Annex A

Responses to the Consultation - Statistics


	 

	Q1
In paragraphs 1.8 to 1.14 we discuss two ways we are considering using to calculate the schools block:

	
a) A formula based on the schools within the area and the pupils within those schools ("School-level");

	
b) A formula based solely on the pupils within the area ("local authority-level").

	 

	
Would you prefer the formula to be based on

	
a) a notional budget for every school; or

	
b) the pupils in each local authority area? 


	There were 797 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	School Level
	78
	175
	30
	11
	9
	1
	1
	8
	7
	43
	53
	24
	4
	444
	56%

	LA level
	62
	14
	6
	90
	37
	15
	2
	11
	3
	14
	6
	17
	0
	277
	35%

	Neither
	1
	16
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	23
	3%

	Not Sure
	18
	2
	4
	5
	6
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	5
	5
	2
	53
	6%


	LA or school forum level is better/local decision making needed
	34
	2
	2
	53
	20
	7
	1
	8
	1
	5
	1
	7
	0
	141
	18%

	School level (A) allows transparency
	13
	47
	3
	8
	5
	1
	0
	7
	0
	8
	4
	6
	1
	103
	13%

	School level decision making/autonomy for academies
	3
	42
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	5
	2
	0
	61
	8%

	School Level (A) complex/open to challenge
	5
	0
	1
	35
	10
	7
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	60
	8%

	Funds given directly to schools
	1
	20
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	25
	3%

	Rural issues
	8
	0
	0
	3
	4
	2
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	23
	3%

	Disparities between funding levels
	5
	7
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	17
	2%

	Each pupil funded individually
	2
	8
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	15
	2%


	Q2
In paragraphs 2.6 to 2.9 we discuss local funding formulae and propose reducing the number of formula factors which local 
authorities can apply. We suggest that the local formula factors could cover:

	 

	
a) Basic entitlement per pupil (currently Age-Weighted Pupil Units)

	
b) Funding for additional educational needs (e.g. deprivation, SEN)

	
c) Rates

	
d) Exceptional site factors (e.g. split site, PFI and rent)

	
e) Lump sums for schools

	 

	
Do you agree that these are the right formula factors to retain at a local level?


	There were 748 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	All
	97
	37
	20
	66
	34
	10
	0
	11
	3
	17
	8
	25
	5
	333
	45%

	Some
	43
	118
	12
	31
	15
	7
	2
	6
	6
	24
	24
	19
	2
	309
	41%

	None
	1
	40
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	9
	3
	0
	0
	61
	8%

	Not Sure
	10
	7
	0
	9
	3
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	6
	2
	0
	45
	6%


	Local discretion/transparency and accountability needed
	39
	6
	4
	36
	21
	6
	1
	6
	0
	7
	1
	7
	1
	135
	18%

	Restrict flexibility to rates, PFI and split site factors
	9
	54
	9
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	4
	1
	0
	87
	12%

	Not a 
	10
	50
	9
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	9
	5
	0
	0
	85
	11%

	No funding should be removed from the schools block
	8
	46
	10
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	3
	0
	0
	77
	10%

	More detail needed
	10
	4
	2
	20
	16
	2
	1
	3
	1
	0
	0
	3
	2
	64
	9%

	Not e 
	7
	21
	0
	2
	3
	0
	0
	1
	1
	7
	1
	4
	0
	47
	6%

	Not b 
	1
	11
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	22
	3%

	Not c 
	0
	7
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	14
	2%

	Not d 
	2
	9
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	16
	2%


	Q3
What other factors, if any, should be able to be used at local level or could any of these factors be removed?

	
There were 442 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Pupil mobility
	32
	2
	1
	29
	17
	3
	1
	5
	0
	5
	0
	4
	1
	100
	23%

	Remove all factors except rates, PFI and split site
	8
	44
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	10
	4
	0
	0
	78
	18%

	Staffing issues (pay / retention / staff ratios etc.)
	21
	1
	4
	12
	10
	2
	1
	2
	2
	4
	0
	5
	0
	64
	14%

	English as an additional language
	19
	4
	0
	14
	9
	0
	1
	4
	0
	5
	0
	5
	1
	62
	14%

	b) Funding for additional educational needs (e.g. SEN)
	10
	8
	1
	12
	12
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	1
	3
	1
	54
	12%

	Prior attainment / progress
	19
	2
	0
	16
	10
	1
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	53
	12%

	Premises / buildings
	8
	6
	0
	12
	13
	3
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	47
	11%

	Falling rolls
	22
	0
	3
	6
	7
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	45
	10%

	Underperforming and other ethnic groups
	12
	1
	1
	6
	4
	1
	0
	4
	0
	2
	1
	5
	1
	38
	9%

	d) Exceptional site factors (e.g. split site, PFI and rent)
	7
	7
	1
	9
	6
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	33
	7%

	No factors to be removed
	7
	3
	0
	13
	3
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	30
	7%

	e) Lump sums for schools
	4
	0
	2
	12
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	28
	6%

	Admissions tests / costs
	0
	13
	1
	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	2
	1
	0
	27
	6%

	Rural issues
	9
	1
	1
	5
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	26
	6%

	Pupils new to English schooling
	14
	0
	0
	3
	2
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	25
	6%

	Remove factors from LA control
	2
	18
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	22
	5%

	Lump sums to be removed (e)
	6
	3
	0
	2
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	18
	4%

	a) Basic entitlement per pupil (AWPU)
	1
	1
	0
	7
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	16
	4%

	Rates to be removed (c)
	1
	2
	0
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	10
	2%

	c) Rates
	0
	3
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	8
	2%

	Exceptional site factors to be removed (d)
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	7
	2%


	Q4
Do you think that setting a range of allowable primary / secondary ratios around the national average is the right approach to 
ensure that there is consistency across the country?


	 

	There were 712 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	60
	89
	8
	45
	25
	8
	2
	7
	2
	20
	17
	31
	2
	316
	44%

	No
	65
	63
	18
	35
	16
	4
	1
	8
	6
	23
	6
	10
	0
	255
	36%

	Not Sure
	25
	34
	8
	28
	13
	5
	0
	5
	0
	9
	11
	2
	1
	141
	20%


	Historical data will replicate existing poor practice
	13
	50
	11
	8
	9
	1
	0
	2
	0
	11
	3
	0
	0
	108
	15%

	LA and Schools forum need flexibility
	31
	2
	4
	31
	14
	7
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	6
	0
	99
	14%

	Actual figures should be used
	12
	48
	10
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	3
	0
	0
	84
	12%

	Need more information/clarification
	15
	2
	1
	20
	25
	2
	1
	0
	0
	4
	1
	3
	0
	74
	10%

	Differences in primary and secondary phases
	10
	1
	1
	13
	7
	1
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	38
	5%

	National ratio needed
	5
	12
	0
	5
	6
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	32
	4%

	Transitional arrangements
	4
	3
	0
	10
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	20
	3%

	Single rate needed not a range
	3
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	17
	2%


	Q5
Paragraphs. 2.17 to 2.22 discuss options for the future of calculating Academies' budgets. Option (i)  suggests that local 
authorities could calculate budgets for all schools in the area and then tell the EFA how much Academies should be paid: Option 
(ii) that the EFA could calculate Academies' budgets.

