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1. Introduction 

This consultation concerns DSG funding allocations for the financial year 2020-21 only. It 

contains the detail of the DfE national school funding system throughout the DSG and 

options for implementing locally by the Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole (BCP) 

authority. 

The DSG is allocated to the LA through four separate funding blocks to support expenditure 

on early years, mainstream schools, pupils with high needs and central school services. The 

national arrangements for the financial year 2020-21 are similar to last year, but with some 

differences. 

A national funding formula (NFF) for early years (2, 3 & 4 year olds) was introduced from 

2017-18 for the three years up to 2019-20. The DSG funding for 2017-18 provided an 

increase compared with the previous year but with funding levels remaining static throughout 

the three years.  There is a separate consultation underway with the sector, including where 

there are nursery classes in mainstream schools, that will run alongside this mainstream 

schools consultation. 

This document, therefore, considers only the national changes and local proposals for the 

remaining three DSG funding blocks. Section 2 provides a summary of forecast funding 

levels for BCP. 

1.1. Schools National Funding Formula (NFF) 2020-21 

The most significant decision for BCP Council and the Schools Forum is how the 

mainstream schools NFF will be implemented to take into account the growing level of 

funding needed to support pupils with high needs. The BCP formula set for 2020-21 will be 

effective for maintained schools from April 2020 and for academies from September 2020.  

It remains the Government’s aspiration to fund all mainstream schools in the same way and 

the factors and methods within the NFF schools formula are expected to prevail now for 

some years. Unit values will continue to change over time and there is likely to be some 

evolution and refinement to reflect changing government policy. 

The updated 2020-21 NFF for mainstream schools is described in Section 3. The starting 

point before any other options are considered is to look at the impact of the 2020-21 NFF 

calculated for each school. This is considered in Section 4 as Option 1. The school level 

allocations through the local formula differ from those announced by the government through 

the NFF predominantly as a result of the NFF protecting schools against 2019-20 NFF 

baselines, whilst application through the local formula protects schools against their actual 

2019-20 local allocations.  

It is important to note in considering Option 1 that the NFF uses data from the October 2018 

school census (lagged) to provide the total funding to the LA but the local formula must use 

the equivalent data at October 2019. Data movements could therefore prevent this option 

being fully affordable. A method to adjust the formula when final data is received from the 

Education Skills Funding Agency (ESFA) is considered towards the end of this document in 

Section 7. 

Other options need to be considered should it be agreed that a level of the NFF should be 

transferred to support pupils with high needs from central budgets rather than be allocated 

directly to mainstream schools through the local formula. 
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1.2. High Needs Budget Pressures  

High needs budgets include funding for special schools, alternative provision and pupils with 

high needs in mainstream schools and further education (FE) colleges. It is clear that the 

growth in demand for Education Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) and the trend of pupils 

permanently excluded from schools is unaffordable within the high needs funding allocation 

from the DfE for 2020-21.  Details of the national and local picture are provided in Section 5.  

The Schools Forum received a report in November considering the high needs budgets 

across BCP. The link to the report is included in Section 5.   

Policies and tools have been developed and action plans are in place within the LA working 

in partnership with schools to address high needs cost pressures. However, it must be 

recognised that potential solutions to reduce costs significantly are for the medium and 

longer term, and will require more pupils with an EHCP or currently excluded remaining in a 

mainstream setting. Work is on-going to manage demand and consider the pattern of high 

needs provision across BCP and this will be supported by the High Needs Block Financial 

Strategy Group of the Schools Forum. 

1.3. Funding Transfer to High Needs 2020-21 

Schools Forum has an important consultation role with oversight of all DSG budgets and will 

need to decide if a level of mainstream school funding is to be transferred to support the 

growth in pupils with SEND or excluded from mainstream schools. The decision can be 

made for 2020-21 only with a fresh decision needed next year for 2021-22 if that remains an 

option.    

A funding transfer can be agreed by the Schools Forum of up to 0.5% of Schools Block 

funding.  A higher level would require the approval of the Secretary of State. The alternative 

to a funding transfer is that the high needs budget growth is restricted to the level of funding 

provided through the national high needs formula. With the growing number of pupils 

needing provision within the high needs budget, there continues to be pressure on the level 

of top up funding and the affordability of other services supporting pupils, including those in 

mainstream schools. 

How the NFF could be adjusted to support varying levels of transfer is considered in Section 

6.  The development of these proposals for consultation has been supported by the Schools 

Forum (SF) but it is important to note that no decision has been made. The transfer levels 

modelled provide no indication of what that level might be (if at all). The financial impact on 

categories of schools under all options is shown in Section 8 at summary level with the detail 

for individual schools in Appendix 3.  Final decisions on the local formula for BCP will be 

made at the Council meeting on 18 February 2020, after taking into account the views of 

schools and decisions made by the Schools Forum. 

During December 2019 the ESFA will provide the October 2019 mainstream school data to 

enable final mainstream budgets to be calculated and overall affordability of planned unit 

values to be assessed. 

1.4. Growth Fund  

As in previous years, the SF is to agree the level of the Growth Fund and how it is to be 

allocated to schools with basic need growth. Proposals will be considered by the Schools 
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Forum in January 2020. However, as plans are already in place for September 2020, and 

there is already existing growth working through the system, the impact of any changes will 

need to be carefully considered. The options for consideration are to: 

A. continue to fund existing growth under the existing legacy policies- the 2019-20 

growth policy, and any new growth under a newly proposed policy. 

 

B. Fund all growth under a newly proposed policy. 

This is covered in more detail in Section 9 of this consultation. 

1.5. Central Schools Services Block  

Central schools services include LA support to all schools for a range of services, charges 

from the DfE over which locally there is no control (copyright licenses) and other statutory 

services supporting individual pupils or the schools funding system as a whole. The proposal 

to the SF will be that the budget overall is to be set at the level of funding received. The 

allocation to individual LA central budgets will be considered and agreed by the SF in 

January 2020. 

This is covered in more detail in section 10 of this consultation. 

1.6. Next Steps    

A consultation event to consider this document has been arranged as follows:  

 

• 5:00 – 6:30pm, 6th January 2020 at Bournemouth Learning Centre  

 

In order to book on to the event in click here. The links will take you to the relevant pages 

within https://www.pooleworkforcedevelopment.co.uk. If you have any difficulty booking onto 

an event please contact: 

 

Jacqui Phillips | Business Support Officer  

Schools Access and Commissioning | Quality and Commissioning  

T. 01202 456147  

Email to: jacqui.phillips@bcpcouncil.gov.uk 

 

The SF on 17th January 2020 will make its recommendation to the LA on the mainstream 

schools formula element of the consultation. At the same meeting final budget decisions will 

be made concerning any transfer of mainstream school funding to high needs budgets. The 

Council meeting on 18th February 2020 is scheduled to consider the outcome of this 

consultation with all schools and the recommendations of the Schools Forum. The 

mainstream schools’ formula for 2020-21 will be agreed at this meeting.  

 

The unit values in the proposed formula will be tested for affordability following receipt of the 

October 2019 school census data from the ESFA in December 2019, with any final 

adjustments made according to an agreed method.  

 

All final mainstream school budgets and the level and detail of the Growth Fund are to be 

provided to the ESFA by the 21st January 2020.   

 

 

 

 

https://www.bcpworkforcedevelopment.co.uk/courses/bookings/c_detail.asp?cid=20476&iscancelled=0&curpage=1&keyword=&ds=1&unconfirmed=&cs=&subid=&keystage=255&sdate=&searchcode=&asearch=&tutid=&estid=&sday=&smonth=&syear=&targetid=&cal=1&calday=11&calmonth=12&calyear=2019&caldate=11-12-2019&submonth=12&subyear=2019&list=&palist=&frompage=&a=&b=&c=&d=
https://www.pooleworkforcedevelopment.co.uk/
mailto:jacqui.phillips@bcpcouncil.gov.uk
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1.7. Budget Timetable  

Consultation Issued  13th December 2019 

Consultation Event 6th January 2020 

Consultation Closes  10th January 2020 

SF recommendations and decisions  17th  January 2020 

SF updated on final formula (updated data 
applied)  

17th January 2020  

Mainstream school budgets sent to ESFA   21st January 2020 

Council agree local formula 18th February 2020 

 

This document has been distributed to all Headteachers and Chairs of Governors in 

mainstream, special and alternative provision across BCP.  

 

2. Schools Funding 2020-21 

 
2.1. DSG Summary  

A summary of the indicative funding provided by the DfE for 2020-21, excluding early years, 

is detailed in Table 1 below: 

 

Table 1: Indicative DSG Funding 2020-21 

DSG Funding Block   2019-20 
£000’s 

2020-21 
£000’s 

Change  
£000’s 

Change 
% 

Schools Formula 195,510 204,701 9,191 4.7% 

Growth Funding – not yet announced 1,806 NA NA NA 

High Needs 39,186 42,628 3,442 8.8% 

Central School Services 2,062 1,960 (102) (4.9%) 

Total 238,564 NA NA NA 

 

Some elements of funding are now fixed but final funding for BCP will be updated to reflect 

the October 19 school census, final growth fund allocation, high needs place return, and 

January 2020 census to account for change in the cross-border flow of high needs pupils.    

  

The allocation of the DSG for 2020-21 includes some elements of historic funding according 

to the local budgets in either 2017-18 (high needs and central services) or 2019-20 (amounts 

outside the NFF in the schools’ block, and minimum funding guarantee protection). The reset 

of the high needs and schools block baselines in 2017-18 means that funding transfers 

between schools and high needs up to 2017-18 are now locked in to the high needs historic 

protection arrangements with funding restored to schools through the NFF from 2018-19. In 

the budget strategy for 2020-21 we should be mindful that the baseline could be reset again 

for 2021-22 to reflect the most recent local budgets, given the scale of the national high 

needs funding gap. 

 

2.2. Schools Block Funding for Mainstream Schools 

The Schools Block comprises 3 funding elements:  

i. Schools National Formula (NFF) with separate primary and secondary per pupil 

funding levels. The NFF has been applied to the 2019-20 data for each school, the 

outcome being amalgamated and divided by pupil numbers to derive the primary and 
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secondary unit funding levels to the LA. Pupil mobility allocations are now derived 

through the formula, a change from 2019-20 when they were allocated on a historic 

basis. 

 

ii. Local formula elements outside of the national formula. This is provided at the 

historic (now 2019-20) budgeted level. This includes business rates (funded at cost to all 

schools) and exceptional premises factor (joint use agreements for 2 schools, split site 

factor for 2 schools).  

 

iii. Growth Fund allocations for basic need pupil growth. In 2019-20 the DfE changed 

the previous historic allocation basis to one using demographic data. This continues for 

2020-21, with final allocations being notified in December. 

Table 2 below summarises the detail of BCP Schools Block Funding for 2020-21, with the 

still estimated amounts shaded.   

 Table 2: BCP Estimated Schools Block Funding 2020-21 

Funding Stream NOR 
 

2019-20 
Number 

Budget 
Baseline 
2019-20 
£000’s 

Funding   
Rates 2020-21  

Equivalent 
Funding 
2020-21  
£000’s 

Primary 27,669 
18182 

102,755  
 90,957 

£3,911 
£5,216 

108,214 
94,829 

National Formula 45,851 £193,712 Updated NFF 203,043 

Business Rates 
Joint Use Factor 
Split Site Factor 

 1,435 
101 
230 

 1,328 
101 
230 

Mobility  32 Now included in 
formula (£340k) 

 

Total Formula  195,510  204,701 

 

Growth Funding 1,806 Estimated N/A 

 

In Table 2, the 2019-20 and 2020-21 funding totals for the NFF both use 2019-20 pupil 

numbers and data from the October 2018 census. The October 2019 census pupil numbers 

will be applied to the above funding rates to calculate final funding.   

3. Mainstream Schools National Formula    

 
3.1. Summary of Formula 

The NFF was set as a formula to apply from 2018-19 onwards, with the first 2 years. 2018-

19 and 2019-20, being a transition period to the NFF, with capping on gains for formula 

schools for national affordability. Such transition is complete for 2020-21, with capping 

removed and funding values increased for all formula elements. 

Figure 1 below shows the formula elements that constitute the NFF. The associated factors 

and unit funding rates for 2020-21 are provided for reference in Appendix 1. In addition to 

these factors, the formula includes protection arrangements for individual schools to provide 

a minimum increase per pupil (against the 2019/20 NFF baseline), and an absolute 

minimum per pupil funding level, considering the age range of the schools.   
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Note that the area cost adjustment in Figure 1 is not relevant for BCP as a low-cost area. 

The PFI factor is also not relevant.  

3.2. National Implementation of the Schools NFF 2019-20 

 

The 2020-21 announcements from the DfE in July 2019 included the national context of how 

LAs had responded to the continuation of the mainstream school NFF in 2019-20 (total of 

151 LAs). Summary of the national progress, with BCP as a comparator is as follows: 

 

• Across all LA’s, 90.52% of funding was allocated through pupil-led factors, 

compared with 90.57% in 2018-19, and 90.7% in the 2019-20 NFF. BCP was 

92.41%, above the National average. 

