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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.  
 
Historically, Local Authorities have sought to reflect differences 
between local schools when running local formulas which are 
owned by them. They can help articulate changes and help 
ensure the formula  is used to direct funding to support 
attainment. The introduction of a National Funding Formula 
(NFF) removes schools’ input in local decisions. Unless 
consideration is given to the use of all factors the change will 
simply establish a different, unfair distribution.  
 
The impact of the introduction of the NFF is grossly distorted and 
threatens the continued attainment levels of children in London 
schools, specifically Inner London. Of 831 eligible schools in 
Inner London, 96.5% of schools would lose funding as a result of 
the introduction of the NFF.  
 
This adjustment fails to recognise the investment that local Inner 
London authorities invested in School Education following the 
abolition of ILEA. The introduction of the Direct Schools Grant 
(DSG) and subsequent investment in schools based on historic 
spend compounded the differential in per pupil funding but these 
proposals go too far. 
 
To reflect the need to continue to invest in the educational 
attainment of children attending London schools, the additional 
funding required should be targeted through the Area cost 
Adjustment factor, increasing it to 30%. 
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2. 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?  

No. 
 
The current ratio in HF is over £1.00:£1.40, reflecting the 
additional costs in the secondary phase in London which is not 
reflected by the ratio not addressed through the inadequate Area 
Cost Adjustment. 
 
The impact of the composition of the NFF at the proposed rates 
is that the burden of the reduced funding would be felt most by 
the secondary schools albeit at the moment, the maximum 
reduction of 3% caps the impact 
 
In addition establishing fixed rates will ensure that this ratio is 
maintained. The current system of allocating funds on a blended 
rate means that it is challenging to maintain this ratio when there 
is a disproportionate increase in the number of secondary pupils. 
 

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?  

Yes 
Whilst the majority of funding should be directed through pupil-
led factors including Additional Needs Funding, appropriate 
consideration should also be given to the weighting required for 
school-led funding, in particular:  

 a transparent means of establishing a lump-sum;  

 split sites, including school playing fields;  

 other exceptional circumstances;  

 fully-funded growth;  

 an Area Cost Adjustment that reflects the needs of Inner 
London schools 

 

4. Within the total pupil-led funding, do you support No. 
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our proposal to increase the proportion allocated to 
the additional needs factors (deprivation, low prior 
attainment and English as an additional language)?  

 
Irrespective of the additional education needs of a child there is a 
base level of funding required to operate an efficient school. The 
proposed rate is up to £500 too low. 
 
Within the context of a national formula it is accepted that more 
funds need to be allocated via additional needs factor. However, 
it is a concern that the overall proposals do not recognise the 
concentration of deprivation in areas such as Inner London 
where higher per-pupil funding masked the need for additional 
deprivation. As such the proposals result in withdrawing funding 
from most schools in London where the density of children with 
additional needs is highest. 
 
To redress this anomaly consideration should be given to 
increasing the Area Cost Adjustment Factor for Inner London. 
   

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

No 
 
There are too many concerns over how external factors are 
affecting the calculation of the deprivation indices causing them 
to distort rather than reflect the socio-economic situation. 
 
For instance, the failure to recognise varying income levels 
across the country, the number of children in a family and the 
impact of UIFSM distorts the number of children in Inner London 
who should benefit from Free School Meals. This needs to be 
addressed. 
 
Similarly, the updated IDACI data from the 2011 census painted 
an unrecognisable picture of change in the economic situation of 
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deprived families in London. 
 
Taken together this information was used to demonstrate 
increasing prosperity and used to compare the situation 
unfavourably with towns outside of London. 
 
Whilst this situation happened during local formula it allowed 
local schools and the local authority to come up with a local 
solution, which simply redistributed money within the LA. Under 
the NFF these indicators becomes a mean of allocating funding. 
 
In short there is a concern over the values of the indicators and 
how they might change year on year  
 

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

 
Some local primary schools face mobility issues affecting up to 
60% of pupils from reception to year 6. This change is not 
reflected in stable roll numbers but where schools face a 
disproportionate turnover in pupil numbers this should be 
appropriately reflected in the funding formula. 
 

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

No. 
 
The rationale for reducing the lump sum factor is to direct more 
funding to the pupil-led factors. Instead the EFA should set out 
what aspects of school funding the lump sum should cover and 
set an appropriate level. The EFA are definitive on a number of 
areas relating to the adequacy of the funding provided through 
the NFF. Clarity would be welcome in this area. 
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It is welcomed that changes to the lump sum will be protected 
through the minimum funding guarantee. 
 
However there is a concern that the change falls 
disproportionately on small schools and that it is being used to 
force small schools to merge. 

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?  

 
As a London authority this is not relevant. 

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

 
No. 
Forecast pupil numbers should be used to adequately fund 
growth 
 

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.  

 
No. To do so would accept that schools should lose out when 
real-term spending increase are putting pressures on schools 
that are exacerbated by the introduction of the NFF at its 
proposed rates 
 

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?  

No. To do so would accept that schools should lose out when 
real-term spending increase are putting pressures on schools 
that are exacerbated by the introduction of the NFF at its 
proposed rates. 
 
If a floor is to be set it should be at 0%. 

 
12. Do you agree that for new or growing schools 
the funding floor should be applied to the per-pupil 

 
New and growing schools must be adequately protected. 
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funding they would have received if they were at 
full capacity?  
 

 
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.  

 
 
 
Yes 

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

 
Eligibility for Free School Meals in London should be calculated 
using an Area Cost Adjustment that accurately identifies the level 
of need in Hammersimth & Fulham. 
 
The significant reductions in the Education Services Grant will be 
a significant challenge to local authorities as they seek to 
continue to support schools and should be reinstated. 
 
Unfunded pressures on high needs expenditure are forcing local 
authorities and schools to balance support for children in 
mainstream schools and providing support to the most 
vulnerable members of our community. 
 

15. Are there further considerations we should be 
taking into account about the impact of the 
proposed schools national funding formula?  

 
The Area Cost Adjustment does not reflect the reality of 
spending pressures in Inner London schools. 
 
Schools face other pressures which they do not separate from 
the impact of the NFF. Unfunded pressures together with the 
impact of the NFF will require schools to make up to 10% 
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revenue savings, most which will have to be on staffing which 
increases the risk on sustaining the educational attainment of 
children in Hammersmith & Fulham Schools. 
 
The issue of recruitment and retention is a specific concern for 
London schools and for authorities who are seeking new and 
innovative approaches to support schools in their attempts to 
retain staff. In relation to the NFF this leads to additional costs in 
the recruitment of staff and the need to cover staff with 
expensive supply staff. 
 

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

 

Yes. Local authorities in more deprived areas are likely to incur 

higher costs. 

 

17. 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?  

 
No. there ere already significant cuts in the Education Services 
Grant in 2017/18. 
 
If they are not reinstated, then the floor should be set at 0%. 
 

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

 
Local authorities should be appropriately funded for the duties 
that they are required to provide in support of local schools. 

 