	 

	
Do you think we should implement option (i) or (ii) when calculating budgets for Academies?


	There were 734 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	(i)
	100
	6
	11
	96
	49
	15
	3
	14
	2
	17
	7
	24
	2
	346
	47%

	(ii)
	34
	152
	21
	5
	1
	1
	0
	4
	0
	30
	22
	15
	2
	287
	39%

	Other
	2
	44
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	4
	1
	2
	0
	58
	8%

	Not Sure
	8
	5
	1
	6
	3
	0
	0
	2
	5
	3
	7
	3
	0
	43
	6%


	(i) less bureaucratic/easier to administer/transparent/equitable
	47
	0
	5
	65
	34
	9
	1
	11
	0
	10
	0
	6
	1
	189
	26%

	Autonomy/independence for Academies - no LA control
	4
	70
	0
	3
	2
	1
	0
	3
	0
	5
	2
	1
	0
	91
	12%

	National formula needed
	2
	38
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	50
	7%

	Academies and maintained school funding should be the same
	10
	2
	1
	15
	3
	5
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	4
	0
	43
	6%

	LACSEG issues
	16
	4
	3
	6
	4
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0
	39
	5%

	EFA should undertake this
	0
	23
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	30
	4%

	(i) dependent on timely / robust pupil data
	5
	0
	0
	10
	4
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22
	3%


	Q6 
Paragraphs 2.23 to 2.26 discuss options to improve the working of Schools Forums -  whether the main groups on the Forum 
should all separately have to approve a proposed formula and whether the Forum should have more decision making powers.

	 

	
Do you think these options would help to achieve greater representation and stronger accountability at a local level?


	There were 737 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	48
	53
	6
	18
	20
	5
	0
	7
	10
	9
	9
	16
	0
	201
	27%

	No
	58
	114
	18
	55
	23
	6
	2
	10
	6
	26
	8
	11
	4
	341
	46%

	Not Sure
	39
	31
	9
	35
	13
	6
	1
	7
	4
	16
	18
	13
	3
	195
	27%


	Forum must represent all groups fairly
	37
	38
	4
	38
	21
	8
	1
	11
	15
	8
	4
	17
	5
	207
	28%

	Will be difficult to get all to agree
	45
	23
	6
	51
	29
	14
	0
	7
	0
	8
	0
	9
	2
	194
	26%

	Yes to more decision-making powers
	34
	9
	3
	19
	12
	3
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	5
	0
	89
	12%

	School Forums work well
	17
	2
	3
	25
	18
	2
	0
	3
	0
	5
	0
	3
	0
	78
	11%

	No to more decision making powers
	12
	15
	2
	15
	5
	3
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	55
	7%

	Representation runs counter to autonomy/academies issues
	0
	14
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0
	27
	4%

	Yes to a proposed formula
	5
	8
	0
	6
	6
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	27
	4%

	Could be divisive
	5
	0
	0
	12
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	24
	3%

	Formula should be nationally set
	2
	12
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	18
	2%

	Could be dominated by LA
	1
	11
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	18
	2%

	Training for forums
	0
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	11
	1%

	Primary v Secondary representation
	1
	4
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	1%


	Q7
Paragraphs. 2.27 to 2.31 discuss functions the EFA could provide to provide scrutiny and challenge at a national level; either (i) 
checking compliance or (ii) acting as a review body

	 

	
Do you think we should implement option (i), (ii), both or neither?


	There were 635 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	(i)
	15
	14
	2
	11
	4
	2
	0
	2
	1
	4
	4
	6
	0
	65
	10%

	(ii)
	23
	23
	2
	9
	3
	1
	0
	1
	0
	7
	3
	6
	1
	79
	13%

	Both
	33
	72
	7
	14
	8
	2
	1
	5
	0
	14
	19
	17
	2
	194
	31%

	Neither
	24
	24
	2
	65
	29
	10
	0
	10
	2
	5
	1
	8
	0
	180
	28%

	Not Sure
	38
	16
	8
	9
	10
	2
	2
	3
	5
	10
	6
	7
	1
	117
	18%


	Potentially duplicates effort /scrutiny / audit / s251 form
	28
	1
	4
	30
	18
	7
	0
	3
	0
	4
	0
	5
	0
	100
	16%

	Schools Forum can provide scrutiny
	3
	9
	1
	17
	10
	5
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	52
	8%

	Independent scrutiny needed
	15
	7
	1
	9
	8
	3
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	49
	8%

	EFA compliance checks - timescale issues
	12
	0
	0
	12
	9
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	41
	6%

	No need for this if there is a national formula
	2
	29
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	37
	6%

	Needs to be simple
	4
	1
	1
	13
	3
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	28
	4%

	Whistle-blowing procedure needed
	0
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	1%


	Q8 
Paragraphs 2.33 to 2.35 discuss arrangements for the funding of Free Schools.

	 

	
If we introduce the new system in this spending review, do you think that (i) Free Schools should remain on the Free School 
methodology for 2013-14 and 2014-15 or (ii) move straight away to the overall funding system?


	There were 569 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	(i)
	9
	27
	0
	11
	2
	0
	0
	3
	0
	4
	3
	8
	1
	68
	12%

	(ii)
	97
	66
	17
	88
	48
	17
	2
	13
	0
	21
	18
	26
	2
	415
	73%

	Not Sure
	18
	29
	4
	6
	2
	0
	0
	3
	8
	6
	6
	3
	1
	86
	15%


	Should be funded same as other schools
	40
	23
	6
	67
	28
	12
	1
	11
	1
	11
	1
	12
	2
	215
	38%


	Q9
In paragraphs 3.3 to 3.6 we discuss formula content and propose that the new formula could consist of: a basic per-pupil 
entitlement, additional funding for deprived pupils, protection for small schools, an Area Cost Adjustment 
(ACA), English as an 
Additional Language (EAL)

	 

	
Are these the right factors to include in a fair funding formula at a national level?


	There were 680 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	All
	66
	85
	13
	63
	28
	11
	1
	11
	1
	25
	13
	23
	3
	343
	50%

	Some
	77
	71
	11
	38
	24
	5
	1
	7
	6
	14
	22
	18
	1
	295
	43%

	None
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%

	Not Sure
	6
	4
	0
	4
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	6
	2
	6
	2
	38
	6%

	 

	SEN concerns
	23
	1
	4
	11
	9
	4
	2
	2
	1
	3
	0
	6
	2
	68
	10%

	Not EAL
	16
	9
	3
	14
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	6
	0
	60
	9%

	Pupil mobility
	22
	0
	2
	14
	10
	3
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	58
	9%

	Include EAL
	7
	9
	1
	13
	3
	5
	0
	5
	0
	3
	1
	10
	0
	57
	8%

	Yes for protection for small schools
	18
	11
	4
	6
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	6
	2
	4
	0
	54
	8%

	Not Area Cost adjustment 
	18
	11
	5
	7
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	1
	3
	0
	54
	8%

	Not protection for small schools
	10
	23
	0
	1
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	44
	6%

	Ethnic minority issues
	18
	0
	0
	10
	6
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	4
	0
	43
	6%

	Yes to per pupil entitlement
	15
	5
	3
	6
	3
	1
	0
	1
	0
	4
	2
	2
	0
	42
	6%

	Need definition of a small school
	8
	3
	0
	3
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	6
	1
	28
	4%

	Yes for Area Cost adjustment 
	6
	6
	0
	5
	6
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	27
	4%

	As long as LA cannot change weightings
	0
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	2
	1
	0
	12
	2%

	Not funding for deprived pupils
	2
	5
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	1%

	Include Gypsy / Roma / Traveller children
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	8
	1%

	Not basic pupil entitlement
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	1%

	Q10 
Paragraphs 3.14 to 3.17 discuss possible indicators for deprivation we could use in a national formula. Do you agree that we 
should use Ever FSM to allocated deprivation funding in the national formula? Should this be Ever 3 or Ever 6? 