• 48 LAs mirrored the NFF Primary lump sum rate (including BCP), and 55 for the 

secondary lump sum (including BCP). This is an increase in both phases from 2018-

19. 

• 100 (62%) set Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) at least +0.0% (excludes BCP). 

46 (30.2%) set a threshold at +0.5% mirroring the funding floor protection in the 

NFF. 34 used the funding floor factor, of which 10 also used a +0.5% MFG 

(excludes BCP). 

• 121 LAs used a minimum per pupil for each phase (includes BCP), of which 94 used 

the NFF primary rate, and 92 used the secondary rate. However, only 93 authorities 

actually allocated funding through this factor. Only 15 authorities allocated more 

than 1% of their funding through this factor, including BCP, which allocated over 

1.5%. 

• The National Primary to Secondary funding ratio was 1:1.297, compared with 1:1.37 

in BCP, which was considerably higher than National. 

There is an expectation that local formulae will continue in 2021-22 but they should continue 

to make progress towards the NFF.   

3.3. Summary of NFF Changes 2020-21 

The estimated 4.7% NFF growth shown in Table 1 is the net impact of:  
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• An increase to the Primary and Secondary minimum per pupil funding levels (MPPFLs) 

of £250 (7.1%) and £200 (5.2%) respectively, where additional funding is provided to a 

school when for all other formula elements, the outcome of the NFF is below nationally 

set 2020-21 phase levels (DfE now refer to as floor schools).  

• A 4% increase to all formula rates with the exception of current free school meals that 

has a 1.84% increase in line with inflation, with no cap applied to any gains through the 

formula, compared with a 6.1% cap in 2019-20 against a 2017-18 baseline (3% 

annually).  

• A minimum funding guarantee of 1.84% set against 2019-20 NFF funding levels for 

schools where additional funding is provided when the outcome of the NFF is below the 

schools’ historic funding level (DfE now refer to this top up funding as floor funding). This 

is compared with a 1% uplift compared with 2017-18 in 2019-20. 

•  

3.4. Detail of NFF for 2020-21   

The level of funding through the NFF for individual schools is used to derive the Primary and 

Secondary unit values for the BCP allocation.  

National Formula allocations by factor for 2020-21 compared with the local formula for 2019-

20 are shown below in Table 3a, based on the 2019-20 local formula pupil base (the 2018 

October census plus funded pupil growth).  

Table 3a: Impact by factor of the National Formula for 2020-21 

Formula Factors 

BCP 
Formulae 

£000’s 
2019-20 

National 
Formula 
£000’s 

2020-21  

Growth / 
(Reduction) 

£000’s %  

Primary Basic Entitlement 75,498 79,342 3,844 5.1% 

Secondary Basic Entitlement 73,201 76,931 3,731 5.1% 

Deprivation Primary 7,141 7,398 257 3.6% 

Deprivation Secondary 6,296 6,521 225 3.6% 

Low Prior Attainment Primary 8,713 9,080 367 4.2% 

Low Prior Attainment Secondary 5,700 5,921 221 3.9% 

EAL Primary 1,331 1,382 52 3.9% 

EAL Secondary  539 560 21 4.0% 

Primary Mobility 30 237 207 695.9% 

Secondary Mobility 8 112 104 1325.1% 

Looked After Children 0 0 0 0% 

Lump Sum 9,790 10,182 392 4.0% 

Sparsity 59 68 9 14.7% 

Floor Factor Primary (MPPFL) 1,064 2,385 1,321 124.1% 

Floor Factor Secondary (MPPFL) 2,090 2,148 59 2.8% 

MFG 1,834 1,020 (814) (44.4%) 

Cap -643 0 643 (100.0%) 

Total Local/ National Formula 192,650 203,287 10,636 5.5% 

Total Premises Factors 1,659 1,659 0 0.0% 
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Total Primary Phase  98,643 104,474 5,831 5.9% 

Total Secondary Phase 95,666 100,471 4,805 5.0% 

 

Table 3 above shows how the NFF for 2020-21 compares with the distributed BCP total in 

2019-20. This difference therefore includes the transfer to high needs in 2019-20 that was 

not passed on to BCP schools.    

 

The higher MPPFLs in 2020-21 apply to potentially 29 primary schools, 1 middle school and 

6 secondary schools.  

 

The DfE have signalled that the NFF is still a work in progress. The current structure is 

expected to remain unchanged in the use of factors and data but with a formulaic approach 

continuing to be developed for 2021-22 for factors currently funded outside the NFF.   It is 

possible for 2020-21 to almost replicate all aspects of the National Funding methodology in 

the local formula for individual schools. The local formula will, however, retain the MFG. This 

continues to restrict per pupil funding changes in 2020-21 compared with the 2019-20 local 

formula allocations rather than referencing the 2019-20 NFF. Depending on the specific 

circumstances, these funding adjustments may not be covered by the NFF to the LA.   

 

4. Development of a Local BCP Formula 

 
4.1. Principles and Options 

The underlying principle in considering options is to adopt in the first instance the NFF 

methodology in full. There is no guarantee that the current formula elements will remain 

unchanged for 2021-22 but the main formula should remain relatively stable for a period of 

time. 

The main options for consultation are whether to adopt the NFF in all aspects as affordable 

(option 1) or to make adjustments to the NFF to accommodate a transfer to support pupils 

with high needs (option 2). 

 

The mobility factor has been allocated via a formulaic approach for 2020-21 in the NFF, 

which as a result has allocated more funding than was distributed in 2019-20 as previously 

this was based on historic use of the mobility factor, which not all BCP legacy authorities had 

utilised in their local formulae. 

 

Whilst the sparsity factor only affects 1 school, this is planned to continue in BCP as 

calculated by the NFF. 

 

All proposals have been drawn up using data from 2019-20 to set unit values. This is to 

enable a direct comparison to be made with the current unit values and formula allocations 

across schools. This means that unit values may need to be updated should there be a 

significant change in the pupil data for 2020-21 when released by the ESFA in December. 

Proposals therefore include how the formula should be updated in considering overall 

affordability later in the process in Section 7. 

 

The overall financial impact for individual schools will change from that estimated in this 

document when the data is updated in December 2019, particularly where there is a change 

in pupil numbers, and schools should bear this in mind when estimating final funding for 

2020-21. 
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4.2. Comparison BCP 2019-20 and NFF 2020-21 

The local formula includes the NFF funded factors and those related to business rates 

(funded at cost) and any specific premises-related factors that have been agreed with the 

ESFA individually for a small number of schools.   

Table 3b below compares each BCP local formula for 2019-20 with the NFF 2020-21 (option 

1). 

Table 3b: Comparison of Local Formula 2019-20 and BCP NFF 2020-21    

(a) Factors within the NFF 

Factor BCP formula 2019-20 Option 1 NFF 2020-21 

  Rate Description Rate Description 

Basic Entitlement - 
Primary 

£2,719 NFF scaled 
back to 
98.97% 

£2,857 

NFF 
Basic Entitlement - 
Secondaries 

KS3 £3,823  
KS4 £4,340 

KS3 £4,018  
KS4 £4,561 

Deprivation - FSM 
data 

£440 FSM 
£540 Primary 

FSMe6 
£785 Secondary 

FSMe6 

NFF 

£450 FSM 
£560 Primary 

FSMe6 
£815 Secondary 

FSMe6 

NFF 

Deprivation* - IDACI 
bands 

Range £200 to 
£600 

NFF 
Range £210 to 

£625 
NFF 

Prior Attainment 
Primary 

£1,022 NFF £1,065 NFF 

Prior Attainment 
Secondary 

£1,550 NFF £1,610 NFF 

LAC £0 
NFF (Not 

used) 
£0 

NFF (Not 
used) 

EAL Primary £515 NFF £535 NFF 

EAL Secondary £1,385 NFF £1,440 NFF 

Lump Sum Primary £110,000 NFF £114,400 NFF 

Lump Sum 
Secondary 

£110,000 NFF £114,400 NFF 

Sparsity  NFF  NFF 

Mobility 
£85 Primary 

£149 Secondary 

NFF - based 
on historic 

spend 

£875 Primary 
£1,250 Secondary 

NFF - 
formulaic 

Minimum per pupil 
funding levels 
(MPPFL) 

Primary £3,472 
KS3 £4,572 
KS45,072 

NFF minus 
£28 

Primary £3,750 
KS3 £4,800 
KS4 5,300 

NFF 

Capping & Scaling ** 2.50% 
0.5% below 

NFF 
None NFF 

Minimum increase 
per pupil (floor) 

MFG at -0.5% 
No floor, all 

through MFG 
MFG at +1.84% NFF 

* Upper range shown is IDACI band 5 as band 6 is not relevant across BCP.  

** Capping and scaling not applicable for schools with minimum per pupil funding level   
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(b) Factors and mechanisms outside the NFF    

Factor BCP formula 2019-20 Option 1 NFF 2020-21 

Business Rates   At Cost At Cost 

Exceptional Premises  
£101,017 

(2 Schools) 
£101,017 

(2 Schools) 

Split sites   £230,288 (2 schools) £230,288 (2 schools) 

MFG (annual per pupil change) minus 0.5% plus 1.84% 

It is proposed that with the exception of the MFG, the same treatment is adopted for formula 

elements not included within the NFF regardless of which option is taken forward.  

The NFF applied locally to BCP schools is provided at a school level comparison against 

2019-20 funding in Appendix 2. 

4.3. Exceptional Premises (Joint use Agreements) and Split Site Factors    

Exceptional premises and split sites factors are funded by the ESFA at historic levels outside 

the NFF for 2 schools (split site) and 2 different schools (joint use). Their use has previously 

been agreed by the ESFA based on evidence provided of additional costs of operating over 

a split site or from the provision of joint use with the community of sports facilities. No other 

schools across the new area meet the criteria used in establishing these factors so it is 

proposed that the allocations continue without change.   

4.4. Mobility 

This factor is now included within the NFF and the proposal under option 1 is to fund as per 

NFF. 

The measure counts pupils who entered a school during the previous 3 academic years but 

did not start in September (this excludes reception pupils starting in January).  A 6% 

threshold (a change from 10% in 2019-20 partly resulting from a methodology change) is 

applied and funding allocated based on the proportion of pupils above the threshold (for 

example, a school with 9% mobility will attract mobility funding for 3% of pupils).  

 

4.5. MFG – budget change per pupil compared with 2019-20 

The MFG is important as it provides funding stability between years. It must be set between 

plus 0.5% and plus 1.84% per pupil (compared with minus 1.5% and plus 0.5% last year). It 

is also to apply to top up funding rates for special schools and alternative provision (although 

total funding change considers both place and top-up funding) but this MFG can be set at a 

different level from that used in the mainstream formula.  However, it must be set at least 

0%, an increase from minus 1.5% last year.  

Funding changes for mainstream schools in 2020-21 will be due to differences between the 

NFF formula against the 2019-20 BCP formula as well as data changes from the October 

2019 census. A lower MFG can be used to ensure funding is more aligned to the current 

school data, as well as facilitating faster progress to achieve school funding consistency 

across BCP. It also reduces the risk that an individual school’s allocation might exceed that 

provided through the NFF. It is important to note that MFG in the NFF protects against the 
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NFF LA allocations, while MFG in the local formula protects against 2019-20 BCP formula 

school allocations, which were slightly reduced from NFF. 

If there is to be no transfer to High Needs then it is proposed that the MFG factor is set at 

plus 1.84%, in line with the NFF rate, even though this factor in the local formula will protect 

against the 2019-20 local formula, rather than the 2019-20 NFF, as in the NFF allocations. 

Where the operation of the MFG would give rise to an unreasonably high level of protection 

a request can be made to the ESFA to use an alternative calculation. A fresh disapplication 

request must be made each year and this is considered in the next section. 

 

4.6. Disapplication Requests to ESFA - applicable for all options   

 

4.6.1. Process 

 

Disapplication from aspects of the School Finance Regulations can be made where there is 

evidence that a school budget would be set unfairly. Due to the ESFA deadlines of 20th and 

28th November 2019, disapplication requests to adjust the formula have been submitted for 

approval. This is to ensure a decision can be received in time to meet the DfE timetable for 

the completion of the school budgets submission.    

 

The potential formula adjustments below, if agreed by the ESFA, will not be implemented 

until a recommendation from the Schools Forum has been taken into account.   

 

4.6.2. Disapplication to adjust the MFG calculation for all through schools adding 

primary year groups 

 

It is proposed to vary the calculation of the MFG for two all-through schools (St Peters RC 

School and Avonbourne Girls Academy) that are growing in the primary phase. The 

protection method needs to be weighted to reflect the lower funding levels of primary pupils.  

If this adjustment is not made then these growing schools could trigger MFG protection at a 

higher rate simply as a result of having more primary pupils, rather than due to a change in 

the characteristics of pupils at the school.  

  

The disapplication request reduces the 2019-20 budget baseline used in the national MFG 

calculation method. An adjustment of this type is expected by the DfE with a template 

provided for their approval. 

