
Appendix 2

School Funding Reform Consultation 2015-16 – Outcomes Report

Summary of Responses

The consultation was carried out between Wednesday 10 September and Wednesday 8 October 
2014. 

There were 61 respondents to this questionnaire of which 60 were schools (1 nursery, 32 primary 
and 27 secondary schools).  The 60 schools represent 27,653 pupils. There was also a collective 
response from the South Lakes Rural Partnership (SLRP).  The 32 primary schools comprise 31 
maintained schools and 1 academy.  The 27 secondary schools comprise 14 maintained schools and 
13 academies. 

 The breakdown of pupil representation numbers included below use the January 2014 pupil census 
– these figures do not include the SLRP as a body.

Number of responses by type



Analysis of Responses

The following analyses the responses received to that questionnaire.

Q1. Do you agree that Cumbria should allocate the additional funding in 2015-16 (£7.8m based on 
October 2013 pupil numbers) to secondary schools through the basic per pupil entitlement (AWPU 
factor), thereby increasing the primary-secondary funding ratio from 1:1.152 to 1:1.23?

 36 respondents answered yes to this question (representing 59% of those that answered) 
and 25 responded no (41%)

 The nursery school answered yes (100%); this represents 69 nursery pupils.
 Of the primary schools 8 replied yes (25%) and 24 replied no (75%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 904 for yes and 4,555 for no.
 Of the secondary schools 26 replied yes (96%) and 1 replied no (4%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 21,260 for yes and 865 for no.
 In terms of total pupil numbers: yes = 22,233; no = 5,420
 The SLRP selected yes.



Q2. Do you agree that ‘the formula achieves the 2014-15 national average primary-secondary 
funding ratio of 1:1.27’ should be adopted as a parameter for the School Funding Formula in 
Cumbria? This does not mean that this principle will be implemented in 2015-16 but that it will be 
adopted as an aspirational principle when making any future changes to the funding formula and 
will be introduced as it becomes practicable.

 38 respondents answered yes to this question (representing 62% of those that answered) 
and 23 responded no (38%)

 The nursery school answered yes (100%); this represents 69 nursery pupils.
 Of the primary schools 11 replied yes (34%) and 21 replied no (66%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 1,659 for yes and 3,800 for no.
 Of the secondary schools 25 replied yes (93%) and 2 replied no (7%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 20,690 for yes and 1,435 for no.
 In terms of total pupil numbers: yes =  22,418; no = 5,235
 The SLRP selected yes.



Q3. Do you agree that ‘the formula seeks to reduce the range of ‘funding per pupil’ that currently 
exists between schools in Cumbria within each phase (primary and secondary) whilst recognising 
that there are some individual exceptional circumstances and constraints in the funding formula 
regulations which means that some schools will receive a higher level of funding per pupil’ should 
be adopted as a parameter for the School Funding Formula in Cumbria? This does not mean that 
this principle will be adopted in 2015-16 but that it will be adopted as an aspirational principle 
when making any future changes to the funding formula and will be introduced as it becomes 
practicable.

 40 respondents answered yes to this question (representing 66% of those that answered) 
and 21 responded no (34%)

 The nursery school answered yes (100%); this represents 69 nursery pupils.
 Of the primary schools 14 replied yes (44%) and 18 replied no (56%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 2,216 for yes and 3,243 for no.
 Of the secondary schools 24 replied yes (89%) and 3 replied no (11%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 20,638 for yes and 1,487 for no.
 In terms of total pupil numbers: yes = 22,923; no = 4730
 The SLRP selected yes.



Q4. Do you agree that ‘the formula maintains the current levels of funding, and data used for the 
deprivation, prior attainment, Children Looked After and English as an Additional Language factors 
should be adopted as a parameter for the School Funding Formula in Cumbria?

 56 schools answered yes to this question (representing 92% of those that answered) and 5 
responded no (8%)

 The nursery school answered yes (100%); this represents 69 nursery pupils.
 Of the primary schools 27 replied yes (84%) and 5 replied no (16%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 4,643 for yes and 816 for no.
 Of the secondary schools 27 replied yes (100%) and 0 replied no (0%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 22,125 for yes and 0 for no.
 In terms of total pupil numbers: yes = 26,837; no = 816
 The SLRP selected yes.