	

	There were 676 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Ever 3
	36
	25
	8
	22
	15
	3
	0
	5
	6
	8
	4
	15
	1
	148
	22%

	Ever 6
	56
	41
	8
	36
	21
	4
	3
	4
	1
	16
	37
	15
	2
	244
	36%

	Neither
	30
	44
	6
	35
	14
	4
	0
	5
	0
	14
	1
	6
	0
	159
	24%

	Not Sure
	20
	41
	4
	13
	4
	5
	0
	5
	1
	8
	13
	10
	1
	125
	18%


	FSM not claimed by all those who need it / is unreliable
	41
	16
	5
	42
	25
	7
	0
	7
	3
	10
	1
	15
	0
	172
	25%

	Use IDACI / Acorn / IMD / other statistical measures
	32
	28
	6
	31
	21
	7
	0
	7
	1
	4
	0
	7
	0
	144
	21%

	Ever 6 more fully inclusive/includes secondary education
	16
	18
	0
	18
	11
	2
	1
	1
	0
	3
	0
	3
	1
	74
	11%

	Increase in pupil premium – cap deprivation funding
	0
	18
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	0
	28
	4%

	Base on ELIGIBILITY for FSM
	3
	4
	0
	6
	5
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	24
	4%

	Link to Tax Credit System
	6
	0
	1
	5
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	16
	2%

	Ever 6 better as circumstances not likely to change
	0
	7
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	12
	2%

	Use pupil premium
	0
	5
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	1%


	Q11
Paragraphs. 3.19 to 3.28 discusses funding protection for small schools, suggesting that a £95,000 lump sum would be sufficient 
to provide protection, that it should be applicable to primary schools only and should adopt Middle Super Output Areas to derive 
the sparsity factor. If a local authority formula is used a choice between a lump sum payment and a sparsity measure is offered 
and there is also discussion on whether the threshold for eligibility should be narrowed so that sparsity funding is focused on 
the most sparsely populated areas.

	 

	
If we have a school-level formula, do you agree that £95,000 is an appropriate amount for a primary school lump sum?


	There were 626 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	45
	37
	5
	30
	20
	5
	0
	4
	2
	10
	5
	15
	1
	179
	29%

	No
	44
	42
	6
	36
	25
	7
	1
	3
	1
	20
	14
	7
	0
	206
	33%

	Not Sure
	54
	62
	10
	37
	9
	4
	1
	13
	5
	15
	11
	19
	1
	241
	38%


	Flat Rate too simple/no account taken of individual school needs
	31
	6
	4
	27
	15
	3
	1
	2
	1
	8
	2
	6
	0
	106
	17%

	Should be higher
	12
	0
	2
	11
	7
	1
	0
	0
	1
	10
	0
	0
	0
	44
	7%

	Encourages continuation of non-viable schools
	8
	19
	1
	2
	4
	0
	0
	2
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	40
	6%

	Rural schools
	3
	7
	1
	9
	5
	2
	1
	3
	0
	6
	0
	2
	0
	39
	6%

	What about secondary / high schools?
	4
	3
	0
	10
	5
	3
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	28
	4%

	Too large - should be smaller
	8
	7
	0
	7
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	28
	4%

	Removes incentives to improve / look at other options
	0
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	12
	2%


	Q12
Do you agree that the lump sum should be limited to schools with Year 6 as the highest year-group?


	There were 603 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	65
	89
	6
	38
	16
	4
	0
	6
	0
	19
	14
	20
	1
	278
	46%

	No
	56
	19
	11
	47
	27
	9
	2
	4
	6
	15
	3
	15
	2
	216
	36%

	Not Sure
	19
	23
	4
	16
	9
	3
	0
	7
	2
	12
	9
	5
	0
	109
	18%


	Secondary schools should also receive lump sum
	16
	5
	1
	33
	19
	6
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	87
	14%

	Include first or middle schools
	20
	2
	4
	12
	6
	2
	0
	5
	1
	5
	0
	8
	1
	66
	11%

	Include special schools
	1
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	10
	2%

	Use pupil numbers as a basis
	1
	2
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	9
	1%


	Q13
If we have a local authority-level formula, should we use a primary school lump sum or the sparsity measure?



	There were 585 responses to this question.



	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Primary School Lump Sum
	64
	19
	10
	47
	23
	7
	0
	4
	0
	17
	4
	15
	1
	211
	36%

	Sparsity Measure
	43
	65
	5
	30
	19
	9
	0
	11
	5
	11
	15
	17
	1
	231
	40%

	Neither
	8
	7
	1
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	25
	4%

	Not Sure
	21
	28
	5
	18
	9
	0
	2
	5
	2
	12
	9
	7
	0
	118
	20%


	Sparsity basis reflects local population
	6
	12
	2
	12
	8
	1
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	49
	8%

	Rural issues
	5
	10
	1
	12
	10
	5
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	48
	8%

	Small urban schools
	8
	0
	1
	5
	4
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	24
	4%

	School basis protects schools that are not viable
	5
	2
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	17
	3%


	Q14
If we have a sparsity measure, do you think we should narrow the sparsity threshold as described above?


	There were 513 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	48
	62
	4
	45
	26
	10
	0
	8
	0
	14
	3
	12
	1
	233
	45%

	No
	30
	6
	8
	22
	9
	4
	0
	3
	6
	9
	3
	11
	1
	112
	22%

	Not Sure
	35
	36
	8
	29
	14
	2
	2
	6
	1
	11
	15
	9
	0
	168
	33%


	Will result in LA winners and losers
	16
	0
	3
	4
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	30
	6%

	Travel/distance concerns
	2
	0
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	1%


	Q15 
Paragraphs 3.29 to 3.33 (and annex D) discuss approaches to calculating the area cost adjustment.

	 

	
Which option should we use to calculate the Area Cost Adjustment: the current GLM approach or the combined approach? 