 

The calculation is formulaic based on pupil numbers by Key Stage in both 2018-19 and 

2019-20 to derive the adjusted 2018-19 baseline for the MFG. The DfE has approved a 

disapplication request of this nature from both BCP and legacy Bournemouth LAs in 

previous years.    
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4.6.3. Disapplication to set the MPPFLs below NFF 

It is expected that NFF MPPFLs will be mandatory for use in the local formula; this 

disapplication request would allow BCP the flexibility to set MPPFLs below the NFF levels to 

allow schools on the MPPFL to contribute to any transfer to the High Needs Block should 

this be necessary. 

 

4.6.4. Disapplication to set a variable MFG rate 

 

Should such protection be reduced where an MFG allocation represents, say, more than 

10% of the total formula allocation, this level would release £187k from the NFF for 2 

schools. Reducing the threshold further to 5% would impact 6 schools, all primary, and 

QUESTION 1a: 

 

Do you agree with the disapplication request to adjust the MFG baseline for all-through schools 

adding primary year groups represents a fair adjustment to the local formula?  

 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, what do you consider an appropriate adjustment and why? 

 

QUESTION 1b: 

 

Do you agree with the disapplication request to set the MPPFLs below NFF for all schools 

protected through these levels, should this be necessary to allow all schools to contribute to any 

transfer to the High Needs Block (HNB), represents a fair adjustment to the local formula?  

 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, could you propose an approach that would allow MPPFL schools to contribute towards any 

transfer to the HNB, should this be necessary? 
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release £497k from the NFF. Table 4 below shows the funding protection and the formula 

allocation schools receive through the MFG factor at 1.84% under NFF. 

 

Table 4: A comparison of schools protected at various pc funding changes against the 

formula through the compulsory MFG factor, set at 1.84% for NFF. 

Funding Increase %   Count of schools  MFG adjustment £ 

Above 15%  1  344,741  

Range 10% to 15% 2  313,520  

Range 5% to 10% 3  245,015  

Range 1.84% to 5% 1  67,383  

Range 0% to 1.84% 82  49,608  

Total Mainstream Schools 89  1,020,266  

 

 

5. The High Needs Block (HNB) 

 
5.1. Overview   

The HNB primarily supports individual pupils, either through additional funding within 

mainstream, special school funding or funding to specialist providers. It also includes the 

funding for those unable to attend school due to exclusion or medical needs.   

HNB pressures are now recognised as a national issue linked to a number of drivers, 

including government policy changes. The introduction of a new Code of Practice for Special 

Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) from age 0 to 25 (previously age 0 to 19) has 

seen an increase in pupils requiring EHCPs (previously statements of SEND). There has 

also been an increase in alternative provision due to high exclusion rates.    

The DfE at a recent conference acknowledged the context of rising costs for pupils with high 

needs as follows:    

QUESTION 1c: 

 

Do you agree with the disapplication request to enable an exceptional MFG rate to apply where 

school are being protected at significantly high levels of protection through the MFG factor. The 

variation will request the option to set MFG for some schools below +0.5%  

 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

Please could you explain the rationale behind your response. 
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• A higher proportion of children and young people in more specialist provision, which 

costs more, driven in part by mainstream schools’ behaviour and accountability 

systems.  

• A shortage of special school places leading to more reliance on the (more 

expensive) independent sector.   

• More EHC plans in the 0-5’s cohort, and enhanced expectations of continuing 

education beyond the age of 19. 

• Greater complexity of need – e.g. more identification of autism and development of 

specialist provision to cater for children with such needs, mental health needs more 

apparent.    

 

Figure 2: National Picture of Growing Numbers of children and Young people with 

Statements or EHC plans 

 

 
Figure 3: National Picture of High Needs Placements 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fschoolsweek.co.uk%2Fnumber-of-ehc-plans-for-send-pupils-soars%2F&psig=AOvVaw3qWLPda0n1zHUXkPK9YLny&ust=1574777628337000&source=images&cd=vfe&ved=0CAIQjRxqFwoTCIi8-_rFheYCFQAAAAAdAAAAABAP
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Figure 4: National Picture by type of need 

 
 

5.2. Context for BCP   

 

Pupils with SEND in mainstream schools are supported by a combination of the school 

delegated budget (Schools Block funding) and top up funding (SEN packages) and outreach 

services funded from the HNB. 

 

In the Schools NFF the largest impact on overall funding (and costs) is in most cases from 

changing numbers on roll. In contrast, the cost of the growing numbers of children in the high 

needs budget is far greater than the additional funding for BCP with a funding gap of £9.8 

million currently identified in-year for 2020-21 unless planned initiatives are successful. 

 

BCP funding growth in the High Needs block is expected to grow at similar levels to that 

between 2019-20 to 2020-21 (8%) for 2021-22 and 2022-23 based on recent current 

government announcements of schools funding totals, although these are still subject to 

change.   

      

Budget pressures are growing in this area of expenditure due to the:  

• High level of permanent exclusion for younger children (particularly in year 9) in 

recent years, with this trend continuing in academic year 2019-20.  

• Increasing numbers of pupils with EHCPs.  

• Increasing complexity of needs inflating the average cost of an EHCP. 

• Local specialist provision becoming full, with greater use of higher cost Independent 

and Non-Maintained Special School (INMSS), and Bespoke providers. 

Figure 5 below provides an indication of the greater reliance on INMMSs and Bespoke 

providers across BCP compared with Regional and National Averages, coupled with a lower 

proportion of EHCPs within mainstream provision across BCP. 
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Figure 5: Proportion of EHCP children/ young people aged 0-25 by provider type 

 

Another significant issue BCP faces is its high permanent exclusion rate from Secondary 

Schools across BCP. The LA must provide education in alternative provision for these pupils 

m which is often expenses, particularly when Alternative Provision Academies/ Pupil Referral 

Units are full and the LA must rely on more costly Bespoke provision. Figure 6 compares 

Permanent exclusions across BCP schools to National and regional averages in 2017-18. 

Figure 6: Secondary School Permanent Exclusions 2017-18 as % of Pupils 

 

5.3. BCP Budget Position 2019-20 

  

The high needs budget for BCP in 2019-20 is forecast to be overspent by approximately £2 

million. Action plans are in place to dampen funding demands, but further budget growth will 

be needed with current trends continuing in 2020-21. 
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5.4. Budget Progress 2020-21 

 

The November SF report provided some detail of the 2020-21 high needs budget shortfall at 

£9.8m. Included in the shortfall is further budget growth for pupils with EHCPs a reduction in 

the trend for permanently excluded pupils from mainstreams schools from 2019-20, 

continued trend in the increased reliance of INMSSs and bespoke packages, and an 

increase of pupils in special school and academies of 147 over the next three years.   

The high needs budget is detailed in Appendix 6 as reported to the SF in November.   

The shortfall of £9.8M identified would require a 4.7% funding transfer from mainstream 

schools to balance the DSG (this is based on the provisional DSG Schools Block with an 

assumption for growth factor funding).  

 

The BCP budget for high needs has been high compared nationally over many years and 

this reflects the pattern of provision rather than providing for a greater proportion of pupils 

with SEND; however, the prevalence of EHCPs in the school population in BCP has recently 

exceeded that of national.  LA historic expenditure is protected in the new National High 

Needs Formula through a funding floor mechanism in a similar way to MFG for mainstream 

school funding. This funding floor has been updated over 2018-19 and 2019-20 has been 

updated from planned spend in 2017-18 by 0.5% (plus small allowances for demographic 

child population growth in both years) to include the additional £125M nationally that was 

announced in December 2018 (allocated based on the local proportion of the national 

funding floor total). The funding floor has been increased for 2020-21 by 8% (per head of 2-

18 population). 

 

The report for the SF in November contained the local actions in place to reduce the demand 

on the high needs budget where possible. The report is available at:  

  

BCP Schools Forum Meeting November 2019 

 

Further, the High Needs Budget Strategies Report from the BCP Shadow Schools Forum 

Meeting October 2018 contains detailed appendices included a comprehensive analysis of 

the high needs budgets prepared by consultants (ISOS) appointed jointly by Bournemouth 

and Poole in 2017. The position for the Christchurch area within the Dorset LA currently is 

now known to show a similar picture. The main conclusion is that budget growth is linked to 

the rising number of requests for EHCP and specialist placement. A review of the costs of 

individual placements may be able to find some savings but the greatest reduction in the 

budget requirement needs to be found by reducing the demand for EHCPs and maintaining 

more pupils in mainstream and local settings.    

The draft budget in Appendix 6 includes an increase in places and top up funding for pupils 

with an EHCP in mainstream school bases and the FE College, as well as within maintained 

and academy special schools  

Included within post school budgets, there is significant further growth for the cost of post 19 

EHCPs, as the changes in the 2014 SEND Code of practice are still impacting. Parental 

expectations have continued to grow over time and particularly for education up to age 25. It 

should be noted that Plans for individuals can be determined through a legislative process 

and this can direct a more costly placement through the SEND Tribunal system.          

The 2019-20 budget, additional places and top up funding were allowed for pupils 

permanently excluded from a mainstream school; the budget for 2020-21 does not provide 

for further growth as a result of the BCP on-going Alternative Provision review for which an 

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4061/Public%20reports%20pack%2005th-Nov-2019%2008.00%20Schools%20Forum.pdf?T=10
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g160/Public%20reports%20pack%2031st-Oct-2018%2016.30%20Schools%20Forum.pdf?T=10
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objective is to reduce the number of permanent exclusions from BCP schools. As state-

provided places are becoming full earlier in the academic year, the budget has also allowed 

for increased use of costly independent and bespoke alternative provision.  

The following is already accounted for in the draft budget: 

• An increase of 147 EHCP pupils in special school places, which assumes there will be 

increased sufficiency of such places. 

• £337k increase in SALT provision expected for 2020-21 

• £0.203M transfer from early years funding to support the high needs costs for this age 

group. 

• No further growth in AP beyond that figures already forecast for 2019-20.  

• Growth in bespoke packages is reduced to 75% (to give an overall growth in EHCPs of 
13%) 

• Inflation on independent provider fees of 2% p.a. 
 

A funding transfer from schools of 1% would generate circa £2M, a similar level of transfer 

for the BCP area in 2018-19. In 2019-20 the High Needs Block was supported by: 

• a £2.2M transfer from the Schools Block 

• a £0.2M from the Early Years Block 

• a matched one- off council contribution of £2.4M 

 

5.5. 2020-23 Forecast 

The following forecast is based on current trends for each placement type, where more 

growth is seen in high cost placements than in mainstream provision. The above bullets 

taken into account in the draft budget are projected forwards, along with a with a continued 

£3M p.a. increase in High Needs Block funding. 

Table 5: Growth in EHCPs 2019-20 to 2022-23 

  Budget 
19-20  

Forecast 
19-20 

Forecast
20-21 

Forecast
21-22 

Forecast
22-23 

Independent -7% 35% 35% 35% 35% 

Non-Maintained Special Schools 9% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

Independent & Non-Maintained 3% 17% 17% 17% 17% 

Colleges 32% 20% 20% 20% 20% 

Independent Colleges 33%         

Post 16 32% 16% 16% 16% 16% 

Special Schools 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 

Mainstream 6% 9% 9% 9% 9% 

Special Units / Mainstream Plus 
/ Bases 

33% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

Mainstream and Special Units 7% 9% 9% 9% 9% 

Medical / Therapies   11% 11% 11% 11% 

Bespoke 60% 151% 75% 60% 30% 

PLACEMENTS BY BCP 11% 14% 14% 14% 14% 

Zero Top-up 22% -3% -3% -3% -3% 

TOTAL EHCPs 11% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
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Budget 
19-20  

Forecast 
19-20 

Forecast 
20-21 

Forecast 
21-22 

Forecast 
22-23 

Forecast Spend £43.7m £46.2m £52.4m £57.4m £65.5m 

High Needs Block Funding £38.9m £39.2m £42.6m £45.6m £48.6m 

Shortfall £4.8m* £7.0m £9.8m £11.8m £16.9m 

 

5.6. Exploring Solutions   

An alternative to a funding transfer is that the high needs budget is set at the level of 

funding. In this case the SF would need to advise where potential savings could be made, in 

addition to those already identified, without significant detriment to pupils in mainstream and 

special schools, alternative provision, or be counterproductive for the system as a whole and 

longer term budget prospects.         

5.6.1. High Needs Block Financial Strategy Group.   

The SSF at the meeting on 31 October 2018 agreed to establish a High Needs Block 

Financial Strategy Group comprising representatives from the existing Bournemouth and 

Poole High Needs Task and Finish Groups and to include representation from Christchurch. 

Over three meetings in 2018-19 the group was tasked to explore short and medium term 

measures to reduce the current pressure on the high needs budgets. The group continued 

its work in 2019-20; the work specifically considers:   

1. Financial pressures on the high needs block.  

2. Implications of the introduction of a banding system for mainstream EHCPs for BCP.  

3. Impact of outreach services and funding for 2020-21. 

4. Special school place numbers for 2020-21 and budget impact.  

5. Preparation of a detailed report to the SF for January 2020.  

 6. Establishment of a clear joint action plan regarding an on-going financial strategy that 

takes account of sustainability and cost reduction.  