Q5. Do you agree that secondary schools in Cumbria that meet the  criteria specified below should 
be allocated an additional £50,000 of sparsity funding in 2015-16? (ie. increasing the sparsity 
funding for each of these schools to £150,000).

- Pupils in years 10 and 11
- 350 pupils or fewer
- A sparsity distance of 5 miles or more

 26 schools answered yes to this question (representing 43% of those that answered) and 35 
responded no (57%)

 The nursery school answered yes (100%); this represents 69 nursery pupils.
 Of the primary schools 10 replied yes (31%) and 22 replied no (69%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 1,358 for yes and 4,101 for no.
 Of the secondary schools 15 replied yes (56%) and 12 replied no (44%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 10,827 for yes and 11,298 for no.
 In terms of total pupil numbers:  yes = 12,254;  no = 15,399
 The SLRP selected no.



Q6. Which services do you consider should be de-delegated to be managed through the Local 
Authority? (only maintained schools to respond to this question).

The nursery selected contingencies, insurance, licences/subscriptions and staff cover to be 
de-delegated. This represents 69 nursery pupils.

For the 31 maintained primary schools that responded to the consultation

 26 selected contingencies (84% representing 4,158 pupils)
 28 selected insurance (90%; 4,624 pupils)
 27 selected licences and subscriptions (87%; 4,392 pupils)
 25 selected library services (81%; 4,283 pupils)
 23 selected staff costs (74%; 3,719 pupils)

For the 14 maintained secondary schools that responded to the consultation

 14 selected contingencies (100% of those that answered this question representing 9,879 
pupils)

 11 selected insurance (79%; 8,061 pupils)
 11 selected licences and subscriptions (79%; 6,881 pupils)
 4 selected library services (29%; 4,057 pupils)
 9 selected staff costs (64%; 5,484 pupils)

The SLRP did not answer this question as it is directed solely at maintained schools.



Q7. Do you agree that the services detailed in paragraph 38 above should continue to be retained 
centrally and not distributed to individual schools?

 48 schools answered yes to this question (representing 79%) and 13 responded no (21%)
 The nursery school answered yes (100%); this represents 69 nursery pupils.
 Of the primary schools 26 replied yes (81%) and 6 replied no (19%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 4,397 for yes and 1,062 for no.
 Of the secondary schools 20 replied yes (74%) and 7 replied no (26%). In terms of pupil 

numbers this represents 15,262 for yes and 6,863 for no.
 In terms of total pupil numbers: yes = 19,728; no = 7,925
 The SLRP selected yes.



Respondents were also encouraged to submit comments and a breakdown of these comments by 
question number is included below

Comments
Q1 Comment Frequency

 

We understand that the ratio difference needs addressing although it is evident 
from the EFA ‘Schools block funding formulae 2014-15 analysis of LA Schools 
Block Funding’ document March 2014 and the local authority funding formulae 
benchmarking comparison data that there are some issues with the Cumbrian 
formulae 3

 Funding already biased in favour of secondary schools 2
 Welcome first step towards fairer funding 1
 Let's hope Cumbria continues to get enhanced DSG 1
 Has that funding been guaranteed for the future? 1

 
The difference is sufficient and primary schools have just as much need as 
secondary. 1

 
Putting the additional funding into AWPU further distorts the SEN national 
funding 1

 The current ratio should be maintained as one size does not fit all. 1

 
Strongly disagree that the extra funding should go exclusively to the secondary 
schools because it shows potential significant reduction in primary funding. 1

 
We should be looking at figures derived from like LA's average not National. We 
need a Rural model not an Urban one 1

 
Currently the ratio between Primary and Secondary is too high and should be 
brought in line with national average. 1

 

