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Introduction

The DFE Consultation on a National Funding Formula runs until 22nd March 2017. The LA has prepared a draft response that could be utilised as a School Forum response.
Recommendation

To agree to utilise the attached response as a forum response 
T
Report

The National Funding Formula consultation has been published by the DFE and includes significant background materials to explain the rationale utilised to generate the proposals.
As part of the consultation the DFE have asked specific questions in order to justify or amend the proposals.

Individual schools will be inputting their responses to the consultation and the LA urges all schools to respond with information from their own point of view.

In trying to respond as a collective of schools the forum has the difficulty of not being able to please all schools with the collective response. With this in mind a draft response has been prepared to try and create a forum response.
Forum is asked to consider whether it wishes to make a collective response and whether to use the draft response suggested in appendix A

Appendix A

Consultation on National Funding Formula

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?
A. It is difficult to quantify whether a balance exists between fairness and stability, as the full extent of the new formula will have different impacts in different schools. The use of the MFG will continue to provide some stability but individual schools will continue to feel concerned over reductions in funding at a time of increasing costs. The size of the school funding block is critical to the smooth introduction of the new proposals.
2. Do support our proposal to set the primary to secondary ratio in line with the current national average of 1:1.29, which means that pupils in the secondary phase are funded overall 29% higher than pupils in the primary phase? 

A. Our own activity led model utilised some years ago ended up with a ratio of approx. 1:1.28 so it seems the national average being utilised seems reasonable.
3. Do you support our proposal to maximise pupil-led funding, so that more funding is allocated to factors that relate directly to pupils and their characteristics?
A. Whilst the maximisation of the use of pupils related factors is sensible, caution over the impact on smaller schools and their ability to function and deliver a rounded curriculum should be taken.

4. Within the total pupil-led funding, do you support our proposal to increase the proportion allocated to the additional needs factors (deprivation, low prior attainment and English as an additional language)?
A. We feel it is difficult to reflect our local circumstances with the national averages. We understand that there are Local Authorities with much higher general deprivation and their current funding formulae do not reflect the overall deprivation being shared out amongst many schools rather than targeting resources at a  few deprived schools. 

However we do feel there is a need to ensure that as much funding should follow pupils and resources for deprivation should follow the most deprived pupils rather than being thinly spread amongst many not so deprived pupils.

5. Do you agree with the proposed weightings for each of the additional needs factors?
A. The funding for deprived pupils should be targeted at the most needy rather than thinly spread amongst a larger proportion of pupils.

6. Do you have any suggestions about potential indicators and data sources we could use to allocate mobility funding in 2019-20 and beyond?
A. We do not use a mobility factor in our formula and when we research the possibility of it we were not convinced that it needs to be reflected in a national regime. The numbers of schools with large mobility issues will be relatively small and a specific factor or bidding process could be applied

7. Do you agree with the proposed lump sum amount of £110,000 for all schools?
A. Our current lump sum is £117,000 for all schools, provides an element of protection to small schools. The choice of £110,000 seems reasonable.

8. Do you agree with the proposed amounts for sparsity funding of up to £25,000 for primary schools and up to £65,000 for secondary, middle and all-through schools?
A. We do not have any comment on this factor as our schools do not qualify under the proposal.

9. Do you agree that lagged pupil growth data would provide an effective basis for the growth factor in the longer term?
A. We have concerns about how we are expected to get lagged funding based on our spend in one year to support the following. We believe that it would be better if significant growth i.e. new schools should be supported by a national fund which could be bid for.  

10. Do you agree with the principle of a funding floor that would protect schools from large overall reductions as a result of this formula? This would be in addition to the minimum funding guarantee.
A. The use of MFG to protect schools against a significant fall is supported.

11. Do you support our proposal to set the floor at minus 3%, which will mean that no school will lose more than 3% of their current per-pupil funding level as a result of this formula?
A. We do not agree with the principle of an indefinite funding floor. We do not, however, believe that the proposed NFF applies the right weightings in a number of areas and are, therefore concerned about the scale of the losses generated for individual schools – particularly those serving the most deprived areas. If these areas of concern can be resolved then we would not support an indefinite funding floor.
12. Do you agree that for new or growing schools the funding floor should be applied to the per-pupil funding they would have received if they were at full capacity?
A. We do not agree with the principle of an indefinite funding floor
13. Do you support our proposal to continue the minimum funding guarantee at minus 1.5% per pupil? This will mean that schools are protected against reductions of more than 1.5% per pupil per year.
A. Yes, providing the MFG is not included in the prior year baseline as this protects losers for too long

14. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed schools national funding formula?
A. There needs to be a recognition that the NFF will not stay stable over time and that refinements to the model will be occurring regularly. It would be helpful if a timeline of proposed change dates could be created where reviews will occur and the outcome consulted on. 

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

A. No. The central services block covers factors and issues that do seem linked to deprivation. Whilst some LA’s have used the DSG to support Welfare services we don’t believe this follows the guidance provided and should not be perpetuated in the new formula.

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?

A. We support the aim of protecting LA’s who would lose due to the proposed changes, but do not see why the protection does not mirror the protection being proposed for schools in the NFF

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

A. No
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