7. Details of the Bournemouth and Poole ISOS reviews and how to build on them for BCP.   

8. How best to share the financial strategy with all stakeholders to build awareness of the 

actions required from schools, parents, carers and the NHS 

 

5.6.2. Consideration of Options 

 

A large proportion of the high needs budget is supporting individual pupil placements in 

specialist provision and as such the areas to reduce the budget are, therefore, limited.  

It is clear that to maintain the current level of services for mainstream schools and individual 

pupils within the HNB a transfer of funding will be necessary from mainstream schools. The 

outcomes from the reviews may identify some solutions to reduce costs but these are likely 

to be for the longer term.      

 

A transfer of funding to high needs budgets would reduce the amount of funding available for 

the mainstream formula. The SF is unable yet to make an assessment of what level of 

transfer should be agreed. In preparation for this decision, the next section considers how 

funding could be found from the NFF for varying levels of transfer when this is established.      
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5.6.3. High Needs Budget savings under Option 1. 

 

Should Schools Forum not support any transfer, and no transfer is made into the High 

Needs Block, a combination of the following savings, to the degree required, could be made 

to the High Needs Budget, as per Table 6. 

 

 

Table 6 – Savings to the High Needs budget under option 1 (no transfer) 

Description of saving Projected annual 
saving 

Cease HN Top-up payments to mainstream schools with 
balances >10% of annual revenue budget 

£500K 

Cease all mainstream school top payments (further saving on the 
above line) 

£2,100K 

The LA no longer funds any SALT therapies – rather schools fund 
this 

£500K 

Outreach Services are ceased  £487K 

The LA no longer pays for centrally funded Hearing and Vision 
Support Service (HVSS) and Sensory Service 

£758K 

Set Special Schools MFG at -1.5% (a disapplication of 
regulations is required) 

£290K 

Total  £4,635K 

 

 

 

QUESTION 2: 

 

Do you support the savings indicated in Table 6? If you do not support the full savings, please 

indicate the level of savings you would support, and provide information on alternative. 

 

Saving Support 
Yes/ No 

Rationale/ Further information on the 
level you would support 

Cease HN Top-up payments to 
mainstream schools with reserves >10% 
of annual revenue budget 

  

Reduce that paid through all 
mainstream top up to £0 
 

  

The LA no longer funds any SALT 
therapies – rather schools fund this 

  

Outreach Services are ceased  
 
 

  

The LA no longer pays for centrally 
funded Hearing and Vision Support 
Service (HVSS) and Sensory Service 

  

Set Special Schools MFG at -1.5% (a 
disapplication of regulations is 
required) 
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6. Transfer of Mainstream Funding to High Needs (Option 2) 

 
6.1. DSG Regulations 

 

It is possible to transfer funding from mainstream schools to support expenditure in other 

funding blocks. This requires the agreement of the SF. A transfer can be made of up to 0.5% 

of mainstream school funding. A transfer above this level requires the approval of the 

Secretary of State.  Any decision is for 2020-21 only and will be needed at the January SF 

meeting so that work can progress to finalise the mainstream school formula.  

 

6.2. Summary of Approach    

The rationale adopted last year was that we should always aim to mirror the NFF as closely 

as possible with the BCP formula seeking to move all schools towards it as affordable. This  

approach is planned to be taken for 2020-21.     

The current funding shortfall on the high needs budget for 2020-21 is projected to be £8.1m, 

after further initiatives have been developed to manage demand, as set out later in this 

document in Table 17. This includes savings identified from strategies that will be 

implemented for 2020-21 along with an illustrative transfer from Early Years of £0.2m. This 

consultation considers how varying levels of transfer could be found using four illustrative 

examples of releasing funding from the NFF as per Table 7 below 

Table 7 – Transfer level out of the Schools Block (SB) into High Needs 

Transfer from SB Description % of Schools 
Block 

Cash amount Remaining 
gap 

(a) Maximum Schools Forum 
can approve 

0.5% Circa £1m £7.1M 

(b) SB transfer 2019-20 in 
terms of equivalent SB % 

1.1% £2.3m £5.8M 

(c) SB transfer plus 2019-20 
one-off council contribution 

2.2% £4.6m £3.5M 

(d) Total projected HN budget 
gap 

3.9% 8.1m £0 

 

6.3. Principles        

It is proposed that all schools should see reduced funding compared with their potential NFF 

allocations as equitably as possible. The SF supports the view that the alternative of 

targeting only certain groups of schools, such as those with the greatest increases, would 

not be fair. 

A further consideration is that all schools need to support activity to reduce the demands on 

the high needs budgets so that less of the NFF funding is used to support individual pupils 

through the high needs budget in future years. 

6.4. Levers to Adjust Funding 

 It was reported to the SF in November that an amount was expected to be available from 

unused growth funding and small issues within the NFF methodology that prevents 100% 

mirroring at local level. The level of funding for pupil growth remains uncertain but a level of 

surplus funding is still expected.  
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Approximately half of all schools across BCP in 2020-21 would potentially receive NFF 

allocations according to the funding factors only. Other schools have formula allocations 

uplifted through MPPFLs or MFG, so adjusting the formula factors only would not provide a 

contribution from all schools.   

Schools have been categorised by the potential levers to adjust funding and these are 

summarised below:   

LEVER 1.  Funding Protection – MFG rate to use. Level of the MFG between + 0.5% 

and plus 1.84% 

LEVER 2. Level of the gains cap between 0.5% (MFG gains only allowed for this 

group) and a ceiling level  

LEVER 3. Reduce a formula unit value. A sensible value to adjust would be the 

phase appropriate Basic Entitlement rate. 

LEVER 4. Reduce the MPPFL for each phase. This requires a disapplication request  

 

There would be some compound effect from using a combination of levers. The illustrations 

of funding levels released through each lever in this document assume they are applied in 

the order shown in the above paragraph. This is in line with the approach taken locally for 

2019-20. 

 

The paragraphs below illustrate how funding can be released from the NFF through 

adjusting each lever. The adjustments considered below are considered in isolation of any 

other levers; applying levers simultaneously results in compound effects. 

 

6.5. Lever 1 – Reducing MFG from the NFF    

The impact of varying MFG from 1.84% NFF is shown in Table 8. Setting the MFG at its 

lowest level of plus 0.5% releases the maximum possible of £290k. Setting the MFG at plus 

0.5% allows schools that would see reduced funding compared with 2019-20 and potentially 

also under the NFF stay closer to their funding allocations determined according to their 

most recent data. 

 Table 8 – impact of variable Minimum Funding Guarantee  

MFG Funding released from 2020-21 
NFF 

% 
Schools 
Block 

Pupils 
impacted 

1.5%  £153,513 0.1% 3,201 

1.0% £222,382 0.1% 3,201 

0.5% £289,872 0.1% 3,201 

 

6.6. Lever 2 –Applying a gains cap  

 

Setting an absolute gains cap at 1.84%, essentially reduced all formula schools to NFF 

MFG. This would release £2.8m. Various absolute cap levels are illustrated in Table 9. It is 

also an option to release funding through a gains cap by providing a scaled cap, that scales 

back proportionally any gains above a certain level. This scaling method Is not illustrated for 

simplicity, with only legacy Dorset County Council using this method within BCP schools 

previously.   

 

 



Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole School Funding Consultation 2020-21 
 

25 
 

Table 9 – impact of variable Funding Gains Caps 

Gains Cap Funding released from 2020-21 
NFF 

% 
Schools 
Block 

Pupils 
impacted 

8.0%  £113,495 0.1% 2,056 

6.0% £503,325 0.2% 5,706 

4.0% £1,530,458 0.7% 19,997 

2.5% £2,429,764 1.2% 22,141 

1.84% £2,832,733 1.4% 22,606 

6.7. Lever 3 - Scaling back Basic Entitlement 

 

This lever can be used as an alternative to, or in conjunction with lever 2 above, to release 

funding from formula schools, as per Table 10. The maximum funding released under this 

approach would be to scale back all funding gains through the formula at any level by 

varying amounts, and all formula schools are on MFG, (illustrated using MFG at 1.84%.  

Table 10 – impact of scaling back Basic Entitlement factor values. MFG at 1.84% 

Basic Entitlement % of 
NFF 

Funding released from 2020-21 NFF % 
Schools 
Block 

Pupils 
impacted 

99.0%  £844,796 0.4% 22,606 

98.0% £1,481,959 0.7% 22,606 

97.0% £2,007,395 1.0% 22,606 

96.0% £2,415,060 1.2% 22,606 

95.0% £2,630,700 1.3% 22,606 

MAX £2,832,733 1.4% 22,606 

 

6.8. Lever 4 – Reducing MPPFL below the NFF (requires a disapplication of 

regulations) 

 

A disapplication request is expected to be required to set MPPFLs below NFF (subject to 

DfE confirmation expected January 2020). Following a successful disapplication, MPPFLs 

could be set at any level, or not applied at all. Table 11 shows the impact of reducing 

MPPFLs down to 2019-20 NFF rates (a disapplication to reduce rates below these levels is 

not expected to be proposed and so is not modelled below). 

Table 11 – impact of variable MPPFL rates 

MPPFLs Funding released from 2020-
21 NFF 

% 
Schools 
Block 

Pupils 
impacted 

NFF 2020-21 - £50  £954,653 0.5% 20,147 

NFF 2020-21 - £100 £1,804,457 0.9% 20,147 

NFF 2019-20 £2,939,636 1.4% 20,147 

 

6.9. Maximum release from NFF (with / without disapplication of regulations) 

 

An indication of the maximum funding to be released from NFF from MFG, Formula and 

MPPL schools, in that order, is provided in Table 12. The effects of the various formula 

changes are compounded in this table.  
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Table 12: Illustrative extremes for transfer to High Needs considerations 

Description MFG @0.5% 

All schools 
on MFG 

@1.84% or 
MPPFL 

All schools 
on MFG 

@0.5% or 
MPPFL 

All schools 
on MFG 
@0.5%  

MFG 0.5% 1.84% 0.5% 0.5% 

Basic Entitlement 100% Max released Max released Max released 

MPPFLs NFF NFF NFF 
2019-20 
formula + 

0.5% 

% Transfer 0.14% 1.37% 1.84% 4.79% 

Maximum funding that 
could be released from 

NFF formula £’000s 
273 2,726 3,700 9,785 

Disapplication 
required? 

No No No 
Yes – to vary 

MPPFL 

 

6.10 Varying Levels of Funding Transfer 

 

Table 13: Transfer Options – Proposals to Release Funding from the NFF 

Transfer Level   

Formula Changes 
(implemented in this 
order) 

 MFG Gains Cap % 

MPPFLs 
changed 

against 2020- 
21 NFF £ 

Basic 
Entitlement all 

phases % 

2020-21 NFF +1.84% None 0 100.0% 

(a) 0.5% +1.62% None -22 99.4% 

(b) 1.1% +1.55% None -52 98.6% 

(c) 2.2% +1.00% None -110 97.3% 

(d) 3.9% +0.75% None -210 94.8% 

4.7% Max Possible 
with No MPPFLs 

+0.5% None No MPPFLs 100.0% 

1.84% Max Possible 
with NFF MPPFLs 

+0.5% +0.5% (MFG) 0 100.0% 

 

Table 14: Comparison of Option Unit Values / Mechanisms for 2019-20 

Factor Option 1 
NFF 

Option 2 
a 0.5% 

Option 2 
b 1.1% 

Option 2 
c 2.2% 

Option 2 
d 4.7% 

Basic Entitlement Primary £2,857 £2,841 £2,817 £2,778 £2,709 

Basic Entitlement KS3 £4,018 £3,995 £3,961 £3,908 £3,810 

Basic Entitlement KS4 £4,561 £4,535 £4,497 £4,436 £4,325 

Minimum per Pupil Funding 
Level Primary 

£3,750 £3,728 £3,698 £3,640 £3,540 

Minimum per Pupil Funding 
Level KS3 

£4,800 £4,778 £4,748 £4,690 £4,590 

Minimum per Pupil Funding 
Level KS4 

£5,300 £5,278 £5,248 £5,190 £5,090 

Gains Cap None None None None None 

MFG 1.84% 1.62% 1.55% 1.00% 0.75% 
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QUESTION 3a: 

 

Do you agree with the principle that if a funding transfer takes place all schools should make a 

contribution through a lower budget allocation than would otherwise have been the case?  

 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, please suggest an alternative 

QUESTION 3b: 

 

If you agree that all schools should make a contribution, do you agree with the approach 

outlined in Table 13 and Table 14 for varying levels of transfer? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, what do you consider an appropriate adjustment and why? 

QUESTION 3c: 

 

Do you agree that the basic entitlement is the most appropriate formula factor to adjust? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, which unit values should be different from those proposed and why? 
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7. Formula affordability 

Final school budgets will be calculated following receipt of the October 2019 census data 

from the DfE in December and application of the agreed local formula. Affordability of 

planned unit values and other formula elements will need to be assessed again at that time. 