The prevalence of small schools in Cumbria requires the differentials between 
primary and secondary schools to be closer than the national average as there is 
less opportunity to achieve economies of scale in smaller schools. 1
Schools should be presented with varying options to allow an informed decision 
to be made. 3
Our needs in Cumbria are more specific and unique so we should not aspire to a 
generalised average. 2

Should be moving towards national ratio 1
Due to the rural nature of Cumbria with many small schools (especially primary) 
the ratio reflect this and vary slightly from the national average 1

Rural primary schools will suffer financially if relatively more is allocated to the 
secondary sector. 1
Agree with the parameter of 1:27 but this needs to be achieved over a longer 
period of time 1
We should be looking at figures derived from like LA's average not National. We 
need a Rural model not an Urban one 1

Q2
 
 
 
 
 

Movement to the national average primary – secondary funding ratio of 1:1.27 
should be achieved within a fixed time frame and not left as an aspirational 
principle.

1



Q3
Funding should be evened out but if schools require a different level of funding 
because of individual circumstances, surely the viability of those schools should 
be considered or alternative ways of keeping them open found? 1

 It is inevitable that trying to standardise funding per pupil within each sector will 
mean that the extra costs associated with very rural catchments will not be fully 
met. 1

 It would be more effective to focus on elements of funding that are targeted at 
pupil needs e.g.: sparsity, deprivation, SEN, LAC, EAL. 1

 Not enough information supplied to give a yes response, need to see figures and 
an impact model. 1

 The number of schools that are remote and small in size would make this very 
difficult to achieve without compromising their continued existence. 1

Q4 the formula does maintain the current levels of funding but if the allocations are 
to be increased then the above areas should be targeted instead 1

 The needs of SEN and PP children are being neglected due to lack of funding. 1
Q5 The cap works against small schools meaning they may lose much of this extra 

funding whilst larger schools might retain theirs 5
 The sparsity factor should be much bigger 1
 The sparsity distance needs to be higher so that there are fewer schools are 

eligible to 4 or 5 miles for primary and 7 or 8 miles for secondary (road miles not 
as crow flies) 1

 Splitting the pot amongst too many schools makes this unworkable 1
 The sparsity allocation could be a disincentive to address issues of long term 

financial viability 1
 Relevant primary schools should also access a greater sparsity allocation 1
 This proposal means the primary sector is being hit twice from the formulae 

review. 1
Q6 Can't give a considered opinion without knowing the financial values 1
 Concerned that deficits should not really have been unforeseen 1

 
Schools that are closing should be tightly monitored to ensure that there is no 
deficit to be subsidised by other schools 1

 

Some concern over how contingencies are made up

1



Healthy and safety should be down to individual schools 3
As a VA school we are getting charged twice for health and safety 2
Can't give a considered opinion without knowing the financial values 1
Can't be clear without knowing the level of funding for each service 1
Can't be clear without knowing exactly what is provided by each service 
department 1
Can't be clear without knowing if the services are provided on the same basis to 
schools, academies etc 1
Termination costs should be down to individual schools as academies cannot 
access this 1
Copyright licensing should be excluded 1
Agree with all the de-delegation apart from that for health and safety combined 
budget as over 2/3rds of school now buy this service in externally 1

Yes but with the qualification that VA schools already have responsibility (and 
therefore costs) for providing some of the services, eg admissions, H&S 1
As an Academy we already fund a lot of the services detailed on the list and they 
are not provided by LA 1
H&S should not be de-delegated as the vast majority of schools within Cumbria 
now buy in H&S advice. 1

Funding retained centrally should be for the equal benefit of all schools 
irrespective of the schools type and phase. 1

Q7
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As a VA school we have to buy in our Diocese insurance what we received back 
from the LA was a very small amount. 1

The services provided by the local authority are valuable, especially to small 
primary schools where administration of these services locally would be too 
great. 1
We would wish for greater transparency and scrutiny over de-delegated and 
centrally retained budgets pertaining to our locality. 1

GENERAL
 
 

Greater transparency, as well system of localised commissioning, scrutiny and 
management, over centrally retained, de-delegated and central services grant 
funded activities. 1


