
School Funding 2015-16 Consultation Responses   
 
1. On 13th October 2014 a consultation paper was issued to all maintained schools and 

academies.  Under the Scheme for Financing Schools the Local Authority is required to 
consult all schools on proposed changes to the formula: this paper feeds back to Forum 
the results of the consultation. 

2. All maintained schools and academies were asked two questions regarding proposed 
changes to Rotherham’s 2015-16 formula and also for comments regarding centrally 
retained budgets. All maintained schools were asked whether to continue with the current 
de-delegation of budgets.  

3. Thirty one schools responded to the consultation (28% of Rotherham schools); following 
review of these responses the LA is recommending that Forum agree the amendments in 
respect of Rotherham’s 2015/16 Fair Funding Formula. 

 
Table 1 - Number of returns  
 

Phase 
No. of 
schools 

No. of 
responses 

% of schools  

Primary (Maintained) 73        17 23% 

Primary (Academy) 20 3 15% 

Secondary (Maintained) 6 2 33% 

Secondary (Academy) 10 9 90% 

TOTAL 109 31 28% 

 

Questions and comments 
 
Q1 Do you agree with the introduction of a mobility factor?    
       
      83% agreed 
       

• With regards to the pupil mobility we have concerns as to who is to manage the 
movement of students between and if this is the LA will there be a cost applied for 
this service?  It's not easy to make a decision based on the information contained 
in the letter as we are unable to say if Thrybergh has gained or lost historically 
through pupil movement.  Having said this we have decided to argue against the 
proposal. 

• On reflection we don't support the introduction of a mobility factor mainly because 
it does not start from student 1, instead it starts at students over and above 10% of 
NOR.  Another consideration was that Clifton would not be entitled to this based 
on them being in special measures 

    
Q2 Lump sum - Do you agree that a further allowance should be allocated to amalgamated 
schools in the second year after amalgamating?                   
       
      66% agreed 
 

• In terms of the lump sum then we would strongly argue against the proposal going 
forward as there is considerable financial loss to the school.  Even though we have 
amalgamated with Foljambe the operations of the school remain the same and 
therefore we are unsure as to the reason behind why the funding should be 
reduced especially in the absence of a split site formula.  



• I spoke with the Head and he feels that schools that amalgamate do so with the 
knowledge that their funding arrangements will change and as a result we do not 
support any transitional arrangements either 

 
Q3. Should sums continue to be de-delegated from maintained school budgets in 2015-16? 
             
             Table 2 
 

De-delegated budgets 
% of 
schools in 
agreement 

Schools in Financial Difficulty 93% 

Behaviour support (EOTAS) 81% 

FSM eligibility 94% 

Trade union 94% 

 

• These services could potentially cease to exist. Many schools will think that 
because they aren’t using them now, they may never need them.  

• As a school we would like to know why schools end up in financial difficulty.  If it is 
because of poor management of budget then this should not come out of de-
delegated maintained school budgets.  If it is for reasons which are out of a 
schools control such as asbestos being found etc then we would have answered 
differently but it is not clear as to what we are being asked to base our decision 
on. 

• We would like further information before making a comment and would appreciate 
a meeting before any decisions are made. 

• FSM Eligibility – This needs renaming for KS1 due to UIFSM making it difficult for 
parents to see the point. 

• EOTAS – Would need to know the cost of a school doing this for themselves. EG 
How much to complete a managed move for 1 child 

 
Additional comments on the funding formula 
 

• It is noted that the potential loss of funding to Thrybergh as outlined in the last 
page of your letter is set around £89k.  The loss of funding from the lump sum is 
only around £30k so we are not sure how the other £60k has been calculated. 
 We have assumed that the 2015/16 figures are based on 2014/15 numbers.  Are 
you able to provide further information as to how this amount was derived at.   

• Thrybergh has taken a number of financial hits in recent years.  If a further hit in 
2015/16 of £90k is expected plus around £26k hit from the EFA through drop in 
the ESG then we have serious problems to address. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
4 All maintained schools and academies were asked to provide comments for consideration 

by Schools Forum on the central services (tables below) and the funding levels for 2015-
16. Schools Forum approval is required each year to confirm the amounts on each line.  

                  
                   Table 3 – Can be centrally retained before allocating formula but 
                     no new commitments or increases in expenditure from 2014-15.  
 

Service 2014-15 

Winterhill & Rawmarsh CLC’s £162,612 

School Effectiveness £1,254,040 

Learners First £765,000 

Children in Public Care £152,000 

Voice and Influence  £3,143 

Education Welfare £31,000 

Outdoor Education Co-ordinator £24,649 

Training for Children with Medical Needs £45,500 

Moving and Handling Account £45,500 

Sexual Exploitation Team £45,208 

Operational Safeguarding Unit £66,000 

Termination of employment costs £157,000 

SEN Transport £101,000 

TOTAL £2,852,652 

   
   Table 4 – Can be centrally retained before allocating formula and  
                   can be increased. 
 