Should the proxy data for additional needs reduce (increase) between Oct 18 to Oct 19 

censuses, the SUFs and PUFs based on Oct 18 proxy data will allocate more (less) funding 

to the Schools Block than required to distribute locally through NFF. There is no indication 

either will be the case; in particular, levels of deprivation across the borough have remained 

fairly consistent overall. 

These final formula adjustments could involve:   

 

i. In the case of a funding shortfall: 

 

• Capping gains at a level below the planned threshold % making slower progress 

towards longer term funding levels.    

QUESTION 3d: 

 

Do you support both a gains cap and reduction of the basic entitlement factor proportionately as 

a mechanism for releasing funding from formula schools? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, what would you support instead? 

 

QUESTION 3e: 

 

Regardless of whether you agree with any reduction to MPPFLs, do you support a flat reduction 

to the MPPFLs of equal cash amounts to all phases? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, would you prefer to see a proportional scaling back of gains under Primary and Secondary 

phase MPPFLs by adjusting the MPPFLs accordingly? 
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• Applying lower MFG protection (if greater protection than 0.5% is initially planned) 

the gap with formula funding levels for schools with protected historic funding.   

• Reduction in formula unit values.  

• Reducing the MPPFLs (subject to the disapplication required being approved).   

• A combination of the above.   

 

ii. In the case of a funding surplus: 

• Capping gains at a higher threshold than planned to make faster progress towards 

the higher longer-term formula funding level.  

• Applying greater MFG protection (if a level less than +1.84%) is initially planned).  

• Increase a factor unit value for any set below the NFF.  

• Increasing the level of the MPPFL   

• A combination of the above. 

• Include any surplus within any funding transfer to the High Needs Block.  

 

In addition to the above, there may be some surplus funding in the NFF that relates to the 

following:  

7.1.1. Provisional allocations (excluding growth) 

Current modelling suggests there may be circa £100k remaining in the Schools Block after 

NFF is applied in full to the local formula. This is due to  

• the difference between MFG applied to NFF LA allocations protecting against 2019-

20 NFF funding levels, and MFG applied in the local formula protecting against 2019-

20 local formula school allocations.  

• The reduction to growing all-through school baselines applied locally in 2019-20 but 

not applied to the NFF. 

 

7.1.2. Growing all-through school 2020-21 disapplication 

Whilst this will not impact either of the affected two schools on NFF, when scaling to Basic 

Entitlement is applied, along with any gains capping, additional funding will be released from 

NFF following the disapplication’s.  

 

7.1.3. Funding through the growth factor. 

The growth factor through the NFF for BCP has not yet been announced by the DfE. 

However, pending the Schools Forum decision on the growth fund policy for 2020-21, 

projections of the growth factor suggest there may be surplus in the growth factor, after both 

implicit growth in the formula and the explicit growth fund are taken in to consideration.  

7.1.4. Proposal 

It is proposed to manage any shortfall in funding by adjusting the values of the Basic 

Entitlement factor for each phase by the same proportion. Any surplus in funding is added to 

the High Needs Block transfer. 
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8. Financial Summary of Formula Options  

 
8.1. Funding Impact of Proposals for Individual Schools  

A summary of the impact for schools of Option 1 and Option 2 for varying levels of transfer is 

provided in Table 15 and Table 16 below:   

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTION 4b 

 

Do you support any surplus funding after the agreed level of transfer out of the local NFF being 

added to the High Needs Block transfer? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If no, should surplus be held as a contingency or reallocated through the formula, and if so, 

how? 

 

QUESTION 4a 

 

Do you agree that to manage any funding shortfall or excess the unit values of the Basic 

Entitlement for each phase should be adjusted by the same proportion? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

 

If No please explain your choice and suggest an alternative method. 
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Table 15: Summary Final Formula Positions (based on 2019-20 data) 

Number of schools  NFF Levels of Transfer to High Needs 

  Option1 Option 2a Option 2b Option 2c Option 2d 

Transfer Level 0% 0.50% 1.1% 2.20% 3.90% 

MFG from 19/20 
level  9 9 10 10 24 

MPPFL    36 35 36 34 31 

Capped Funding 0 0 0 0 0 

Fully formula funded  44 45 43 45 34 

Total Schools 89 89 89 89 89 
 

Table 16: Comparison of NFF (no Transfer) and Option 2 Transfer levels per pupil 

funding % changes against schools 2019-20 per pupil funding baseline  

Table 16a: NFF (option 1 no Transfer) 

Funding Increase %   
MFG Capped 

MPPFL 
Schools 

Formula 
Schools 

Total 

Above 6%  0 0 25 12 37 

Range 3% to 6% 0 0 11 29 40 

Range 1.84% to 3% 0 0 0 2 2 

Range 1% to 1.84% 9 0 0 0 9 

Range 0.5% to 1% 0 0 0 1 1 

Total Schools 9 0 36 44 89 

 

Table 16b: Option 2a illustration – 0.5% Transfer) 

Funding Increase %   
MFG Capped 

MPPFL 
Schools 

Formula 
Schools 

Total 

Above 6%  0 0 24 10 34 

Range 3% to 6% 0 0 11 27 38 

Range 1.84% to 3% 0 0 0 6 6 

Range 1% to 1.84% 9 0 0 1 10 

Range 0.5% to 1% 0 0 0 1 1 

Total Schools 9 0 35 45 89 

 

Table 16c: Option 2b illustration – 1.1% Transfer) 

Funding Increase %   
MFG Capped 

MPPFL 
Schools 

Formula 
Schools 

Total 

Above 6%  0 0 24 7 31 

Range 3% to 6% 0 0 12 28 40 

Range 1.84% to 3% 0 0 0 6 6 

Range 1% to 1.84% 10 0 0 1 11 

Range 0.5% to 1% 0 0 0 1 1 

Total Schools 10 0 36 43 89 
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Table 16d: Option 2c illustration – 2.2% Transfer) 

Funding Increase %   
MFG Capped 

MPPFL 
Schools 

Formula 
Schools 

Total 

Above 6%  0 0 0 2 2 

Range 3% to 6% 0 0 25 15 40 

Range 1.84% to 3% 0 0 9 19 28 

Range 1% to 1.84% 0 0 0 6 6 

Range 0.5% to 1% 10 0 0 3 13 

Total Schools 10 0 34 45 89 

 

Table 16e: Option 2d illustration – 3.9% Transfer) 

Funding Increase %   
MFG Capped 

MPPFL 
Schools 

Formula 
Schools 

Total 

Above 6%  0 0 0 1 1 

Range 3% to 6% 0 0 0 6 6 

Range 1.84% to 3% 0 0 22 6 28 

Range 1% to 1.84% 0 0 1 8 9 

Range 0.5% to 1% 24 0 8 13 45 

Total Schools 24 0 31 34 89 

 

Appendix 3 provides the indicative impact of the proposals for each school for each transfer 

level within option 2. The estimated budgets use the data applicable to the 2019-20 local 

formula. This removes the impact of changing pupil numbers and pupil data and enables a 

direct comparison to be made with 2019-20 funding levels.   

 

8.2. Financial Strategy for 2020-21 

The 5 November Schools Forum Report estimated the funding gap for high needs at £9.8m 

for 2020-21. Further work to identify activity to reduce budget demand during November has 

reduced this to £8.1 million.  

Table 17: High Needs Block projected shortfall and contributions to this shortfall - 

High Needs Shortfall  £9.8M 

Joint commissioning agreements – increased contribution to EHCPs 
from Health 

£0.5M  

Review of current EHCP processes to reduce demand £0.5M  

Early Help £0.25M  

Review of high cost placements to reduce costs £0.25M  

Total actions to reduce shortfall for 2020-21 £1.5M  

Remaining gap  £8.3M 

Minimum transfer from Early Years  £0.2M  

Residual Funding Gap 2020-21  £8.1M 

 

8.3. Joint Commissioning  

Joint commissioning is a strategic approach to planning and delivering services in a holistic, 

joined-up way (education; health; care) for children and young people with SEND. It ensures 

children, young people and families can access the right help at the right time. 
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Currently, local joint commissioning arrangement are under developed and do not maximise   

whole system benefits. 

a. Work is already under way with key partners to develop a joint commissioning 

strategy and delivery plan.  These will be in place for January 2020.   

 

b. In addition to other current multi agency panels a multi-agency complex needs 

panel (CNP) will be introduced to review all high cost decisions (typically 

placement). As part of these arrangements, to develop an agreed protocol 

between education, social care and health to ensure responsible, tripartite 

funding solutions are achieved.  Forecast savings of £0.5M each year (this will 

reduce as placements in INMSS reduce over time). An initial meeting has been 

held to review current arrangements. A working protocol and panel will be in 

place for January 2020. 

Strategic actions to further close the gap 

Whilst it is not possible to place an annual budget saving against many of these strategic 

actions, the following combined actions are intended to close the gap in the High Needs 

budget long term.  

8.4. Reprofile placements closer to the national average (i.e. mainstream retain a 

higher proportion of EHCPs and new placements into INMSS reduced). 

 

This will only be successful if a whole system approach is taken and the Council works in 

partnership with schools and other agencies.  Parental preference and the availability of 

INMSS will remain a challenge. The average cost of special school is £24k compared to 

£55k for INMSS, which gives an indication of the scale of cost avoidance. 

Analysis of the current position highlights the following key issues 

i. The proportion of INMSS places in BCP is considerably higher than the National 

Average.  Below is a table that shows the split of place capacity by type of school, 

that includes post-16 places.  The ‘availability’ of INMSS places, coupled with 

parental preference, has in part led to an over reliance on INMSS compared to 

national average. The profile of BCP school/ provider places available to National is 

included in Table 18a below: 

Table 18a: profile of BCP EHCPs to National by placement provider type 

Area Mainstream Special INMSS % Rank 

National 98.4% 1.2% 0.39% - 

BCP 98.0% 1.4% 0.66% 87% (100% highest 

prevalence INMSS) 

Difference -0.5% 0.2% 0.3% - 

 

Partly as a result of this, BCP has the following profile of EHC placements by provider group 

compared with National: 
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Table 18b: profile of BCP EHCPs to National by placement provider type 

 

ii. In recent years, similar to national, the prevalence of Autistic Spectrum Disorders 

(ASD)/speech, language and communication needs (SLCN) and Social, emotional 

and mental health needs (SEMH) has been increasing and continues across BCP.  In 

more recent years SEMH prevalence has also been growing and continues across 

BCP.  While these are the most significant area of pressure there is also an emerging 

pressure in Moderate Learning Difficulties (MLD). 

 

iii. Nationally 5% of pupils with an EHCP are in INMSS providers (and therefore a 

corresponding higher proportion are in mainstream and special schools), whilst in 

BCP this is 10.8% (with correspondingly lower proportion in maintained and special 

schools).   

 

iv. Tables 19a and b below indicates the scale of change required.  It shows the number 

of BCP pupils with EHCP by type of provision forecast for 2019/20 and notional 

placement based on national average.  This would require 285 fewer pupils in INMSS 

or 74 more in mainstream and 211 more in special schools. 

Table 19a – Notional placement numbers if reprofiled to National 2019/20 

Provision type EHCP placements 
(forecast 2019/20) 

Notional placement 
based on national 
average 

Change against 
current profile 

INMSS 439 154 -285 

Special schools 738 949 211 

Mainstream 1232 1306 74 

 

Table 19b – Notional placement numbers if reprofiled to National 2020/21 

Provision type EHCP placements 
(forecast 2019/20) 

Notional placement 
based on national 
average 

Change against 
current profile 

INMSS 579 173 -406 

Special schools 784 1068 285 

Mainstream 1348 1470 122 

 

8.5. Increase Sufficiency in mainstream and special schools/ academies 

Since the SEND reforms (2014), 241 extra special school places have been created across 

BCP (see Table 19c below).  Of those 38 are not yet available (10 will be available in a 

Linwood Special School satellite at Somerford Primary, Jan 2020 and 10 Sep 2020; and 4 at 

Kingsleigh Primary School Sep 2020 with discussions to grow to 16).  Bournemouth and 

Poole also worked with Dorset Council and supported a bid for the new Harbour Special 

Free School in Bovington, Dorset, providing access to places for BCP pupils. 

  National 
Ave. 

Forecast 
19-20 

Forecast 
20-21 

Forecast 
21-22 

Forecast 
22-23 

EHCPs in Mainstream 
settings 

54.22% 51.17% 49.73% 47.57% 46.62% 

EHCPs in Special Schools + 
Bases 

39.40% 30.63% 28.91% 27.22% 25.63% 

EHCPs in INMSS & Bespoke 6.38% 18.21% 21.36% 25.21% 27.75% 
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Table 19c: SEND places added across BCP since 2015 

 

The Council is undertaking a sufficiency review of all educational provision. Full data is 

available for forecast mainstream school places and ongoing discussions are being held with 

mainstream schools as to how to meet demand. Alongside this, data on SEND demand and 

capacity will be brought together into an overall sufficiency plan. This will provide a detailed 

holistic view of all education provision and enable full advantage to be taken of existing 

facilities across BCP to best meet need cost effectively through schools.  This will be in 

place by the end of December. 