	There were 910 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	GLM Approach
	26
	23
	2
	21
	12
	3
	0
	2
	2
	6
	0
	4
	0
	101
	11%

	Combined Approach
	80
	52
	47
	62
	37
	10
	0
	11
	0
	26
	121
	205
	2
	653
	72%

	Other
	12
	21
	1
	11
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5
	3
	3
	3
	0
	63
	7%

	Not Sure
	18
	29
	2
	9
	2
	2
	1
	4
	1
	9
	4
	12
	0
	93
	10%


	GLM / Pay Band Mismatch
	13
	6
	33
	19
	11
	3
	1
	3
	1
	12
	114
	186
	0
	402
	44%

	Problems in obtaining robust data / information
	1
	3
	1
	5
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	14
	2%

	Common national funding needed
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	7
	1%


	Q16 
Paragraphs 3.34 to 3.38 considers what further factors of underachievement there might be for school age pupils and proposes 
the inclusion of an EAL factor in a national formula.

	 

	
Do you agree that we should use an EAL factor in the national formula?


	There were 654 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	103
	112
	17
	76
	42
	13
	3
	17
	3
	28
	28
	36
	6
	484
	74%

	No
	26
	25
	4
	21
	9
	3
	0
	2
	6
	8
	5
	7
	0
	116
	18%

	Not Sure
	12
	14
	4
	10
	2
	2
	0
	2
	0
	4
	3
	1
	0
	54
	8%


	Deprivation factor more important than EAL
	16
	2
	3
	8
	7
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0
	3
	1
	45
	7%

	Timeframe must be backed up by research / evidence
	10
	1
	1
	10
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	35
	5%

	Concerns re areas with range of different languages
	5
	0
	0
	11
	5
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	28
	4%

	Concerns re removal of funding for underperforming ethnic groups
	14
	0
	0
	6
	2
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	27
	4%

	Data issues
	0
	0
	1
	8
	4
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	17
	3%

	For a period of three years only
	1
	9
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	16
	2%


	Q17 
Do you agree that this should cover the first few years only? How many years would be appropriate?


	There were 623 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	67
	92
	15
	59
	30
	10
	1
	11
	2
	19
	22
	28
	3
	359
	58%

	No
	61
	30
	8
	33
	18
	4
	1
	4
	0
	12
	3
	11
	2
	187
	30%

	Not Sure
	11
	17
	1
	12
	5
	3
	1
	5
	7
	7
	6
	2
	0
	77
	12%


	1
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	1%

	2
	22
	16
	3
	15
	10
	5
	1
	3
	0
	5
	4
	8
	0
	92
	15%

	3
	28
	41
	5
	20
	14
	4
	1
	3
	0
	9
	2
	7
	0
	134
	22%

	4
	0
	5
	1
	6
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	15
	2%

	5
	6
	15
	1
	6
	1
	0
	0
	3
	1
	3
	0
	6
	0
	42
	7%

	10
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%

	Ongoing through school life
	21
	5
	2
	10
	7
	2
	1
	1
	0
	4
	1
	5
	2
	61
	10%

	Secondary schools also have EAL students
	6
	8
	2
	13
	9
	4
	0
	5
	0
	1
	3
	3
	0
	52
	8%


	Q18
Paragraphs 3.39 to 3.41 discuss transitional arrangements.  Do you think we should:

	 

	
a)   Continue with a maximum decrease of -1.5% per pupil each year and accept that this will mean very slow progress towards 
full system reform; or

	
b)  Continue with a -1.5% per pupil floor in 2013-14 but lower it thereafter so that we can make faster progress?


	There were 652 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	(a)
	63
	43
	11
	32
	19
	4
	1
	5
	1
	19
	7
	18
	3
	226
	35%

	(b)
	47
	61
	7
	40
	20
	7
	0
	7
	1
	13
	5
	12
	1
	221
	34%

	Neither
	17
	39
	2
	14
	13
	3
	1
	1
	0
	6
	4
	6
	0
	106
	16%

	Not Sure
	15
	15
	2
	20
	1
	4
	1
	7
	6
	7
	17
	3
	1
	99
	15%


	Better to delay any changes / transitional arrangements needed
	37
	13
	5
	25
	15
	8
	0
	3
	1
	12
	0
	9
	2
	130
	20%

	Change needs to happen as soon as possible
	21
	8
	3
	25
	16
	3
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	85
	13%

	Need to know proposals for post-16 funding
	2
	17
	1
	10
	4
	1
	0
	3
	0
	5
	1
	1
	0
	45
	7%

	Funding change must be modelled across age range
	1
	12
	0
	1
	2
	3
	0
	2
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	26
	4%

	Threatens standards at KS4/5
	0
	9
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1
	0
	0
	17
	3%


	Q19 
Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.7 discuss the development of a funding model, having first defined the respective responsibilities of 
maintained schools, Academies and local authorities. The model would clarify what elements of funding would be delegated to 
schools or centrally retained for maintained schools, if there is local discretion.

	 

	
Do you agree that some of these services could be retained centrally if there is local agreement by maintained schools?


	There were 632 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	119
	67
	20
	96
	49
	16
	3
	18
	8
	25
	12
	34
	6
	473
	75%

	No
	14
	70
	3
	7
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	5
	3
	7
	0
	113
	18%

	Not Sure
	7
	11
	0
	5
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	10
	6
	1
	0
	46
	7%


	Yes – local flexibility for local need
	16
	2
	0
	20
	10
	2
	1
	7
	1
	1
	1
	5
	0
	66
	10%

	Concerns re automatic delegation of funding for unpredictable need
	18
	0
	3
	15
	16
	2
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	5
	0
	62
	10%

	Delegate funding to the forum for allocation
	18
	8
	4
	10
	6
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	4
	0
	55
	9%

	School could pool resources
	3
	13
	1
	4
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	25
	4%


	Q20 
Paragraphs 4.8 to 4.13 set out details of the funding blocks which make up the funding model and their functions. Funding blocks 
for schools, High Needs Pupils, early years, central services and formula grant are proposed.

	 

	
Do you agree that the split of functions between the blocks is correct? If not, what changes should be made?


	There were 592 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Completely Correct
	14
	15
	2
	16
	10
	6
	0
	3
	8
	9
	0
	3
	0
	86
	14%

	Broadly, but some changes required
	80
	66
	12
	68
	34
	9
	1
	13
	3
	11
	5
	29
	4
	335
	57%

	No
	9
	1
	0
	8
	6
	0
	1
	2
	6
	3
	0
	3
	0
	39
	7%

	Not Sure
	25
	47
	6
	12
	2
	3
	1
	3
	2
	11
	13
	6
	1
	132
	22%


	Clarification / information / further consultation needed
	23
	7
	1
	23
	21
	3
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	85
	14%

	Financial difficulty /Allocation of Contingencies
	18
	0
	3
	21
	9
	3
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	61
	10%

	Academy issues
	6
	2
	0
	13
	10
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	35
	6%

	Issues re carbon reduction
	1
	12
	0
	6
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	25
	4%

	Educational Psychology
	2
	15
	0
	1
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	25
	4%

	School transport
	10
	2
	0
	5
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22
	4%

	Split should not be based on pupil numbers in all cases
	9
	0
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	17
	3%


	Q21
Do you think the funding for LA LACSEG should be moved to a national formula basis rather than using individual LA s251 
returns?