                    Service 2014-15 

Pupil Growth Fund £400,000 

Copyright Licensing Agency, Education 
Recording Agency & Music Publishers 
Association 

£144,412 

TOTAL £544,412 

 
 Table 5 – Can be centrally retained before allocating formula but 
 no increases in expenditure from 2014-15.  
 

                                     Service 2014-15 

Servicing of Schools Forum £3,000 

TOTAL £3,000 

    
 
 



 
Comments regarding Table 3 
 

• CLC’s – Are potentially not promoting what services they offer and therefore 
Value for money could be questioned. This should therefore become a traded 
service. 

• I am very happy to support the CLC’s (an outstanding resource centre), 

• Transparency of how the SES funding is spent should be looked at by schools.  

• I would really appreciate a little more information about: the school effectiveness 
service (as an outstanding setting perhaps an SLA would provide me with a 
guarantee of access to support/provision). 

• The cost of SES (44%) and Learners First (27%) amounts to 71% of Table 3  
Indeed these two headings account for 60% of the £3.5m in Tables 3, 4 & 5 
combined.  I think schools need to engage in how this money is being spent and 
how it is benefitting their schools – these are large sums of money. 

• Isn’t Learners First self-fundable now due to levels of income generated? 

• I find it difficult to evaluate how much monetary value our school has attracted.   
I know we have, even down to the support that has been brokered through 
Learners First for EOS to be involved in our school.  But I have no idea of the 
monetary value this constitutes.  Whilst I am happy with the work done with 
EOS, as I have no idea of the cost, so I find it difficult to judge if it is value for 
money. 

• Could areas such as Learners First not be best served as a traded service rather 
than directly funded form the DSG?  

• Learners First – Doing some great work but should be a traded service as some 
schools are not accessing because of “issues” as to how it was set up initially. 

• Happy with Learners First 

• Children in public care - Is this not an overall LA responsibility (?) 

• Happy with children in public care 

• Voice & Influence – I have no idea what this is or what they do. 

• Outdoor Education Coordinator – As the evolve system seems to put the 
responsibility on the Headteacher, I am not sure what OE Coordinator does 

• Some of these services do have the potential to become traded services, eg 
outdoor education services because schools would buy into EVOLVE. Some 

less well used services are more vulnerable. 

• Training for Children with Medical Needs – Should be funded via health or down 
to schools to choose a provider. 

• Happy with safeguarding etc … 

• I would really appreciate a little more information on :The termination of 
employment costs and SEN transport 

• SEN Transport – Should be funded by special schools which have sizable per 
pupil budgets. 

 
Comments regarding Table 4 
 

• Table 4: Is a total mystery to me – in particular the Pupil growth fund (?). 
 
Comments regarding Table 5 
 

• Table 5: No problem at all. Thank you 
 
 
 
 
 



 
General comments 
 

• Schools do not have enough information to make an informed decision regarding 
centrally retained funding.  This needs to be an open transparent debate at the 

Head Teachers meeting. 

• We would like further information before making a comment and would 
appreciate a meeting before any decisions are made. 

• The governors cannot agree to any funding formulas which would take money 
away from our budget. Governor meeting held on 22.10.14 

• If services to be retained centrally they need to be able to demonstrate value for 
money. If they are to become traded then proposed service costs / sample SLAs 
should be shared prior to any decision by Forum 

• As much of the services that can be should be delegated to schools with a SLA 
put in place to allow schools to buy-back into the service.  This will ensure 
accountability for the service and budget being paid to the service being 
provided. 

• As a new Head teacher within the Rotherham area, I do not feel I am able to 
comment on the centrally retained services and the funding levels for 15/16 until 
I have further information on each individual service and how this currently 
benefits St Bernard’s or could potentially benefit St Bernard’s in the future. Could 
you please arrange for this information to be sent to me before the end of the 
consultation period, to enable me to make an informed comment. 

• Clarity is required on what services the LA is funded for through the Education 

Services Grant, how much it receives and how much it spends. 

• It should be clear on where any overlaps exist between services that the LA 
receives funding for from the ESG and funding allocated from the centrally 
retained elements of the DSG. 

• All schools and academies should be reminded that the ESG allocations in 
2015/16 are to be reduced and this will impact upon all Academy budgets. 

• Per pupil amounts should be indicated for centrally retained elements similar to 
the de-delegated items 

• The impact upon schools budgets of any increases to the High Needs Block 
needs to be clearly articulated i.e. what does a £1m increase to the High Needs 
Block translate to when applying a corresponding reduction to schools budgets 
(i.e. an indicative per pupil amount) 

 
 


