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Introduction

A  What is your name?

Name:

Gillian Alllcroft

B  What is your email address?

Email:

gillian.allcroft@nga.org.uk

C  Response type

Please select your role from the list below::

Sector organisation representative

Please select your organisation type from the list below::

Representative body

Organisation name::

National Governors' Association

Local authority area: :

D  Would you like your response to be confidential?

No

Reason for confidentiality::

Page 2 - overall approach

1  In designing our national funding formula, we have taken careful steps to balance the principles of fairness and stability. Do you think

we have struck the right balance?

No

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account: : 

NGA welcomes the introduction of a National Funding Formula and the factors that the DfE propose to use in its calculation. We would not want to see any further 

delay in the introduction of funding reform. 

 

The DfE has not set out what level of educational provision the funding is expected to provide. What the proposals have brought to the fore is that all schools are 

facing real financial difficulties. We are concerned that some of the currently lowest funded areas will be worse off under the new formula, and that within the 

lowest funded areas, some schools are losers where there is no room for further cuts without damaging the provision of education. 

 

We do not think that the basic per pupil amounts for primary or secondary have been set at the right level and consequently schools without a significant level of 

deprivation will be unable to provide a good level of education. In fact schools across England may have to reduce their educational offer as a result of losses. 

 

NGA has not had the capacity to carry out a full modelling analysis of what the figure should be, but as starting point at the basic per pupil funding needs to be 

increased by at least 3%. If extra money is found for schools in the Autumn budget then this needs to be put towards funding the basic per pupil amount, rather 

than added to the total pot and distributed via each factor. 

 

In a survey of governors and trustees in 2016, to which 5000, respondents replied, 26% said they had made redundancies in the previous year. 60% said 

financial constraints would lead to a reduction in staffing over the next two years, rising to 77% amongst secondary schools. 33% said they had already reduced 

their curriculum offer. 

 

At the February meeting of the All Party Parliamentary Group for Education Governance and Leadership a range of governors/trustees, senior school leaders and 

parents all set out the financial constraints facing their schools in both lower and more highly funded authorities. Information collected from the attendees revealed 

that a number of schools were had already made or were considering staffing reductions and others using surpluses to balance their budget in the short-term 

while planning to reduce expenditure overall. 

 

Over late February and March we conducted a joint survey with the BBC to which more than a thousand NGA members responded. Again, a significant number 

of respondents said they would have to reduce the staffing complement in the next two years. However, only one in five opposed a national funding formula in



principle. 

 

As there is no firm consensus about the cost of running a school it is difficult to say whether the DfE's decision to use the weightings it has chosen is the right

approach. It is not clear for all factors what robust evidence the DfE has used to determine weightings for individual factors. A number of local authorities (LAs)

when they remodelled their factors in 2012 adopted an approach which created the least turbulence for schools. In effect, they took the outcomes from the

previous formula factors and made the new ones fit. Given that authorities came up with quite different solutions to the same problem it is difficult to ascertain

what the right answer is. 

 

The formula provides no incentives to bring about a sensible rationalisation of provision, or for schools to amalgamate or come together in formal groupings. 

 

Under the proposals, a pupil who attracts the various levels of additional needs funding - will be funded at more than twice the amount a pupil who does not. The

DfE has provided no evidence base as to costs. One consideration would be to place a limit on the total per pupil any one pupil attracted. 

The NGA understands that if you move from 150 local formulas to one national one, the effects will be different in each area depending on how the current local

formula works. 

 

We appreciate that there will be another Comprehensive Spending Review in two years time, but while the Department talks about stability it makes no mention of

the end-point. Some schools would, if the NFF reached its natural conclusion, receive 10% or more additional funding. There needs to be some

acknowledgement of this and commitment that if funds permit the formula will be allowed to run its course so that schools reach their full entitlement. Those who

will lose under the formula need to have transitional arrangements, but under the current proposals it appears some schools will never reach their actual NFF

level because of the protection being introduced.

2  Do you support our proposal to set the primary to secondary ratio in line with the current national average?

Yes

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account: :

We haven’t chosen one of the options available because there is an absence of robust evidence about whether this ratio is the correct one. In the absence of

evidence as an interim we do not object to 1:29.