	

	There were 669 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	76
	146
	19
	44
	22
	8
	0
	6
	0
	30
	42
	27
	1
	421
	63%

	No
	34
	10
	5
	36
	23
	6
	2
	6
	6
	12
	2
	7
	1
	150
	22%

	Not Sure
	23
	9
	3
	25
	8
	3
	1
	6
	2
	4
	6
	7
	1
	98
	15%


	Removes discrepancies between different LA LACSEG levels
	2
	37
	0
	7
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	54
	8%

	Anomalies / interpretations in S251 returns
	6
	5
	0
	24
	6
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	46
	7%

	Must reflect genuine / achievable / demonstrable savings
	11
	0
	1
	15
	7
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	42
	6%

	Difficult to achieve due to variations in budgets in schools / LAs
	7
	2
	1
	8
	7
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	30
	4%

	Could put pressure on Council Tax
	11
	0
	1
	5
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	24
	4%

	Link schools budget aspect of LACSEG into national formula
	10
	0
	0
	5
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	22
	3%

	National formula does not allow local flexibility
	4
	0
	1
	8
	4
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	22
	3%

	Could improve predictability and stability
	0
	12
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2
	2
	0
	21
	3%

	Transitional arrangements needed re LACSEG adjustments
	6
	0
	0
	9
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	19
	3%


	Q22
Do you think the distribution mechanism should be changed to one that more accurately reflects the actual pattern of where 
Academies are located?


	There were 619 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	82
	77
	15
	76
	39
	13
	2
	10
	5
	22
	8
	25
	3
	377
	61%

	No
	21
	29
	6
	13
	8
	0
	1
	1
	2
	5
	36
	6
	1
	129
	21%

	Not Sure
	22
	38
	5
	12
	4
	3
	0
	5
	1
	8
	6
	9
	0
	113
	18%


	This is the fairest option
	30
	8
	5
	18
	15
	1
	0
	4
	0
	7
	0
	6
	0
	94
	15%

	Further work / consultation needed
	8
	1
	0
	11
	4
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	27
	4%

	Consider impact on either side / impact on maintained schools
	6
	0
	0
	10
	4
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22
	4%

	Academies in high deprivation areas would skew allocations
	7
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	12
	2%

	Money should come via EFA
	0
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	1%


	Q23
Paragraph 6.7 sets out the high level principles behind the proposals for funding children and young people with high levels of 
need. Is this the right set of principles for funding high needs children and young people?


	

	There were 562 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	95
	80
	16
	79
	38
	15
	1
	18
	2
	18
	6
	26
	2
	396
	70%

	No
	6
	4
	2
	6
	4
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	27
	5%

	Not Sure
	25
	33
	2
	18
	10
	3
	1
	3
	6
	10
	9
	15
	4
	139
	25%


	Who has overall responsibility for agencies working together?
	8
	0
	0
	12
	13
	3
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	4
	2
	46
	8%

	Concern re parental preferences
	5
	0
	0
	11
	9
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	33
	6%

	Base on individual needs of child
	5
	2
	0
	7
	5
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	23
	4%

	How do proposals relate to GP / national banding system?
	5
	0
	1
	6
	2
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	20
	4%

	6.7.6 - how will this work if parents are given budget?
	4
	0
	0
	2
	4
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	14
	2%

	Concerns re placements in high cost areas
	6
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	13
	2%

	Could result in double funding / counting
	1
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	10
	2%

	Issues re gifted and talented pupils
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%


	Q24 
Paragraphs 6.11 to 6.18 discuss proposals to set a base level of funding to reflect high needs SEN.

	 

	
Would it be appropriate to provide a base level of funding of around £10,000 per pupil or place to all specialist SEN and LD/D 
settings, with individualised top up above that?


	There were 573 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	51
	78
	8
	49
	24
	8
	2
	5
	2
	16
	4
	17
	2
	266
	46%

	No
	23
	13
	3
	16
	9
	2
	1
	5
	0
	5
	2
	6
	0
	85
	15%

	Not Sure
	49
	34
	8
	40
	19
	7
	0
	11
	6
	11
	13
	20
	4
	222
	39%


	Further clarification needed
	30
	1
	4
	42
	24
	9
	1
	7
	0
	7
	1
	7
	4
	137
	24%

	Base level must be 'topped up'
	14
	0
	3
	8
	5
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0
	38
	7%

	What about non-maintained institutions?
	16
	0
	3
	6
	5
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	4
	1
	37
	6%

	Needs moderation to ensure consistency of provision
	3
	0
	0
	12
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	21
	4%

	Approach must not deter mainstream from taking SEN
	7
	0
	1
	4
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	19
	3%

	Automatically assessed base level funding could lead to over-provision
	4
	0
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	10
	2%


	Q25 
Is £10,000 an appropriate level for this funding? 


	There were 565 responses to this question.



	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	34
	45
	4
	37
	16
	1
	0
	6
	1
	7
	3
	6
	0
	160
	28%

	No - too high
	4
	12
	2
	7
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5
	1
	38
	7%

	No - too low
	31
	10
	2
	12
	10
	4
	1
	5
	1
	4
	1
	10
	3
	94
	17%

	Not Sure
	56
	48
	11
	49
	21
	12
	2
	11
	6
	19
	16
	20
	2
	273
	48%


	Further clarification needed
	9
	0
	2
	29
	17
	5
	1
	4
	1
	4
	0
	6
	3
	81
	14%

	Area Cost Adjustment needed
	11
	0
	1
	6
	5
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	25
	4%

	Must increase over time i.e. inflation etc
	4
	5
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	21
	4%

	How does this tie in with Green Paper / national banding levels?
	5
	0
	0
	7
	2
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	19
	3%

	Must reflect costs of salaries
	2
	1
	0
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	16
	3%

	Universal message to schools re baseline
	4
	0
	1
	5
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	3%

	Schools block should contain funding for the baseline
	3
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	1%


	Q26
Paragraphs 6.19 to 6.21 discuss proposals for high-needs funding for pupils post -16. Is the idea of a base rate of funding helpful 
in the post-16 context? 


	

	There were 510 responses to this question.



	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	49
	63
	7
	50
	34
	9
	2
	10
	1
	14
	5
	17
	3
	264
	52%

	No
	5
	9
	1
	9
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2
	2
	0
	37
	7%

	Not Sure
	48
	33
	10
	44
	15
	5
	0
	9
	7
	7
	10
	19
	2
	209
	41%


	Difficult to comment / more info needed
	9
	3
	1
	17
	14
	7
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	55
	11%

	Should be viewed holistically across 0-25
	17
	1
	3
	5
	6
	2
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0
	4
	1
	43
	8%

	Post-16 more complex area
	5
	3
	0
	12
	4
	3
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	31
	6%

	Raise threshold above 10K
	5
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	17
	3%

	Over identify SEN
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%


	Q27
Should local authorities be directly responsible for funding high level costs over £10,000 for young people in post-16 provision 
in line with their commissioning responsibilities?