Whilst the detailed sufficiency statement for SEND provision is still in preparation initial 

indications and previous analysis are that the focus for additional provision and strategies 

will be on the areas of need of ASD SEMH and Complex Learning Difficulties. 

The short to medium term focus is on increasing the number of additionally resourced places 

in mainstream schools.   

Issue to note: there are a number of options for primary, including using surplus capacity, 

however all secondary school capacity will be full by 2022/23 and would require additional 

capacity to be built which is much more costly and time consuming.  Costs can vary but as 

an illustrative example a secondary resource base with capacity for 16 places is £700k 

(building additional places), while at primary it could be £50k for 16 places (refurbishment of 

existing capacity).  Timescales are approx. 2 years from decision being made by the SEND 

Capital Board (through to BCP Capital Board, DfE, planning, procurement, build work) to be 

available to place.  There is currently £1M unallocated SEND capital funding.   

Options to fund additional places through: use of Base Needs Capital funding (alongside 

consideration for mainstream places) or capital funding from BCP.   

In the medium to long term, this will consider the need to develop additional capacity (a 

school) across BCP for pupils requiring either more specialist support or a more flexible, 

skills-based approach and offer (14 plus) approach.  A new special free school would require 

no capital funding from BCP; timescales of approx. 3 – 5 years depending on the complexity 

of the project; DfE expectation that BCP identify sites requiring joint working cross BCP 

council (Children’s, Regen & Economy, and Environment & Community) to take forward a 

free school. 

8.6. Reduce reliance on INMSS 

Growth in Independent school placements is currently running at 35%.  By reducing the 

growth to 5% there would be a requirement to place 36 plans elsewhere (assuming overall 

EHCP growth of 13%).  By placing these EHCP pupils in a resource base or special school 

at an average cost of £24k (including £10k place funding), the following savings could be 

made. 

Provider Type Total Places added since 2015 

Primary Resource Provision 24 

Secondary Resource Provision 6 

Special Schools / Academies* 211 

AP 0 

Total 241 
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Table 20a – Savings if Growth in Independent School Placements limited 

Growth limited 
to 

No. 
Placements * 

Saving ^ 
2020-21 

Cumulative 
Saving ^ 
2020-22 

Cumulative 
Saving ^ 
2020-23 

0% 41 1.3m 3.0m 5.4m 

5% 36 1.1m 2.7m 4.8m 

10% 30 0.9m 2.3m 4.2m 

15% 24 0.7m 1.9m 3.5m 

20% 18 0.6m 1.4m 2.7m 

25% 12 0.4m 1.0m 1.9m 

* Placements in resource bases / special schools will reduce demand for placements in 

independent settings.   

^ based on independent placement at average of £55k compared with average special / 

resource base placement at £24k (including place funding) 

The current forecast already assumes increased capacity in local special schools of 147 

places over the three years 2020-21 to 2022-23 to meet growth of continuing current trends.   

However mainstream plus could be used to meet some of this demand.  

Longer term, the LA will: 

• develop a profile of pupils with SEND by category, complexity and incidence across 

the age range and across BCP; 

• develop a profile of pupils with SEND and other vulnerable pupils where it is evident 

that the system has not provided for them as it should as reflected by (for e.g.): 

placements in independent and non-maintained settings, special schools and 

alternative provision; EHCPs; exclusions; school non - attendance; children missing 

out on education; 

• map and identify gaps in provision across BCP  

Based on information gained above and any identified gaps: 

• develop an extended offer of provision that ensures sufficiency of places across 

BCP: 

In the short to medium term this will focus on increasing the number of additionally 

resourced places in mainstream schools. 

In the medium to long term, this will consider the need to develop additional capacity (a 

school) across BCP for pupils requiring either more specialist support or a more flexible, 

skills based approach and offer (14 plus) approach. 

8.7. Decision making & accountability 

A greater level of scrutiny is required in relation to key decision points that exist across the 

pre, peri and post statutory assessment process, with the potential for significant financial 

costs. This includes the nature of information, advice and guidance provided to parents/ 

carers as they navigate the SEND system. 

As a result, a review of decision making is needed/ underway to consider practice within and 

across the statutory SEND process in relation to EHCPs; annual reviews; placement 

decision (specialist; additionally resourced; INMMS; other) and tribunals. This will lead to 

stronger decision making and accountability.  
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This work has been initiated through the redesign of the Statutory SEND Service in 

November 2019 and will continue through to implementation in April 2020. 

In addition, there is a need to better understand the information, advice and guidance and 

associated discourses available to parents/carers as they navigate the SEND systems and 

how/when this influences choices about provision and how to effectively promote local, 

community provision. 

To reduce the growth in EHCPs from 12.5% currently would generate the following savings 

(assuming the same profile of growth across types of provision). 

Table 20b – Savings if Growth in EHCPs limited 

Reduction in growth No. fewer EHCPs Saving   2020-21 

Growth reduced by 0.5% to 12% 13 0.2m 

Growth reduced by 2.5% to 10% 61 0.8m 

Growth reduced by 4.5% to 8% 110 1.5m 

Growth reduced by 6.5% to 6% 158 2.1m 

 

8.8. High Cost Placements 

BCP has a number of pupils placed in high cost placements both in authority and out of 

authority. Where possible and appropriate, pupils should be placed within the continuum of 

local, community provision.  

It is important to note that pupils cannot simply be moved from high cost INMSS placement, 

in part due to parental preference, and the need for a local placement to be available. 

We will review the arrangements of those pupils in high cost placements and consider the 

feasibility of returning these pupils to local, community schools, where this is felt to be 

appropriate. 

Greater oversight from the Service Director (Inclusion and Family Services) and the 

introduction of a complex needs panel (as above) will strengthen decision making and 

accountability in this area and prevent inappropriate use of high cost placements. 

8.8.1. The Council’s response to appeals to Tribunal 

Parents, carers have the option to appeal Local Authority decisions if they are unhappy with 

an assessment or outcome of an EHCP.  The national trend for appeals to the SEND 

Tribunal shows a year on year increase as follows: 

2016 – 4725 

2017 – 5640 

2018 – 8000 

90% of appeals are found in favour of the parent, leading to significant costs for LAs.  

Arrangements for appeals across BCP are inconsistent and under developed. Poole has had 

an Appeals and Resolution Officer in post since December 2017. This Officer prepared 

cases for and represented the LA at hearings for the majority of cases. For the more 

complex cases, and where parents are legally represented, Legal Services procure the 

services of a barrister for the hearing. Legal Services also provided generic advice/support 

for some cases. 
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Bournemouth uses a specialist SEN legal firm, Browne Jacobson, for all appeals. This 

included preparation of the case and barrister representation for the hearing.  

Obtaining information across BCP is difficult at this time, however: 

i. formal mediation uptake across BCP is low (by comparison) with more parents 

proceeding straight to lodging an appeal. There is also an increase in parents having 

legal representation. 

 

ii. For those appeals concluded 2018/19 there were overall savings to the Borough of 

Poole of approximately £190,900 by virtue of either the Tribunal Direction, or split of 

costs with Social Care or another LA etc. These savings could be replicated across 

BCP as a whole. 

 

iii. Of 20 concluded appeals in the Borough of Poole in 2018/19, 15 were conceded by 

the LA. However, a number of these were for Refusal to Undertake an Education, 

Health, and Care Assessment, and, nationally, 9 out of 10 of this type of appeal are 

found in favour of the parent. Of these, two of the appeals that were conceded 

achieved agreement for split costs. 3 appeals were upheld by the Tribunal i.e. found 

in favour of the parent, and 2 were dismissed i.e. found in favour of the LA.  

This is evidence that where the LA can demonstrate a robust approach in response to 

appeals, savings (cost avoidance) can be achieved. However, current arrangements across 

BCP need to be reviewed, further developed and a BCP approach established. Options 

being considered at this time include: 

To address this, the post of assistant appeals caseworker has been built in the   prosed 

structure (subject to consultation). This would allow a more proactive approach to resolution 

work with families and schools at a much earlier stage. This would help to resolve issues 

and secure provision parents are happy with. This would reduce the amount of appeals 

lodged in BCP and increase opportunities for mediation with families. 

In addition, it is essential the LA can access specialist SEND legal advice (which is not 

currently available) and representation when required. A single route for this would ensure 

that the LA is receiving the best and most current advice available when considering the 

likelihood of a case being successfully defended. This would enable a robust approach to 

make the requisite funding decisions.  Initial/ early discussion to progress this have been 

held. 

 

8.9. Workforce Development (WFD) 

Any actions taken to improve the capacity / ability of mainstream schools to retain the 

support for children with EHCPs would help move BCP towards the national average of 

54.2% of plans in mainstream schools.  Whilst it would be a combined impact of several 

actions, the saving from moving to the national average split of plans (at existing average 

costs for BCP) would be circa £10m in 2020-21. 

Schools and EY settings need the confidence and skills to support and effectively include 

vulnerable pupils and pupils with SEND. There are a number of ‘offers’ available to schools 

but it is unclear whether they provide what is needed and/ or are ‘fit for purpose’.   

A review of the current WFD offer to schools will be undertaken. This will consider (but is not 

limited to): the schools’ WFD needs; the WFD offer currently available (and to whom); the 
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quality of delivery and evidence of impact. The review will also consider how to maximise the 

delivery of and access to WFD activity, drawing on economies of scale across BCP.   

Based on the review (above), a high quality, children’s workforce development offer for 

schools will be established, with a clear and specific focus on supporting and including 

vulnerable learners and pupils with complex SEND in schools.   

 

8.10. Services and Support for Schools and Early Years Settings 

As universal settings, schools and early years providers are required to support and include 

children with the full range and complexity of need.  These needs are characterised by 

SEND and/or wider vulnerabilities and often challenge staff, who lack appropriate experience 

and expertise in these areas.  It is essential that schools and early years settings can access 

and draw on suitably qualified professionals for advice, guidance and support if pupils are to 

be included in mainstream schools 

An audit will be undertaken to consider the breadth and impact of specialist services and 

support available to schools with a view to developing an overarching offer of specialist 

services to schools and EY settings across the full range of SEND and vulnerable learners. 

This should include a focus on how these services are organised/delivered (and by whom) to 

maximise timely impact. Any such developments should maintain a focus on capacity 

building, identifying and reducing barriers to learning, supporting inclusion and enabling 

schools to be as good as they can be in this area of school improvement. This will be 

undertaken in March/April 2020.  

It is anticipated there are insufficient specialist services available across BCP to support 

schools and with this a need to invest (spend to save) in areas creating challenge and 

pressure across the system. These would be in the areas of social and emotional mental 

health; autism spectrum condition and complex learning difficulties. 

There is a clear and stated expectation that extending this offer to schools will reduce the 

number of pupils requiring more costly/specialist arrangements.  

A number of LAs have successfully developed fully / part traded service delivery models. An 

options appraisal will help to determine how the required level of service delivery can best be 

achieved.  

 

8.11. Curriculum Offer 

A pupil’s experience of school is closely linked to the nature of the curriculum they are 

offered and the way it is developed and delivered. This is particularly true for pupils with 

SEND and vulnerable learners and has the potential to either support or destabilise school 

placements.  

Action: Work with partners and stakeholders to review curriculum options across the age 

range in response to the challenges experienced both by vulnerable learners and pupils with 

SEND.  As part of this to identify opportunities to introduce:  

• differentiated curriculum options for pupils with more complex needs to support 

mainstream learning opportunities; 

• broad and flexible 14+ curriculum and college options for pupils at KS4 (in particular) 

who find it difficult to engage with and participate in ‘traditional’ curriculum/ teaching and 

learning. 
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Options and the benefits arising from this piece of work would be realised with effect from 

September 2020.   

 

8.12. Inclusion – Culture, Values, Approach 

There is a need to achieve consensus across the system (schools; EY settings; parents; 

wider professional groups; the VCS; politically etc.)  that supporting and including pupils in 

their local community schools - where this is both possible and proportionate in response - is 

the right thing to do.  There is some tension in respect of this view and this sits on a 

continuum often shaped by personal, professional and organisational culture and values. 

However (and in addition), where a school wide system is supported to provide high quality 

early intervention and support, it can in turn bring financial benefits, as the need to escalate 

concerns and/or secure high cost placements can be reduced. In progressing the following 

are proposed and/or in in progress: 

i. Develop partnerships with schools that enable 2-way support and challenge and with 

this shared responsibility for key areas of inclusion. The use of shared KPIs would 

support this.  A school led conference on 25/11/19 will start this joint work. 

ii. Explore opportunities for schools to review and develop their approach to inclusion 

as part of broader school improvement activity. 

iii. Build on established BCP networks (SENCos, middle leaders etc.) and extend 

development and support that focuses on promoting inclusive attitudes, practice and 

pedagogy. 

iv. Look to introduce restorative based approaches.  This whole school approach will 

support schools in adopting more inclusive approaches both for pupils and parents/ 

carers.    

 

Areas for development (a-h above) will be captured within the Area SEND Improvement Plan 

(in development) and delivered through a series of task and finish groups. Progress will be 

monitored through the multi-agency SEND Transformation Board. 

