.

I accept in principle that a minimum funding guarantee is required to ensure that all 
schools have the minimum required funding to be operational. There is no argument 
with prioritising this during the transition to NFF.

Question 2:

Yes, we value the importance of supporting our most vulnerable children and young 
people and fully support the LA’s request to continue to transfer 1.5% from the 
schools block to the high needs block.

We note the work being undertaken by the Borough to address this cost, including 
the investment in local provision and reduction in purchased services from third-party 
out-of-borough providers.  We agree with the approach taking into account the above 
measures.

No. The funding should be distributed to schools as part of the Notional SEN budget. 
Schools can then target this funding to those pupils most in need. By reaching the 
children earlier they may not need to be referred on to specialist provision, thereby 
reducing the pressure on the high needs block.

Given that the authority currently uses a large proportion of the school block funding 
to top up the high need block and there is a growing need trend, I think we should 
support the continued allocation of a percentage of the funding. However, I would 
expect the 1.5% to be applied excluding funding made available for pension and pay 
grants, otherwise it has a detrimental impact on schools. Also, the current trajectory 
regarding EHCP plans and high needs provision alongside the recent high needs 
budget performance suggests that even with this contribution, it will not achieve the 
reduction in deficit trajectories. Therefore, I would want some assurances that there 
is a strategic plan in place to tackle this historical issue and prevent this large 
percentage contribution in future years. In addition, there needs to be clear lines of 
accountability against this particular budget head.

We would continue to want to see an in year budget being balanced (the deficit is the 
deficit and until we balance in-year we cannot attack that overall historical deficit)



Question 4:

Yes, it is important that those schools with increasing numbers are able to access 
funding to support increase student just as it is for those schools with declining 
numbers protected by MFG.

We note this is delivered through a ring-fenced grant.  Perhaps further details of the 
awards in the prior year would help in readily appreciating these investments.

Yes, this is required to enable schools to build capacity without it creating financial 
difficulties for growing/successful schools that are funded on lag numbers.  However, 
strict criteria on the funding should be implemented to prevent unnecessary costs 
being incurred. A non-negotiable for all schools accessing growth funding should be 
the use of curriculum led financial planning (CLFP) to secure a clear understanding of 
need.

Question 5:

No we do not agree the LA providing funding for outstanding or good schools with 
falling numbers.  However if this was a fairer system and included inadequate and RI 
schools then perhaps yes.

We would welcome further details on the awarded funds in prior years to readily 
appreciate this expense.

Agree as an absolute short-term measure, there needs to be strict financial 
parameters to prevent the funding of inefficient school operations as opposed to 
genuine funding needs. This should only be completed for a maximum number of 
years, to prevent funding to continue despite future community capacity projections 
not occurring in line with expectations. Again, the use of CLFP should be a requirement 
for this.

Yes - as long as it is, as suggested, to offer support when schools are reasonably 
projected to re-grow.

Yes - with a caveat that each individual school is looked separately and discussed at 
Schools Forum  

Question 6:

Yes we agree that funding from the central school service block should be retained 
centrally to cover admissions service, schools forum and central licences.  We feel the 
funding should also include admission appeals rather than be charged separately for 
these.



For future consultations, please can you advise how these service elements and 
functions compare under the Best Value/Comparable performance indicators with 
other authorities.  The Trust purchases those admissions service elements which do 
not have to be provided through the Central School Services, and assumes no monies 
are retained which would ‘duplicate’ this cost to our academies if retained by the 
authority.  Can you confirm no such retention takes place?’

I support this approach and recognise the value of the services provided.

Agreed – but not convinced by the School Improvement Role – shouldn’t that be solely 
brokered?