	There were 519 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	71
	56
	7
	79
	40
	8
	3
	12
	1
	12
	5
	18
	3
	315
	61%

	No
	11
	20
	4
	6
	6
	3
	0
	5
	0
	3
	4
	10
	0
	72
	14%

	Not Sure
	23
	31
	7
	19
	4
	6
	0
	4
	7
	9
	10
	11
	1
	132
	25%

	 

	Sufficient funds need to be available
	28
	2
	5
	49
	28
	9
	2
	4
	0
	2
	0
	4
	2
	135
	26%

	Yes, LAs can guarantee / commission services appropriately
	6
	0
	0
	25
	6
	5
	0
	4
	0
	2
	0
	2
	1
	51
	10%

	Concerns re low incidence services if no coherent approach
	3
	0
	0
	3
	2
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	13
	3%

	Funding should follow child
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%


	Q28
Do the proposed funding arrangements create risks to any parts of the post-16 sector?


	There were 487 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	27
	16
	2
	44
	26
	7
	0
	5
	0
	6
	4
	14
	3
	154
	32%

	No
	4
	17
	0
	7
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	35
	7%

	Not Sure
	69
	63
	14
	46
	22
	9
	3
	10
	8
	17
	13
	22
	2
	298
	61%

	 

	Risk of funding not meeting needs of children
	14
	2
	1
	28
	17
	7
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	77
	16%

	Need more info on pending changes to post-16 funding
	13
	2
	3
	14
	6
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	1
	47
	10%

	Concerns re independent providers
	0
	0
	0
	10
	4
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	19
	4%

	Concerns re choice for post-16 learners with SED-LD/D
	3
	0
	0
	5
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	14
	3%

	Concerns re schools with sixth forms
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	1%

	Will need monitoring
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%

	Concerns re International Baccalaureate
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1%


	Q29
Paras 6.22 to 6.26 discuss whether institutions providing for high needs children and young people should be funded on the 
basis of planned places or pupil numbers. It also sets out four options for doing so.

	

	
Should institutions providing for high needs children and young people be funded on the basis of places or pupil numbers?

	There were 554 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Places
	60
	27
	11
	48
	25
	10
	3
	8
	2
	15
	2
	14
	2
	227
	41%

	Pupil Numbers
	42
	60
	6
	21
	10
	2
	0
	5
	0
	8
	10
	17
	2
	183
	33%

	Not Sure
	29
	25
	3
	33
	18
	5
	0
	5
	1
	10
	8
	7
	0
	144
	26%

	 

	Mixture of both needed
	17
	3
	1
	17
	10
	4
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	2
	0
	58
	10%

	Pupil numbers can fluctuate
	3
	9
	1
	22
	4
	4
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	51
	9%

	Staff stability/expertise is needed
	4
	4
	1
	10
	6
	2
	1
	2
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	36
	6%

	No more than 5% places funded for more than 1 year
	5
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	2%


	Q30 
Are any of options a-d desirable?


	There were 470 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	(a)
	7
	1
	0
	6
	3
	0
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	7
	2
	32
	7%

	(b)
	36
	16
	0
	28
	23
	5
	1
	3
	1
	5
	2
	6
	2
	128
	27%

	(c)
	9
	5
	3
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	2
	0
	29
	6%

	(d)
	16
	10
	3
	26
	12
	1
	1
	2
	0
	2
	1
	8
	1
	83
	18%

	None
	2
	3
	1
	9
	4
	4
	0
	4
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	30
	6%

	Not Sure
	33
	38
	11
	26
	8
	6
	1
	4
	0
	12
	13
	16
	0
	168
	36%

	 

	b and/or d
	15
	2
	3
	18
	8
	4
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	56
	12%

	Smaller providers may struggle / lose staffing
	4
	0
	0
	7
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	3%

	Merit to option b and c in protecting small providers
	4
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	2%

	c and d
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%

	a and c
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%


	Q31 
Paragraphs 6.27 to 6.39 discuss how funding for special and AP Academies and Free Schools should be managed in the short 
term and, in the longer term, whether funding should be through the EFA or the commissioner.

	

	
For the longer term, should we fund Special and AP Academies and Free Schools:

	 

	
a)     with all funding coming direct from the commissioner?

	
b)     with all funding coming through the EFA and recouped from the commissioner?

	
c)     through a combination of basic funding from the EFA and top-up funding for individual pupils direct from the 
commissioner?


	There were 492 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	(a)
	35
	9
	1
	43
	18
	9
	1
	4
	2
	8
	1
	7
	1
	139
	28%

	(b)
	5
	15
	2
	4
	3
	0
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	7
	0
	41
	8%

	(c)
	35
	40
	7
	24
	13
	6
	0
	4
	0
	5
	2
	6
	1
	143
	29%

	Neither
	2
	1
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	12
	3%

	Not Sure
	33
	21
	7
	27
	15
	2
	1
	6
	6
	11
	10
	15
	3
	157
	32%

	 

	LA to fund / reflect local decisions
	9
	0
	0
	15
	6
	5
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	5
	0
	44
	9%

	b is bureaucratic
	13
	0
	4
	6
	4
	0
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	35
	7%

	a and c 
	13
	0
	4
	3
	6
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	31
	6%

	Further clarification needed
	0
	0
	0
	10
	5
	4
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	24
	5%

	b and c
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1%


	Q32 
If we go for the combination funding approach, should we pass all funding through the EFA for a limited period while the school 
is establishing itself before moving to this approach?  


	There were 449 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	21
	50
	6
	14
	7
	1
	0
	3
	0
	4
	2
	8
	0
	116
	26%

	No
	55
	5
	9
	57
	28
	9
	1
	3
	2
	4
	1
	11
	1
	186
	41%

	Not Sure
	26
	25
	1
	27
	11
	6
	1
	8
	6
	13
	7
	14
	2
	147
	33%

	 

	For three years
	0
	5
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	2%


	Q33
Paragraphs 6.40 to 6.47 proposes a new formula for determining the High Needs Block building on the research carried out for 
the Department by PricewaterhouseCoopers in 2009.

	 

	
Given there is no absolute method of determining which pupils have high needs, and given local variation in policy and 
recording, is this approach to determining proxy variables acceptable? 


	There were 505 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	37
	34
	7
	46
	23
	9
	0
	8
	1
	9
	4
	13
	4
	195
	39%

	No
	45
	8
	3
	30
	18
	0
	1
	4
	0
	7
	1
	7
	0
	124
	24%

	Not Sure
	33
	40
	8
	29
	9
	8
	1
	7
	7
	13
	10
	18
	3
	186
	37%

	 

	Issues re Disability Living Allowance
	27
	0
	4
	26
	9
	4
	0
	1
	0
	4
	1
	4
	1
	81
	16%

	Further research needed
	7
	6
	1
	19
	10
	4
	0
	5
	1
	4
	1
	4
	0
	62
	12%

	Additional health data needed
	12
	0
	0
	7
	6
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	32
	6%

	Sufficient resources must be allocated to high cost needs
	12
	1
	1
	9
	5
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	31
	6%

	Combination of IDACI required
	6
	0
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	14
	3%

	Combination of EAL required
	4
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	11
	2%


	Q34 
Do you agree that deprivation is linked more to AP rather than the wider SEN needs?

