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In a rapidly evolving educational landscape, effective financial management is more
crucial than ever for Multi-Academy Trusts (MATs). 

As the market leader in MAT financial management software, IMP Software is uniquely 
positioned to support smarter MAT finance through innovative tools and actionable insights 
that enable informed decision-making. With nearly 40% of MATs across the UK - encompassing 
around 4,500 schools - using our software, we understand the weight of this responsibility and 
are deeply committed to helping our customers achieve financial excellence. 

However, as the Trust sector matures, we know we also need to provide further innovative 
solutions that will help build even greater financial visibility and understanding. We are 
therefore delighted to launch our first MAT Benchmarking Report, which compares your Trust’s 
budget position to other similar Trusts within the IMP Planner dataset, and will help Trusts to 
understand the overall trajectory of the sector. This personalised report offers a robust, 
forward-looking financial analysis and provides an unprecedented opportunity for comparative 
analysis and strategic planning. Nothing like this exists elsewhere in the MAT sector.

The primary purpose of this report is to provide you with a clear understanding of where your 
Trust stands compared to other similar MATs in the sector. By analysing key financial metrics, 
we aim to equip you with insights that reveal strengths, uncover opportunities for improvement,
and support your strategic planning. That said, we recognise that benchmarking is not without its
limitations; it is not a definitive measure but rather a valuable tool to enhance your understanding
and ultimate decision-making. 
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The data presented here should help you understand where your Trust sits against your peers for
the next year, whether your projected direction of travel is also in line with your peers, and ideally,
present some considerations that may not have previously been identified. This benchmarking
report is a testament to our commitment to supporting smarter MAT finance and using this position
to provide insights to our customers and the wider sector, offering you a unique and valuable
perspective on your financial performance relative to your peer group. 

Given the various ways that trusts operate and use IMP Planner, combining the forward-looking
budget data for hundreds of trusts is a significant task that we knew would present challenges.
Collating such budget data for over 250 Trusts has been a major undertaking, and given that these
datasets are not audited, some data accuracy and interpretation issues may arise. However, we
have worked diligently with our professional services partner, UHY Birmingham, to mitigate these
challenges where possible. 

As this is the first year such an extensive exercise has been conducted, we are eager to learn 
from what has and hasn’t worked well. Our goal is to ensure that year two and beyond will be 
even more meaningful and beneficial for our customers and the wider sector. Your feedback is 
vital to this process, and we strongly encourage you to complete the feedback questionnaire 
linked at the end of this report. Your insights will help us refine and enhance this report, making 
it an even more powerful tool for your Trust’s financial management in the future.

We are immensely grateful to all our customers for your trust and collaboration. Your dedication to
improving financial management within your organisations inspires us to continually raise the bar.
Together, we can drive the sector forward, ensuring that every Trust (regardless of size) has the
tools and knowledge needed to navigate the complexities of MAT finance with confidence. 

Will Jordan, Co-founder, IMP Software
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Scope of Analysis 

This report draws on budgeting data from 267 MATs who met the pre-requisite requirements,
covering just over 3,000 schools, taken from their master scenario on 27/07/2024, for the years
2024/25, 2025/26 and 2026/27. 

We have utilised the consistent coding structure provided by the Academy Chart of Accounts 
(COA) which has allowed us to produce analysis of key income and expenditure groupings. For 
each grouping area we have provided both high-level and granular analysis, so that you can 
choose the right level for your own review. We have also used the school URN data to combine 
this information with publicly available context and pupil capacity information.

Please note that the only schools included in this analysis are schools that are open and part of 
the Trust as of 31/08/2024. 

Peer Groups 

Given the variety of Trust sizes and contexts, a common complaint is that benchmarking data 
is too generalised and therefore the comparisons that can be drawn are limited and miss the
relevant context. 

For example, larger MATs might have opportunities to achieve greater economies of scale, and you
would expect to see more spend on teaching assistants in primary schools than secondary schools. 

Whilst there will always be contextual differences between your Trust and others, we have tried to
match Trusts in peer groups that take into account context, such as school types and phase, and
number of pupils, so that the basis for comparison is as meaningful as possible. 

The details of your peer group and the information about the size of other Trusts in that group have
been laid out on page 7 of this report.

ABOUT THE IMP MAT BENCHMARKING REPORT
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Teachers’ Pay Award and Core Schools Budget Grant 

The data cut for this benchmarking report was planned to be taken on 31/07/2024 and you will 
now all be aware that the Teachers’ Pay Award, along with the associated funding, was announced 
on 29/07/2024. 

The timing for this was not helpful and provided us with a real challenge around what we should do, 
to both preserve the relevance of the analysis, whilst also ensuring the highest level of consistency
between customer datasets. Nearly 20% of the eligible datasets made some form of adjustment
following the announcement and prior to the 31/07/2024 data cut, which was problematic given the
size of the adjustments being made and that only a minority of customers were making them (which 
is understandable given the time of year). 

We did anticipate this announcement and therefore took a preliminary data cut on 27/07/2024 to
ensure that we had a consistent basis for the individual benchmark reports. This is the dataset that 
we have now used for this report. This means that this report and the comparisons do not include the
impact of the pay award or funding announcement, so is a comparison against other Trusts, based 
upon the budget assumption prior to the award. We feel that this decision will ensure the most
comparable dataset. 

