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Dear Parents / Carers 
 
I have been overwhelmed by your support regarding the government proposals for a so-called Fairer Funding 
Formula for schools. My warmest thanks to those of you that have written to MPs and councillors. 
 
To keep you updated of progress I have met with Michael Tomlinson MP and our local councillor and have an 
appointment with Robert Syms MP. I understand that MPs from the South West have met with the Secretary of 
State to express their concerns. There has been an Opposition Day in the last few weeks in the House of 
Commons where concerns have been expressed. The Grammar School Heads association is also lobbying hard 
to seek a change in direction from the Department for Education and has met with DfE officials and Nick Gibb 
MP. 
 
Your letters and emails are having an effect so please keep writing them! 
 
The consultation on the proposed funding levels ends on 22 March 2017. If you can spare 10 minutes I would be 
grateful if you would take part. The number of responses makes a difference so please send to relatives as well!  
 
The consultation document can be found at the following link:  
https://consult.education.gov.uk/funding-policy-unit/schools-national-funding-formula2/ 
 
There are 14 questions. The crucial questions are Q’s 1, 4, 5, and 14. In the online response form all questions 
have a box for comments. Some are Y/N whilst others contain several options. Below are some of the key issues 
you might like to highlight. It is best to use your own words where possible, as they give less weight to lots of 
responses which say exactly the same thing.  
 

 
Q1. 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? 
It is a definite no and I recommend going in hard here. The proposed NFF fails to achieve fair funding. It fails to 
ensure all schools receive the viability minimum to deliver core provision. It fails to reduce unjustifiable 
differentials between schools and geographical areas. Under the proposed National Funding Formula around 
400 secondary schools will be funded below sustainable levels. All these schools face the same challenge: how 
to provide a core curriculum and cover normal running costs with insufficient funds. There is an urgent need to 
ensure all schools receive a minimum per pupil funding amount and for secondary schools £4800 per pupil is 
considered viable.  
 
Q2. Do you 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? 
I think it is about right so would be inclined to say yes and not detract from our main concerns.  
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Q3. 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? 
I would say yes. The bulk of the non‐pupil‐led funding goes into the lump sum.  
 
Q4. 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)?  
Absolutely NO! 
 
The fundamental problem is the proposal to reduce basic per pupil funding from 76.6% to 72.5%, whereas it 
needs to increase to at least 80%. Equally the proposals to increase low prior attainment and deprivation funding 
are not justified by impact evidence. Further this funding will not all be directed at these areas:  schools will have 
to use some of it to provide core school provision. Schools in receipt of such funding will have to reduce their 
curriculum and still some of these will be judged by auditors to no longer be financially secure or viable.  
 
Q5. Do you agree with the proposed weightings for each of the additional needs factors?  
There are several parts to this critical question. 
 
The first is about pupil based deprivation which is proposed at 5.5%. (with 3.9% for area based deprivation). 
Click the ‘allocate a lower proportion option’. The first point to make is that the decision to increase deprivation 
funding from 7.6% to 9.3% is mystifying (you might want to use a stronger word). There was a clear expectation 
that it would reduce, as the stated government intention was that Pupil Premium (PP) would become the main 
means of funding deprivation. The proposal to allocate £785 to free school meal pupils is double funding exactly 
the same pupils as the PP and contradicts previously stated government policy. The additional £440 proposed 
for current Free School Meals (FSM) pupils is justified, as it is intended to cover the actual meal costs.  
 
The second part is about the proposed 3.9% area based deprivation which will be allocated on postcodes. I 
suggest either opt for agreeing the proportion is ‘about right’ or opt for a lower proportion. It is the best way 
they have come up with to reflect the needs of families and is not direct double funding of PP. If you opt for 
‘about right’ add the caveat that only if the pupil based % is drastically reduced so that overall deprivation 
funding is less than the current 7.6% as was the original intention when Pupil Premium was introduced.  
 
The third part is about the proposed massive increase in low prior attainment funding. Click the ‘allocate a lower 
proportion option’. There is no evidence to justify increasing the low prior attainment funding from 4.3% to 7.5% 
and £1550 per pupil. In fact, evidence shows that expensive approaches, such as smaller class size and extra 
adults permanently in the classroom, fail to improve outcomes. Part of the argument is that this also reflects 
that schools have to meet the first £6000 of additional support needed for special educational needs pupils 
(SEND) and this option correlates with low prior attainment. Therefore, it is worth adding that, schools, including 
selective ones have SEND pupils with ASD, dyslexia and a range of disabilities. Consequently, it would be much 
fairer if at least some of the funding within the LPA factor, intended to support SEND pupils, was moved to the 
basic per‐pupil funding.  
 
The final part is about English as an Additional Language (EAL). The proposal here is to increase total funding 
from 0.9% to 1.2% with, as now, three quarters of this spent in the primary sector where the large majority of 
EAL pupils are. In this case the reasons for increasing some LAs funding for less than the normal 3 years seem 
sound and therefore you may well feel the ‘proportion is about right’.  
 
Two key points to make are: 

The proposed basic per pupil values of £3797 (KS3) and £4312 (KS4), are below the current age weighted pupil 
units (AWPU) values used by virtually all LAs and well below the DfE’s 15‐16 indicative values of £3950 and 
£4502.  

Most of the lowest funded LAs set AWPU figures above these because they recognised that they must to 
ensure all schools can cover core costs.  
  
Q6. Do you have any suggestions about potential indicators and data sources we could use to allocate mobility 
funding in 2019‐20 and beyond?  
If you do please include them, if not just say no.  
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Q7. Do you agree with the proposed lump sum amount of £110,000 for all schools?  
Schools may have different views on this one but I would be inclined to say yes. If it was higher it makes it even 
more difficult to raise the basic per‐pupil amount, whilst a decrease won’t help as on average grammar schools 
are slightly smaller than the average secondary school.  
 
Q8. 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?  
Yes 
 
Q9. Do you agree that lagged pupil growth data would provide an effective basis for the growth factor in the 
longer term?  
Again, you may have different views but I would go for yes on both of these.  
 
Q10. Do you agree with the principle of a funding floor that would protect schools from large overall reductions 
as a result of this formula? 
Yes. This would be in addition to the minimum funding guarantee.  
 
Q11. 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?  
Yes 
 
Q12. 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?  
Yes 
 
Q13. 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. These are 
potentially tricky. On the present proposals many grammar schools are on the funding floor. However, if the 
basic per‐pupil amount is significantly increased or a minimum funding level per pupil introduced into the NFF, 
then there is a case to be harder here both to free money up to achieve these changes and to move more quickly 
to truly fair funding. On balance, yes. 
 
Q14. Are there further considerations we should be taking into account about the proposed schools national 
funding formula?  
This is the place to suggest that if they don’t increase the basic per‐pupil amount significantly, then they need 
to include a minimum per pupil floor of £4800, index linked, for secondary schools to ensure all schools are 
sustainable. Several groups and organisations have put forward the £4800 figure. Logically they would need to 
be an equivalent but lower figure for primary schools.  
 
There are 3 further questions on page 73 about allocations within the central schools block which you may also 
want to answer as well as the separate consultation on high need. 
 

 
Thank you in advance for taking time to support Parkstone in this way. It is only with genuine fairer funding that 
we will be able to maintain the breadth of curriculum, pastoral support and educational opportunities that your 
daughter currently enjoys. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Tracy Harris  
 