	There were 503 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	58
	44
	10
	49
	30
	7
	2
	6
	0
	9
	4
	7
	1
	227
	45%

	No
	35
	8
	5
	19
	14
	3
	0
	2
	1
	9
	1
	10
	0
	107
	21%

	Not Sure
	32
	28
	3
	35
	6
	6
	0
	10
	6
	12
	8
	19
	4
	169
	34%

	 

	Include health indicators
	6
	0
	0
	7
	4
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	22
	4%

	AP census to be used
	8
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	11
	2%

	PRU census data to be used
	5
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	2%


	Q35
Paragraphs 6.48 to 6.49 suggest the need for substantial transitional arrangements in moving to a new formula as the formula will 
fail to reflect the spend of local authorities on high need pupils.  

	

	
Do you agree that in the short term we should base allocations to local authorities for the high needs block largely on historic 
spend?

	There were 508 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	83
	36
	14
	76
	38
	17
	3
	16
	7
	16
	4
	23
	5
	338
	66%

	No
	22
	24
	4
	18
	9
	0
	0
	3
	0
	5
	3
	8
	0
	96
	19%

	Not Sure
	11
	21
	1
	10
	5
	0
	0
	1
	1
	9
	8
	7
	0
	74
	15%

	 

	Period of transition needed
	28
	1
	6
	22
	14
	2
	0
	2
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	83
	16%

	Must be based on current needs
	5
	0
	1
	10
	5
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	25
	5%

	Will persist in historical inconsistencies
	3
	3
	1
	9
	4
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	24
	5%

	Is not fully inclusive of contingency budgets/other subsidies
	3
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	8
	2%

	Consistent with min fund guarantee for mainstream
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	1%

	Would mean 1.5% reduction per year
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	1%


	Q36
Paragraph 6.50 proposes aligning pre- and post-16 funding for high needs pupils over time. Do you agree that post-16 funding 
should also become part of the local authority's high needs block over time, but that there might be a particular need for 
transitional arrangements?

	

	There were 502 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	85
	36
	11
	83
	44
	12
	3
	16
	6
	17
	5
	22
	6
	346
	69%

	No
	5
	21
	2
	4
	4
	2
	0
	1
	0
	3
	3
	6
	0
	51
	10%

	Not Sure
	23
	26
	6
	16
	3
	4
	0
	2
	2
	8
	7
	8
	0
	105
	21%

	 

	Must be sufficient funding
	8
	0
	1
	28
	13
	7
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	62
	12%

	Yes to transition
	11
	0
	1
	25
	13
	4
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	60
	12%

	Yes to LA block
	17
	0
	3
	13
	8
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	4
	1
	50
	10%

	Aids stability /continuity of provision
	7
	0
	1
	8
	5
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	23
	5%

	No to transition
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	1%

	Monitoring needed
	2
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	1%

	No to LA block
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	4
	1%


	Q37
What data should ideally underpin the funding allocations both initially and for a potential high needs block arrangement?

	There were 203 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Historic data
	25
	1
	3
	15
	9
	2
	1
	4
	0
	2
	0
	3
	1
	66
	33%

	Pupil numbers
	17
	4
	0
	11
	14
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1
	2
	0
	53
	26%

	Deprivation
	12
	0
	0
	9
	10
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	36
	18%

	Funding based on needs
	3
	4
	1
	14
	3
	5
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	35
	17%

	Number of statements
	14
	0
	0
	6
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	31
	15%

	Same as pre-16
	7
	0
	0
	13
	10
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	31
	15%

	Need more information
	3
	0
	1
	15
	5
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	28
	14%

	Disability Living Allowance
	5
	0
	0
	7
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	24
	12%

	Pupil mobility
	5
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	13
	6%

	Looked after children
	5
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	13
	6%

	Young carers
	5
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	11
	5%

	Free School Meals
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	4
	2%


	Q38 
Paragraphs 6.51 to 6.56 highlight issues specific to AP provision but suggest that AP should continue to be treated alongside 
SEN for funding purposes.  Should AP continue to be treated alongside high needs SEN for funding purposes?

	

	There were 479 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	83
	34
	12
	62
	31
	11
	3
	10
	5
	11
	1
	19
	2
	284
	59%

	No
	11
	5
	3
	17
	8
	2
	0
	2
	1
	3
	0
	5
	2
	59
	12%

	Not Sure
	23
	30
	4
	21
	12
	3
	0
	4
	2
	13
	10
	14
	0
	136
	29%

	 

	AP and SEN are distinct issues
	16
	0
	1
	16
	8
	5
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	3
	1
	56
	12%

	AP not predictable
	6
	0
	0
	5
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	18
	4%


	Q39
What differences between them need to be taken into account?

	There were 128 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	AP short term / unsettled
	13
	1
	0
	25
	13
	3
	2
	3
	0
	2
	0
	1
	2
	65
	51%

	Analysis of costs
	11
	8
	1
	9
	2
	3
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	39
	30%

	Further clarification needed
	2
	2
	0
	10
	7
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	26
	20%

	Proxy indicators should be different
	8
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	12
	9%

	Staffing issues
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	5%


	Q40
Paragraphs 7.5 to 7.8 set out current arrangements for early years funding and discuss whether the Early Years Single Funding 
Formula could be made simpler. Do you agree we should aim for a simpler EYSFF? If so, how?

	 

	There were 522 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	60
	32
	7
	43
	20
	11
	0
	6
	20
	14
	9
	21
	6
	249
	48%

	No
	38
	5
	8
	38
	21
	5
	1
	4
	6
	4
	0
	9
	1
	140
	27%

	Not Sure
	26
	25
	4
	25
	12
	3
	1
	9
	1
	12
	7
	7
	1
	133
	25%

	 

	Local transparency/accountability/reflect local demand
	31
	0
	4
	35
	13
	5
	0
	3
	3
	3
	0
	7
	2
	106
	20%

	Like current methods / do not change
	14
	1
	2
	30
	22
	7
	0
	5
	0
	4
	0
	3
	2
	90
	17%

	PVI / maintained sector differences
	12
	0
	1
	16
	9
	2
	1
	4
	14
	1
	0
	4
	0
	64
	12%

	Base rate and deprivation factor
	9
	0
	0
	17
	10
	2
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	45
	9%


	Q41
Paragraphs 7.9 to 7.11 sets out options for improving the focus on tackling disadvantage and improving consistency in the 
support offered to disadvantaged children.  How could we refine the EYSFF so that it better supports disadvantaged children?

	

	There were 165 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Deprivation
	21
	1
	1
	24
	16
	3
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	72
	44%

	Consistency for funding for two year olds
	12
	0
	0
	11
	6
	2
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0
	1
	4
	40
	24%

	English as an additional language
	8
	1
	0
	7
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	24
	15%

	IDACI
	1
	3
	0
	10
	3
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21
	13%

	Use of post codes / ACORN
	2
	0
	0
	10
	4
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	20
	12%

	Use Pupil Premium
	3
	1
	0
	7
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	18
	11%

	Health indicators
	7
	0
	0
	2
	2
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	16
	10%

	Low birth weights
	4
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	10
	6%

	Free school meals
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	10
	6%

	UPAG
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2%

	Looked after children
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1%


	Q42 
Paragraphs 7.12 to 7.15 consider two options for continuing to fund local authorities for free early education: on the basis of their 
current spend or on the basis of a formula. Do you agree we should allocate funding to local authorities on the basis of a 
formula?