Different LA s have taken different decisions about what these ratios should be in their local formula. This suggests that there is no absolute consensus about the

different costs of running the two phases of education and that currently the ratios have been determined according to local priorities

The Department does not seem to have a consistent strategic approach to funding across primary and secondary. The pupil premium is higher for primary phase

in order to close the gap before children reach secondary. NGA supported the increase in pupil premium for primary pupils. However, in the NFF the proposals

provide more additional needs funding to secondary students. It is not entirely clear what the rationale behind this is.

3  Do you support our proposal to maximise pupil-led funding?

Yes

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

BUT, the DfE has not provided a solid rationale for its own decision to move away from national averages in relation to lump sums. Without good evidence about

the cost of running a school it is difficult to say for sure where the cliff-edge lies between pushing more funding through per-pupil funding at the expense of school

factors. The NGA is concerned that there are very vociferous lobbies on behalf of very small rural schools, but that not as much attention is being paid to, for

example two form entry primaries and whether the formula will deliver enough funding for these schools to operate.

In the absence of firm evidence, NGA would opt, in the interim, for any additional funding to be given to the basic per pupil amounts, benefitting all schools

irrespective of size.

Page 3 - pupil-led factors

4  Within the total pupil-led funding, do you support our proposal to increase the proportion allocated to the additional needs factors?

Not Answered

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

Not sure

NGA is concerned that the basic per pupil amount is not sufficient for either primary or secondary schools with little or no deprivation to offer a decent level of

education. It is not clear entirely what 'services' the additional needs factors are expected to fund. Even in schools with high levels of deprivation, the funding

received for pupils with additional needs is likely to have to be used to subsidise the funding of pupils without additional needs.

It is not clear that the additional factors will in fact capture the 'just about managing’.

It is entirely possible that a disadvantaged pupil could trigger all the additional needs factors and thus would be funded at double the rate that a pupil not

triggering any of those factors. NGA suggests that the DfE considers the option of limiting the total funding any one pupil could attract when adding basic per pupil

and additional needs factors together.

It is possible that this level of additional funding is required, however, whether or not that is the case, the arithmetic of percentages leaves too little for each and

every pupil. You need to begin the calculation from the basic per pupil building block, not use the methodology of percentages. Therefore, if the DfE were to follow

our recommendation of finding additional money to increase the per pupil amount, it need not be at the expense of additional needs, because the cash amounts

for these factors would remain unchanged.

5  Do you agree with the proposed weightings for each of the additional needs factors?

Deprivation - FSM - Deprivation - pupil based at 5.5%:



Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

A significant number of families who would be eligible for free school meals do not claim, either because of the ‘stigma’ associated with FSM, or because of the

entitlement of all infant phase children to a free school meal because they see no need to.

There a number of parents who are self-employed whose weekly/monthly income fluctuates widely which makes it difficult for them to ever claim FSM.

Some of our members have also raised concerns with us that the level of disadvantage in their schools is not reducing although the number of pupils entitled to

free school meals has, and are not sure what has caused this.

It should not be beyond the Government to work out a sensible mechanism for auto-registration.

The NGA thinks that Pupil Premium funding should form part of the total pot and should not sit outside as a separate grant. Schools could still be required to

report on how they are supporting the progress and attainment of children entitled to the pupil premium.

Deprivationn IDACI - Deprivation - area based at 3.9%:

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

There is a concern that IDACI is not sufficiently nuanced to pick up rural poverty.

LPA - Low prior attainment at 7.5%:

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

NGA is concerned about lower prior attainment is in relation to the reliability of the data given the significant changes in assessment over the last few years. We

are particularly concerned about the reliability of data for a primary low prior attainment factor.

As we said in our response to the first stage consultation consideration could be given to not having a low prior attainment factor at primary level and instead this

funding could be distributed through one of the deprivation factors. While there might not be an exact match, there is a high degree of correlation between

disadvantage and low prior attainment.

EAL - English as an additional language at 1.2%:

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

The measure needs to be more responsive to actual need, but we appreciate that the DfE is trying to improve this.

6  Do you have any suggestions about potential indicators and data sources we could use to allocate mobility funding in 2019-20 and

beyond?