 

In recent years some schools, particularly those protected through the MPPFLs, have seen 

significant increases in their per pupil funding. However, the HN data does not show a 

noticeable impact of this on both the growth in EHCP prevalence, as well as increased 

inclusivity of EHCP pupils within a mainstream setting. The inclusions strategy would aim for 

outcomes that slow, or even reduce the growth in EHCP prevalence, as well as resulting a 

greater proportion of EHCP pupils remaining in mainstream schools, particularly where 

schools see per pupil increases through the local funding formula. 

 

8.13. Alternative Provision 

The AP budget has grown significantly in recent years mostly as a result of growth in 

permanently excluded pupils. Table 21 below shows the relevance rate of permanent 

exclusions across BCP compared to national. Secondary prevalence has doubled between 

2015/16 to 2018/19 and is now over two times the National average, which has itself grown 

by 33% in the same time period.  
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Table 21 – Permanent exclusions across BCP schools since 2014/15 

Key Stage Measure 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 

Primary 
Count 6 8 3 7 7 

Prevalence/ 10,000 2.4 3.1 0.8 2.6 2.6 

Secondary 

(Years 7-

14) 

Count 53 53 70 95 109 

Prevalence/ 10,000 24.2 23.6 30.4 43.5 47.4 

National Prevalence/ 

10,000 
15 17 20 20 NA 

 

Table 21 shows how the prevalence rate (expressed as a rate per 10,000 of the relevant 

school phase pupil population in BCP schools) of permanent exclusions from secondary 

schools across BCP has doubled between 2015/16 to 2018/19.  

The budget forecast assumes circa 225 pupils in AP over 2020-21, which is minimal growth 

from 2019-20. The average cost of a place in AP is c £20k.  i.e. a reduction in 10 pupils in 

AP would be an annual saving of £0.2m. BCP will be consulting with schools in early 2020 

concerning an enhancement to the financial adjustment to a schools budget share following 

the permanent exclusion of a pupil, will would result in increased funding following the pupil 

according to the pupil specific circumstances and whether the pupil was excluded before or 

after the October (funding reference) census of that financial year. 

QUESTION 6 

 

Do you have any suggestions on any other area(s) where spend on high needs pupils can be 

reduced without breaching statutory requirements? 

 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

If yes, please provide details of this/ these 

  

QUESTION 5 

Is it fairer to adequately resource the High Needs budget as per Appendix 6? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

please provide further comments here 

 



Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole School Funding Consultation 2020-21 
 

42 
 

 

 

QUESTION 7 

Up to what level of transfer from the Schools Block would you support? (please provide a tick 

against the level you agree). The percentages are the proportion of Schools Block funding. Please 

provide any rationale behind your decision. 

  
Yes/ 
No 

Rationale 

a 
 
No Transfer 
 

  

b 

Up to 0.5% - Schools Forum level 
of approval without need for 
further consideration by the 
Secretary of State. 

  

c 
Up to 1.1% - same level as 2019-
20 

  

d 

Up to 2.2% - equal to the 
combined Schools Block transfer 
plus the one- off council 
contribution 

  

e 

Up to 3.9%  - potential to meet 
full projected budget 
requirement (with no further 
savings) 

  

f 
 
Other 
 

  

 

QUESTION 8a 

If you do not support a transfer that would provide a balanced budget under Table 17, do you 

agree that it is reasonable to expect schools to implement initiatives to support closing the High 

Needs Funding gap? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

If yes, please provide details of these initiatives, and how they could be monitored. Such 

initiatives would be expected to result in movement towards the national EHCP profile as per 

Tables 19a and b, and to reduce permanent exclusions towards the National average. 
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9. Growth Fund 

 
9.1. The local authority is required to produce criteria through which growth funding is 

allocated, that must be agreed by the Schools Forum. Growth funding can be allocated 
for the following:  

• support growth in pre-16 pupil numbers to meet basic need 

• support additional classes needed to meet the infant class size regulation 
 

9.2. Growth funding is within the LAs schools block (SB) NFF allocation. Since 2019-20, this 
funding is allocated to the LA using a formulaic method based on lagged growth data. The 
amount allocated in 2019-20 was £1.806m. The allocation for 2020-21 is not yet known, 
although provisional estimates suggest this may be as high as £2.48M. 
 

9.3. Growth funding is provided to schools under local optional and national statutory 
arrangements. It is statutory to provide growth through the all funding formula factors for 
new and growing schools, where the school is either new or has changes its age range, 
and does not yet have all year groups open. There are two schools in BCP that qualify for 
this. This funding is not considered in the growth fund options below, since the LA are 
required to fund this growth in a specific way. The cost to BCP of implicit growth is 
expected to be approximately £320k. 
 

9.4. Two options are proposed for local optional Growth Funding in 2020-21 as follows: 

OPTION 1 

Fund existing growth according to the 2019-20 growth fund policy that is provided in 
Appendix 9. New growth is funded under the proposed 2020-21 policy that is also 
provided in Appendix 9. The cost to the growth fund under this option for 2020-21 is 
forecast to be £670k 

OPTION 2 

Fund existing and new growth according to the proposed new growth fund policy. The 
cost to the growth fund under this option for 2020-21 is forecast to be £766k. 

9.5. Difference between the two options 

There is a single difference between the two options, and that is a change from  

QUESTION 8b 

Do you agree that should funding remain with schools rather than be transferred to the HN 

block for 2020-21, and there is no clear evidence the High Needs funding gap is closing as a 

result, the LA should consider a greater transfer to HN in 2021-22, and that you would support 

such a transfer? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

If No, please provide further details 
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• funding permanent expansion additional pupils at the relevant Basic Entitlement rate, 
to 

• funding them at the relevant basic entitlement rate plus an average of the additional 
factors attracted by pupils already at the school.  
 

9.6. The difference is a cost reduction of £97k under option 1. This funding could be made 
available elsewhere in the formula, or to support any agreed transfer to High Needs.  
 

9.7. Whilst there is no requirement to set a growth fund, there is an expectation that a growth 
fund is established to support at the least, in some way, pupil growth requested by the LA 
to meet basic need. It would also be disingenuous to stop paying, or significantly reduce 
the payments, for existing growth that is working its way through the school.  

 

9.8. For 2019-20, considerable growth funding is being paid for Secondary growth that was 
requested in Sep 2019 at schools for which the growth did not materialise. Rather, the 
pupil growth appeared in schools that admitted pupils over their Published Admission 
Number. The legacy Poole growth funding policy did not fund growth where this did not 
ultimately materialise. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTION 9a 

 

Do you support funding growth under Option 1 or 2 in 9.4? 

☐ Option 1 

☐ Option 2 

☐ Other 

If Other, please provide  further details below: 

 
 

  

QUESTION 9b 

 

Do you support funding growth that has been requested by the LA but that does not materialise 

in a school? 

 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

Please provide your reasons/ provide further details for your choice below: 
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10. Central Schools Services Block   
 

10.1. Funding and Draft Budget 2020-21 

 

 It is proposed to allocate the central services block funding to the LA for the related 

services.  A national formula was introduced for 2018-19 to determine LA allocations for on-

going central service for all schools. It is largely based on pupil numbers but with an 

allowance to reflect relative levels of deprivation across LAs. There is a protection 

arrangement in places with BCP higher levels of historic spend being protected with a 

maximum reduction of 2.5% per year. Other funding in this block is for historic commitments 

at cost for 2019-20 but this decreases by 20% in 2020-21.   Services for maintained schools 

only are not included in the Central Schools Services Block as described in section 3.    

Central School Services are statutory duties of the LA but the allocation to budgets is 

decided by Schools Forum. The draft budget for these services is as follows. 

 

Table 22: Central School Services 2020-21 

Central School Services 2019-20 
£000’s 

Savings 
£000’s 

2020-21 
£000’s 

School admissions 750 (118) 632 

Licences purchased by DfE 265 (35) 230 

Servicing Schools Forum 30 (12) 18 

Ex ESG services all schools 726 59 785 

Premature retirements (ex DCC) 16 4 20 

Commitments - ASD Base / other 275 0 275 

Total Expenditure 2,062 (102) 1,960 

Estimated Funding 2,062 
(Actual) 

(102) 1,960 
(Estimated) 

 

10.2. School Admissions and Servicing of the Schools Forum 

 Any further reduction would require schools to consider how individually they manage the 

Schools Admissions Forum or school admissions process in the absence of coordinated 

arrangements.  The budget for pupil placement panel (operated by legacy Bournemouth) for 

hard to place pupils) is not continuing with funding instead redirected to the ex ESG services 

to increase the education welfare service and support for excluded pupils as part of the high 

needs budget financial strategy. 

 

The Schools Forum Budget supports the cost of the meeting itself and attendance of   early 

years voluntary and private sector members at sub group meetings.  

 

10.3. DfE Licenses 

The list of licences negotiated on behalf of all schools by the DfE is to be included in the 

budget 2020-21 consultation. However, the LA has no influence over which licenses are 

included or the level of the DfE change on the DSG.    

The list of licenses included in the charge is the same as last year as follows: 

 

Christian Copyright Licensing International (CCLI) 

Copyright Licensing Agency (CLA)  

Education Recording Agency ERA)  

Filmbank Distributers Ltd (For the PVSL)  
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Mechanical Copyright Protection Society (MCPS)  

Motion Picture Licensing Company (MPLC)  

Newspaper Licensing Agency (NLA)  

Performing Rights Society (PRS)  

Phonographic Performance Limited (PPL)  

Schools Printed Music Licence (SPML 

 

 

10.4. Ex ESG Services   

These services are LA statutory duties on behalf of all schools, including academies and 

special schools. The proposed budget allocations have been increased as noted above. The 

list of these services is included in Appendix 5 alongside the different duties for maintained 

schools only for clarity.    

Ex ESG Services  2019-20 
£000’s 

Savings 
£000’s 

2020-21 
£000’s 

Statutory and Regulatory Duties  346 (55) 291 

Education Welfare   300 114 414 

Asset Management 80 0 80 

Total Ex ESG services all schools 726 59 785 

 

If this level of funding is not allocated to support the LA costs then the consequences could 

be that:  

• Activity supporting the Learning Partnership would need to be reduced.  

• Support for pupils with poor school attendance could be reduced. 

• Support to schools with basic need capital projects would reduce. 

• Central activity is reduced in SEND capital projects forming part of the BCP high 

needs action plan.  

• Potential capital bidding rounds could be left unsupported with lost opportunity of 

drawing government funds into Poole. As an illustration of activity, in a previous year 

support was provided to early years private providers in bidding successfully for 

expansion projects. 

 

10.5. Historic Commitments  

The historic commitment of £275k is only funded by the DfE in 2020-21 at 80%, and is 

funding to repay prudential borrowing taken out by the legacy Bournemouth Council to fund 

the Springwood scheme. Springwood is an expansion of Linwood Special School on a 

separate campus that provides Autism Spectral Disorder provision for 54 pre-16 places and 

6 post-16 places.  

 

 

QUESTION 10 

 

Do you have any comments on the budgets in the LA Central Services Block? 
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11. Section for Maintained Schools Only - LA Funding for Services for 

Maintained Schools  
 

11.1. LA Duties for Maintained Schools 

The DfE stopped funding the LA from September 2017 for services to be provided to 

maintained schools only, with funding instead to be provided from maintained school budget 

shares. These duties are those that pass to academies on conversion. This decision is to be 

made collectively by maintained school members of the SF only with it not impacting on 

budgets for academies or other DSG areas.  

 

Appendix 4 provides the details of how the funding mechanisms are to work with a 

comparison of these maintained school services and those supplied to all schools funded 

from the Central School Services Block considered in Section 10). 

 

11.1.1. Proposed Maintained School Central Retentions for the year April 2020 to March 

2021  

The proposed per pupil (mainstream) and per place (specialist) rates for central retentions are 
unchanged from 2019-20.  These derived a total allocation of £200k. An allocation for each 
service for the 12- month period from April 2020 is scheduled in Table 23 below: 

 

Table 23: LA Budget for Maintained School Statutory Duties April 2019 to March 2020 

Service 
Budget 

Retained 
£000’s 

Statutory & Regulatory Duties:  

Education and Service Planning - including appointment of 

governors, government data returns, functions under the equality act, 

legal services advice, handling complaints, academy conversion 

support. 

75 

Finance & Audit - Production of budget schedules and payment of 

funding allocations and DfE grants, consolidation of annual accounts 

and quarterly returns. CFR advice, best value and procurement 

advice, scheme of financing maintained schools, Internal audit, 

banking and treasury, financial regulations adaptation for schools 

(e.g. delegation of some CFO approvals to school governors).  

40 

Human Resources - Employee investigations, pension 

administration, pay scales and conditions of service, TU negotiations 

for local government employees, support for school improvement 

activities.  

20 

Total Statutory & Regulatory  135 

Asset Management - premises management support, including 

condition surveys and liaison with dioceses for VA schools, asbestos 

risk management, general health & safety duty as an employer.  DfE 

bids for condition grants and LA staff support relating to condition 

works.  