	


	There were 501 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	99
	35
	15
	78
	38
	14
	0
	12
	10
	17
	4
	32
	4
	358
	72%

	No
	11
	7
	1
	11
	7
	2
	0
	3
	6
	7
	1
	4
	1
	61
	12%

	Not Sure
	19
	18
	3
	14
	6
	2
	1
	3
	1
	6
	8
	1
	0
	82
	16%

	 

	Area cost adjustment needed
	20
	0
	1
	13
	6
	2
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	50
	10%

	Brings transparency and fairness to system
	3
	1
	1
	10
	5
	2
	0
	1
	3
	2
	0
	2
	3
	33
	7%

	Remove spend plus
	7
	0
	0
	8
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	19
	4%


	Q43
Paragraphs 7.16 to 7.18 discuss how a formula to local authorities for funding early years would operate. Do you agree a formula 
should be introduced based largely on the same factors as the schools formula?

	

	There were 488 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Yes
	74
	40
	13
	71
	33
	11
	0
	8
	9
	15
	8
	25
	3
	310
	64%

	No
	26
	4
	4
	15
	7
	2
	0
	3
	7
	4
	1
	6
	1
	80
	16%

	Not Sure
	24
	16
	1
	18
	10
	3
	1
	6
	1
	8
	6
	3
	1
	98
	20%

	 

	Sparsity/rural factors
	8
	0
	0
	17
	6
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	2
	1
	39
	8%


	Q44
Paragraphs 7.19 to 7.20 discuss what has been done so far to improve transparency and our plans for the future. We would be 
grateful for views on whether anything else can be done to improve transparency.

	 

	There were 86 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Benchmarking/monitoring
	21
	0
	4
	11
	6
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	51
	59%

	Current system is transparent
	10
	0
	0
	9
	12
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	36
	42%


	Q45 
Paragraphs 8.1 to 8.8 set out two options for extending the coverage of the pupil premium to include pupils previously eligible for 
Free School Meals: an ‘ever 3' measure or an ‘ever 6' measure which extend cover to those eligible for FSM at some point in the 
last three or six years

	 

	
What is your preferred option for determining eligibility for the Pupil Premium from 2012-13? Should it be based on the Ever 3 or 
Ever 6 measure?


	There were 651 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Ever 3
	44
	39
	8
	31
	19
	5
	0
	5
	7
	7
	5
	16
	0
	186
	28%

	Ever 6
	64
	56
	11
	41
	24
	4
	3
	6
	1
	19
	37
	16
	4
	286
	44%

	Neither
	24
	22
	5
	21
	9
	4
	0
	3
	5
	10
	1
	5
	0
	109
	17%

	Not Sure
	9
	14
	0
	13
	3
	4
	0
	5
	0
	6
	10
	5
	1
	70
	11%

	 

	FSM not the best indicator
	20
	8
	2
	23
	15
	6
	0
	2
	1
	3
	2
	7
	1
	90
	14%

	Ever 6 better; less pupils will be missed / includes secondary
	29
	10
	3
	20
	13
	0
	1
	3
	1
	3
	0
	6
	1
	90
	14%

	Ever 3 linked to deprivation and underachievement
	13
	0
	3
	3
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	27
	4%

	Where will data come from / who will complete calculation?
	3
	0
	1
	12
	5
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	25
	4%

	IDACI
	1
	8
	0
	4
	2
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	19
	3%

	FSM
	4
	1
	1
	5
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	19
	3%

	Area Cost Adjustment needed
	11
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	19
	3%

	IMD
	3
	1
	0
	4
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	12
	2%

	Ever 6 ensures no artificial incentive to drive take-up
	1
	7
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	2%

	ACORN data
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	8
	1%

	Ever 6 better option as circumstances unlikely to change
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	8
	1%

	Tax credits
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5
	1%

	NOR
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0%

	Q46
Paragraphs 8.9 to 8.10 seek views on other issues for calculating the Pupil Premium, such as whether to reflect differences in 
funding already in the system. What is your preferred approach for calculating the Pupil Premium?


	There were 316 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Flat rate
	27
	12
	4
	23
	12
	6
	0
	4
	0
	5
	1
	5
	2
	101
	32%

	Area Cost Adjustment needed
	19
	9
	2
	29
	7
	3
	1
	5
	0
	2
	0
	5
	2
	84
	27%

	IMD (Deprivation)
	15
	7
	0
	11
	7
	2
	0
	2
	1
	6
	0
	1
	0
	52
	16%

	FSM
	9
	10
	1
	8
	4
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	37
	12%

	Keep current approach
	10
	1
	1
	9
	6
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0
	34
	11%

	All deprivation to be routed through Pupil Premium
	1
	10
	0
	6
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	25
	8%

	Area Cost Adjustment not supported
	2
	8
	1
	6
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	25
	8%

	IDACI
	1
	7
	0
	4
	3
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	17
	5%

	Historical data
	3
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	2%

	HM Revenue / Customs data
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	2%

	Short term dampening needed
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	2%

	Acorn
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1%


	Q47
Paragraphs 9.1 to 9.4 consider the issue of when to begin the process of moving to a new funding formula. Do you think we 
should implement the proposed reforms in 2013-14 or during the next spending period?

	There were 714 responses to this question.


	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	2013 - 14
	74
	138
	23
	52
	29
	8
	1
	11
	7
	30
	11
	20
	3
	407
	57%

	Next Spending Period
	49
	28
	7
	41
	20
	8
	1
	8
	14
	11
	12
	13
	2
	214
	30%

	Neither
	8
	11
	0
	3
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	28
	4%

	Not Sure
	20
	4
	3
	10
	4
	1
	0
	2
	2
	7
	4
	7
	1
	65
	9%

	 

	Time needed to allow for planning
	47
	6
	4
	46
	24
	9
	2
	6
	2
	7
	1
	6
	1
	161
	23%

	As soon as possible
	23
	19
	4
	29
	18
	6
	0
	6
	11
	8
	0
	7
	1
	132
	18%

	Approves of shadow budget
	36
	2
	4
	14
	6
	2
	0
	1
	3
	3
	0
	6
	2
	79
	11%


	Q48
 Have you any further comments?

	There were 551 responses to this question.


	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	Total

	Waltham Forest concern re school places
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	383
	16
	0
	405
	74%

	National funding formula for Schools rather than LA
	1
	27
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	31
	3
	0
	70
	13%

	Changes to 11-16 funding and post-16 funding not known
	5
	3
	5
	5
	7
	1
	0
	3
	0
	3
	27
	1
	0
	60
	11%

	National age weighted minimum funding level per pupil
	13
	3
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	24
	4
	0
	55
	10%

	Equal funding needed for all
	6
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	21
	4%

	Rural issues
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	6
	2
	1
	0
	14
	3%
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