Comments::

NO

Page 4 - school-led factors

7  Do you agree with the proposed lump sum amount of £110,000 for all schools?

Primary lump sum - Primary:

Secondary lump sum - Secondary:

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

This is an area in which the DfE has determined not to use averages. It is true that different LAs did use very different sizes of lump sums. NGA is concerned

about the interaction of the sparsity factor and the lump sum and the potential for very small schools to be subsidised at the expense of other schools. The DfE

has not provided a robust rationale for choosing a lump sum of £110,000.

8  Do you agree with the proposed amounts for sparsity funding of up to £25,000 for primary and up to £65,000 for secondary, middle and

all-through schools?

Primary sparsity - Primary:

Allocate a lower amount

Secondary sparsity - Secondary:

Allocate a lower amount

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account:: 

NGA is concerned about the application of the sparsity factor. It applies to schools which are not genuinely sparse. 

 

NGA accepts that there are some schools where it is simply not practical to transport pupils to another school. There may also be some situations where the 

limitations of the buildings mean that it is not practical to amalgamate two smaller schools. These schools need to be protected. 

 

NGA does not think that the current definition of sparsity is right. Currently, the criteria starts from over 2 (primary) or 3 (secondary) miles to the next nearest 

school. This is not sparse. 

 

NGA suggests that the distance to the next nearest school need to be extended possibly to 5 (primary) and 10 (secondary) miles. - NGA would reiterate the point 

we made in the first stage consultation that while calculating the distance as the crow flies is the easiest and most straightforward - actual travelling route would



be more sensible. 

 

While small schools can provide a wonderful education for their pupils it is also the case that pupils in small schools may not have access to a broader curriculum

and certainly team sporting activities are curtailed. 

 

As a whole small schools are gaining under the proposed NFF. Questions are raised by some in counties, at the amount of funding per pupil some schools in

London receive, but small schools quite often outstrip even that level. Some schools can receive more than £10,000 per pupil. 

 

We understand that the protection afforded to small schools is a political consideration, but if politicians wish to see small schools retained as a ‘community hub’

then this needs to be funded from a community budget, not from the education budget, which results in resources being taken from other schools.

9  Do you agree that lagged pupil growth data would provide an effective basis for the growth factor in the longer term?

Comments:

This appears to be a sensible approach as an interim measure.

Page 5 - funding floor

10  Do you agree with the principle of a funding floor?

No

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

NGA is not in favour of the static floor which is proposed. We understand the need for transitional arrangements in order for schools to plan for reductions in their

funding, but as the DfE has accepted that the current funding methodology is inherently flawed, setting in stone funding delivered through the previous

mechanism seems perverse. We do not understand why the minimum funding guarantee is insufficient.

It is also the case that the current funding position of schools is relevant to any reductions they are facing.

11  Do you support our proposal to set the funding floor at minus 3%?

No – the floor should be lower (i.e. allow losses of more than 3% per pupil)

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

See our response to 10 above. We understand the need for transitional arrangements in order for schools to plan for reductions in their funding, but as the DfE

has accepted that the current funding methodology is inherently flawed, setting in stone funding delivered through the previous mechanism seems perverse. We

do not understand why the minimum funding guarantee is deemed insufficient.

12  Do you agree that for new or growing schools (i.e. schools that are still filling up and do not have pupils in all year groups yet) the

funding floor should be applied to the per-pupil funding they would have received if they were at full capacity?

Yes

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

New schools do need protection while they are growing. However, the DfE needs to ensure that over-protection is not applied and schools should not be

protected where they are not full because they have failed to attract pupils, rather than because they are in a state of growth. New schools need to be opened

where there is a genuine need for new school places.

It can be difficult for schools asked to expand, particularly if they are taking on an additional form of entry, to deal with a lagged funding approach.

Page 6 - transition

13  Do you support our proposal to continue the minimum funding guarantee at minus 1.5%?

Yes

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

Yes, but this needs to interact with a more responsive floor which does not protect schools from formula change in perpetuity.

Page 7 - further considerations

14  Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed schools national funding formula?

Comments:: 

NGA is concerned that the high-needs block needs to keep pace with the increasing number of children and young people. This needs to be additional funding 

not taken from other funding blocks. Otherwise top-up funding for these children could be reduced which would almost certainly have an adverse impact on the 

quality of education they will receive. 