For the sector report that will be published in November, we will be applying the pay award and the
associated funding to all the datasets, so that we can capture and provide commentary on how these
announcements impact the trajectory of the sector. 

The timing of the pay award announcement is not a new challenge and is something that you have all
faced for a number of years, when trying to set budgets for future periods, so we are encouraged by
Secretary of State for Education Bridget Phillipson’s letter where she stated that she is “keen to
improve” the timing of the pay award in the future to fit better with the schools’ planning process. 
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Peer Group
Code
SM - S
SM - M
PM - S
PM - M
PM - L
MX - S
MX - M
MX - L

MX - XL
AM
AH

Peer Group Description

Secondary Majority - Small
Secondary Majority - Medium
Primary Majority - Small
Primary Majority - Medium
Primary Majority - Large
Mixed - Small
Mixed - Medium
Mixed - Large
Mixed - Extra Large
Alternative Majority
Alternative Hybrid

Number of
Trusts in Peer 

Group
16 
15
 24
 36
 27
 22
 43
 39
 28
 10
 7

Peer Groups have been determined to compare your trust against similar trusts
throughout the report. The Peer Groups have been categorised depending on the 
number of pupils within each setting. 

For MAT's where all pupils are not in a mainstream primary/secondary setting (e.g. 
alternative provision), these have been categorised as 'Alternative Majority'. Those that 
had a mix of pupils within different settings, where the non mainstream pupils were
determined to be significant, have been categorised as 'Alternative Hybrid'.

Categorisation of Peer Groups
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Comparing your Trust to the average within the peer group, you have 481 more
primary pupils, 677 more secondary pupils and 15 less other pupils.

Based on the proportion of pupils within each setting, your Trust has been 

No of Secondary Schools No of Primary Schools

No of Total Pupils

No of Total Schools

How your trust compares to that peer group is illustrated below: 

Although the peer groups have been determined on pupil numbers, an understanding of the
number of schools within each setting may provide further context when reviewing your report.
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REVENUE INCOME

PAY EXPENDITURE
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Notes for Revenue Income

The revenue income analysis highlights the key sources of funding for your MAT over the next three years, compared to
your peer group. 

Revenue income for your Trust is £231 higher per pupil compared to the peer group average in 24/25. The report analyses
revenue income further, with an additional focus on DfE revenue grants and trading income.

Notes for Pay Expenditure 

The pay expenditure analysis focuses on staffing costs, which constitute the largest proportion of your budget. Careful 
management of these expenses will be essential to maintaining financial balance, whilst supporting the MAT's operational 
and educational goals.

Total pay costs for your Trust are £20 higher per pupil compared to the peer group average in 24/25. This is driven by
'Direct Expenditure'. 

The report analyses pay costs further by direct and support costs, with an additional focus area of leadership.

This benchmarking report covers four main sections: 

Revenue Income, Pay Expenditure, Non-Pay expenditure and Financial Sustainability, focusing on 
financial years 2024/25 to 2026/27.

Total Revenue Income Per Pupil

Total Pay Expenditure Per Pupil Direct and Support Pay Expenditure Per Pupil
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NON-PAY EXPENDITURE

FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY

£ £

The non-pay expenditure analysis reviews a range of cost areas, which may highlight areas for potential efficiencies.
Total non-pay costs for your Trust are £127 higher per pupil compared to the peer group average in 24/25. 

The report analyses non-pay costs further by direct and support costs, with additional focus areas including energy and
catering.

Notes for Non-Pay Expenditure

The financial sustainability analysis assesses key indicators such as staff costs as a percentage of revenue income and the 
level of revenue reserves retained by your MAT, compared to your peer group.

The report outlines further metrics which evaluate your MAT's financial sustainability.

Notes for Financial Sustainability
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REVENUE INCOME

Although Trusts may struggle to influence the majority of their revenue income, benchmarking is
useful to understand how this compares to peers. 

Revenue income excludes capital income and notional income for transfers of academies into the
MAT or conversions to the MAT. Pupil numbers have been extracted from IMP for each period
presented. These are shown on an actual basis, rather than a lagged basis. For example, the income
per pupil metrics are shown as 24/25 income divided by 24/25 pupil numbers.

13 © IMP Software | MAT Finance Benchmarking Report 2024



DfE Revenue Grants Other Grants

Other Income Trading Income

(Excl Trust Contr) Donations

Other * Total Revenue Income

*breakdown of 'Other *' outlined in Appendix 1.1

DfE Revenue Grants Other Grants

Other Income Trading Income

(Excl Trust Contr) Donations

Other * Total Revenue Income

*breakdown of 'Other *' outlined in Appendix 1.1
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The income area furthest above the peer group average is 'DfE Revenue Grants' by £256. The income furthest below the
peer group is 'Other Income' by £12.

Revenue income for your Trust is £231 higher per pupil compared to the peer group average in 24/25.

REVENUE INCOME (CONTINUED)

Notes for Revenue Income
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DISCLAIMER/ INTERNAL USE ONLY 

This personalised benchmarking report is intended for internal use only and is provided to support your 
internal decision-making processes. The data and insights within are specific to your Trust. While every
effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of this publication, IMP Software accepts no responsibility for
any errors or omissions. 
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