 

Although the DfE’s policy over recent years has been to encourage schools to come together in formal groupings, particularly multi-academy trusts, the NFF



takes no account of these significant changes in educational organisation. The starting point is that all schools are single entities. There are no incentives in the

new formula to encourage such groupings. 

 

The DfE have constructed a formula based on current LA formula which in turn is based on local knowledge. Over time provision in localities change and funding

needs to be responsive to such changes. If LAs have a much-reduced role in funding this local expertise is likely to disappear and the DfE will need to develop a

mechanism for keeping abreast of changing needs. 

 

A few of our members have argued strongly that some form of local discretion should be retained, particularly, in relation to school-led factors, which we

acknowledge does not fit with the DfE's proposal for a truly NFF 

 

There needs to be a firm commitment to reviewing the operation of the NFF within two years of its full implementation. 

Page 8 - central school services block

Page 9 - central school services block

15  Do you agree that we should allocate 10% of funding through a deprivation factor in the central school services block?

Not Answered

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

NGA agrees that there should be a deprivation factor - but is unsure whether this is the right percentage and indeed not clear about how the DfE has derived this

percentage.

16  Do you support our proposal to limit reductions on local authorities' central school services block funding to 2.5% per pupil in 2018-19

and in 2019-20?

Yes

Please explain your reasoning and any further evidence we should take into account::

17  Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed central school services block formula?

Comments::

There appears to be no recognition from central government that the reduction in central services will have significant impact on schools. Schools are not

receiving additional funding to counteract the inevitable reduction in LA services. Academies have also had Education Services Grant reduced.

Schools are being expected to do more with less at a time when in many cases they are already struggling to fund high quality core education provision.

Page 10 - equalities analysis

18  Is there any evidence relating to the 8 protected characteristics identified in the Equality Act 2010 that is not included in the equalities

impact assessment and that we should take into account?

Comments::


	Response ID ANON-6NX3-5W5X-8
	Introduction
	A  What is your name? 
	B  What is your email address? 
	C  Response type 
	D  Would you like your response to be confidential?  

	Page 2 - overall approach
	1  In designing our national funding formula, we have taken careful steps to balance the principles of fairness and stability. Do you think we have struck the right balance? 
	2  Do you support our proposal to set the primary to secondary ratio in line with the current national average? 
	3  Do you support our proposal to maximise pupil-led funding? 

	Page 3 - pupil-led factors
	4  Within the total pupil-led funding, do you support our proposal to increase the proportion allocated to the additional needs factors? 
	5  Do you agree with the proposed weightings for each of the additional needs factors? 
	6  Do you have any suggestions about potential indicators and data sources we could use to allocate mobility funding in 2019-20 and beyond?  

	Page 4 - school-led factors
	7  Do you agree with the proposed lump sum amount of £110,000 for all schools?  
	8  Do you agree with the proposed amounts for sparsity funding of up to £25,000 for primary and up to £65,000 for secondary, middle and all-through schools? 
	9  Do you agree that lagged pupil growth data would provide an effective basis for the growth factor in the longer term? 

	Page 5 - funding floor
	10  Do you agree with the principle of a funding floor? 
	11  Do you support our proposal to set the funding floor at minus 3%?  
	12  Do you agree that for new or growing schools (i.e. schools that are still filling up and do not have pupils in all year groups yet) the funding floor should be applied to the per-pupil funding they would have received if they were at full capacity? 

	Page 6 - transition
	13  Do you support our proposal to continue the minimum funding guarantee at minus 1.5%?  

	Page 7 - further considerations
	14  Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed schools national funding formula? 

	Page 8 - central school services block
	Page 9 - central school services block
	15  Do you agree that we should allocate 10% of funding through a deprivation factor in the central school services block? 
	16  Do you support our proposal to limit reductions on local authorities' central school services block funding to 2.5% per pupil in 2018-19 and in 2019-20? 
	17  Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed central school services block formula? 

	Page 10 - equalities analysis
	18  Is there any evidence relating to the 8 protected characteristics identified in the Equality Act 2010 that is not included in the equalities impact assessment and that we should take into account? 