52 

Monitoring National Curriculum Assessments 13 

Total All Duties to be agreed £200k 
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11.1.2. Proposed Rates per Pupil and Per Place  2020-21 

The proposed rates per pupil and per place are as follows: 

  Proposed Rate 2020/21 

Mainstream School rate per pupil 22.89 

Specialist Provider rate per place 97.27 

The multiplier for specialist provider places is 4.25 as used by the DfE in the previous 

funding mechanism.  

11.1.3. Estimated Amounts for the 12-month period 2020-21 

The amounts for each maintained school for the 12 month period (should they remain 
maintained throughout) would be as set out on Table 24: 

Table 24: Indicative Proposed Maintained School Central Retentions 
 (based on 2019-20 pupils and place numbers which will be updated in final 

allocations) 

Maintained Mainstream NOR Retention £ 

Hillbourne Primary School 274 6,272 

Poole High School 1,565 35,823 

St Edward's RC / C of E School 900 20,601 

Corpus Christi Catholic Primary School 428 9,797 

St Katharine's Church of England Primary School 500 11,445 

St Walburga's Catholic Primary School 479 10,964 

Mudeford Community Infant School 179 4,097 

Christchurch Infant School 357 8,172 

Burton Church of England Primary School 340 7,783 

St Joseph's Catholic Primary School, Christchurch 208 4,761 

Mudeford Junior School 265 6,066 

The Priory Church of England Primary School 211 4,830 

Highcliffe St Mark Primary School * 611 13,986 

Somerford Primary School 311 7,119 

 6,628 151,715 

   

Maintained Specialist Places Places Retention £ 

Winchelsea Special 130 12,645 

Christchurch Learning Centre  48 4,669 

Linwood Special 318 30,932 

 496 48,246    

Proposed Contribution BCP  £199,961 

If the retention is not supported in full maintained schools could see some services move to 
a fully chargeable basis where possible. For example, the revenue costs of support for 
capital projects would need to be paid for by schools individually as they benefit from the 
grant available to the LA. This could impact on an individual school’s ability to access capital 
funding to resolve premises issues.   Some services are behind the scenes and the LA has 
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no ability not to provide (such as to comply with accounting regulations, paying budget 
shares, and completing data returns) and individual charging would be an inefficient use of 
time for both school staff and the LA.  Other charges could need to apply to support a school 
facing a crisis with this not in the best interest of either party.   

11.1.4. Conversion to Academy Status  

As schools convert to academy status the central retention works as follows: 

School Conversion Period Funding for statutory services  

On or before 1 April 2020 • LA does not retain from school budget share    

2 April 2019 to 31 March 2021  • LA retains agreed school budget up to 
conversion date (e.g. conversion on 1 January 
2021 LA retains 9/12ths)     

• Academy keeps the budget after conversion 
date, to provide its own new statutory functions 
or contribute to those of its Multi Academy Trust.  

 

11.2. De-delegated School Duties 

It is also possible for the LA to provide centrally for a small range of services and costs 

where the statutory duty remains with maintained schools (for example, checking eligibility of 

pupils for free school meals). Funding can be provided to the LA through de-delegation of 

individual maintained mainstream school budget shares with agreement through the SF for 

each phase separately.  

De-delegation does not apply for special schools or alternative provision.  The shadow BCP 

council did not propose de-delegation for 2019-20 and no proposals are being brought 

forward for 2020-21. 

Where it can be efficient to provide centrally for all schools (maintained and academy, both 

mainstream and specialist) traded services can be established for consideration by all 

schools individually. BCP currently offer a service level agreement for checking free school 

meal eligibility. 

 

 

11.3. Traded Services  

As in the current year a number of services may be offered only to maintained schools as 
provision centrally complements our statutory duties summarised in Table 23. This 
includes, for example, the being within the Council’s group banking arrangements.    

It is also expected that all maintained schools will continue in the central insurance 
arrangements although this funding is delegated to schools. Exceptionally it may depend 

QUESTION 11 

Do you have any comments about the proposals for Maintained Schools only?   
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on historic claims history, but in this event the Council will support a separate procurement 
as the LA has a duty to ensure school arrangements are satisfactory. Insurance costs are 
charged to schools, largely according to pupil numbers.  

A brochure of the BCP offer for other services will be available later in the year.  

 

12. Next Steps  

A summary of consultation questions is included at Appendix 8. The consultation closes on 

10th January 2020 but earlier responses are welcomed.  

Please respond either using  

• the online survey link which has been provided separately in an email sent on 

Monday 15th December. 

• or using the Consultation Response Form that can be provided on request, as 

follows:   

E-mail return to consultation@bcpcouncil.gov.uk  

Or Post to:  

Jacqui Phillips  

Schools Commissioning,  

Quality and Commissioning,  

E3 Bournemouth Town Hall  

Bournemouth   

BH2 6EB  

   

Responses will be collated and considered at the Schools Forum meeting on 17th January 

2020 where the level of any transfer to high needs will be decided and recommendations 

made for the mainstream school’s formula.   The Schools Forum will also make final 

decisions on the level of the Growth Fund and Central Services supporting schools at this 

meeting.   

 

Schools Forum recommendations and comments from schools will be taken into account by 

full Council BCP on 18th February 2020.  Schools Forum will receive a report at the January 

2019 meeting detailing the outcome of the agreed mainstream formula for 2020-21 and final 

schools budget calculations to be sent to the ESFA taking into account the October 2019 

census. 

 

 

QUESTION 12 

Any there any further comments you would like to make about any issues within the scope of 

this consultation?  

 

mailto:consultation@bcpcouncil.gov.uk
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Appendix 1  

NFF Factor Values and total National spend in 2020-21 
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NFF applied to BCP schools   Appendix 2
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School Level Impact of Transfer Options    Appendix 3 
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Appendix 4 

Funding for Maintained School Education Services  

De-delegations and Central Retentions from Maintained School Budget Shares 

1. Introduction 
 

It is important to distinguish between different categories of services for schools: 

  

1. Maintained schools only de-delegated services funded from the individual 
maintained mainstream school budget share  
 

These are services where the LA has no statutory duty to provide for maintained 

schools. These services can continue to be provided centrally by the LA with 

funding withheld from mainstream school budget shares through de-delegation. 

This is applicable for maintained mainstream schools only, with the 

arrangements for maintained special and AP providers to be the same as those for 

academies. Schools Forum makes the decision on behalf of all maintained schools 

by primary and secondary phases separately.    

  

2. Maintained schools only central retention services funded from the individual 
maintained school budget share and place funding.  
 

These are services where the LA retains a statutory duty to undertake activity 

to support maintained schools. These services are to be funded from central 

retention of school budget shares. This is applicable for all maintained 

mainstream, special and AP schools. Schools Forum makes the decision on 

behalf of all maintained schools collectively.     

 

3. All schools centrally provided statutory services funded from the DSG Central 
Schools Services Block. Schools Forum makes the decision on behalf of all 
schools. These statutory services are included within the appendix to show how 
they differ from those in paragraph 2 for maintained schools only. These services 
will be considered in a separate paper for a later meeting.  
  

4. Traded Services for all schools are decided individually by maintained schools 
and academies that are not statutory duties of the LA and do not form part of the 
Schools Forum business.  
       

Where Schools Forum make the decision the relevant schools only (by phase or 

collectively) are able to vote.  

 

This appendix considers only services in paragraphs 1 and 2 for maintained schools only.    
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2. De-delegated Services for Maintained Schools 
 

2.1. Extract from DfE Guidance: 

De-delegated services 

De-delegated services are for maintained schools only; funding for de-delegated 

services must be allocated through the formula but can be passed back, or ‘de-

delegated’, for maintained mainstream primary and secondary schools with schools 

forum approval. 

De-delegation does not apply to special schools, nursery schools, or PRUs. 

Where de-delegation has been agreed for maintained primary and secondary schools, 

our presumption is that the local authority will offer the service on a buy-back basis to 

those schools and academies in their area which are not covered by the de-delegation. 

In the case of special schools and PRUs, the funding to buy such services will be 

included in any top-up payments. 

Any decisions made to de-delegate in 2019-20 related to that year only; new decisions 

will be required for any service to be de-delegated in 2020-21. 

Schools forum members for primary maintained schools and secondary maintained 

schools must decide separately for each phase whether the service should be provided 

centrally; the decision will apply to all maintained mainstream schools in that phase. 

They must decide on fixed contributions for these services so that funding can then be 

removed from the formula before school budgets are issued. There may be different 

decisions for each phase.   

The full list of services in this category is in paragraph 167.3 in the guidance.  BCP is 

not proposing to undertake any de-delegation of maintained mainstream school budget 

shares. 

FSM eligibility checking 

An SLA is currently available to all maintained schools and academies for FSM 

eligibility checking and this is planned to continue in 2020-21.    

3. Central Retention Services for Maintained Schools 

3.1. These services were previously funded by the Education Services Grant (ESG) with 
academies receiving their own funding for these services. The ESG ended for LAs 
and new academy conversions from September 2017 with the grant winding out for 
existing academies through transitional protection.    

3.2. Extract from DfE Guidance   

Services for maintained schools 

Local authorities can fund some services relating to maintained schools only from 

maintained school budget shares, with the agreement of maintained school members 

of the schools forum. 
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The relevant maintained schools members of the schools forum (primary, secondary, 

special, and pupil referral units (PRUs)) should agree the amount the local authority 

will retain. 

 

If the local authority and schools forum are unable to reach a consensus on the amount 

to be retained by the local authority, the matter can be referred to the Secretary of 

State. 

 

Local authorities should set a single rate per 5 to 16 year old pupil for all mainstream 

maintained schools, both primary and secondary; in the interests of simplicity, this 

should be deducted from basic entitlement funding. 

 

We will not allow adjustments to other factors, and the rate will not include early years 

or post-16 pupils, who are funded through different formula. 

 

Local authorities can choose to establish differential rates for special schools and 

PRUs if the cost of fulfilling the duty is substantially different for these schools. The 

rate will be expressed per-place rather than per pupil for special schools and PRUs. 

 

As with de-delegation, the amount to be held by the local authority will be determined 

after MFG has been applied. 

 

If a school converts to academy status, ESFA will recoup the amount retained for that 

school from the local authority’s DSG for the remaining months of the financial year 

that the school is an academy. 

 

Local authorities should provide sufficient evidence to their schools forum to enable 

them to make an informed decision on the amount of funding to be held centrally, 

including a comparison where relevant between those relating to all schools, and those 

for maintained schools only. Also to be included:   

• consequences for the funding and delivery of each of the services provided, if 
the request was not approved 

• the impact on individual school budgets, and their overall financial position 

• the impact on the local authority if the amount was not held centrally 

• an equalities impact assessment carried out to assess the impact of the central 
retention of the funding on children or other people who have one or more of 
the protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010 
 

The split of services between responsibilities local authorities hold for all schools, and 

those that relate to maintained schools only are shown in the appendix. 
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Appendix 5 

LA Statutory Education Functions 2020-21  

Statutory and regulatory duties  

Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• Director of children’s services and 
personal staff for director (Sch 2, 15a) 

• Planning for the education service as a 
whole (Sch 2, 15b) 

• Revenue budget preparation, preparation 
of information on income and 
expenditure relating to education, and 
external audit relating to education (Sch 
2, 22) 

• Authorisation and monitoring of 
expenditure not met from schools’ 
budget shares (Sch 2, 15c) 

• Formulation and review of local authority 
schools funding formula (Sch 2, 15d) 

• Internal audit and other tasks related to 
the authority’s chief finance officer’s 
responsibilities under Section 151 of 
LGA 1972 except duties specifically 
related to maintained schools (Sch 2, 
15e) 

• Consultation costs relating to non-
staffing issues (Sch 2, 19) 

• Plans involving collaboration with other 
LA services or public or voluntary bodies 
(Sch 2, 15f) 

• Standing Advisory Committees for 
Religious Education (SACREs) (Sch 2, 
17) 

• Provision of information to or at the 
request of the Crown other than relating 
specifically to maintained schools (Sch 2, 
21) 

• Functions of LA related to best value 
and provision of advice to governing 
bodies in procuring goods and services 
(Sch 2, 57) 

• Budgeting and accounting functions 
relating to maintained schools (Sch 2, 
74) 

• Authorisation and monitoring of 
expenditure in respect of schools which 
do not have delegated budgets, and 
related financial administration (Sch 2, 
58) 

• Monitoring of compliance with 
requirements in relation to the scheme 
for financing schools and the provision 
of community facilities by governing 
bodies (Sch 2, 59) 

• Internal audit and other tasks related to 
the authority’s chief finance officer’s 
responsibilities under Section 151 of 
LGA 1972 for maintained schools (Sch 
2, 60) 

• Functions made under Section 44 of the 
2002 Act (Consistent Financial 
Reporting) (Sch 2, 61) 

• Investigations of employees or potential 
employees, with or without 
remuneration to work at or for schools 
under the direct management of the 
headteacher or governing body (Sch 2, 
62)  

• Functions related to local government 
pensions and administration of 
teachers’ pensions in relation to staff 
working at maintained schools under 
the direct management of the 
headteacher or governing body (Sch 2, 
73) 

• Retrospective membership of pension 
schemes where it would not be 
appropriate to expect a school to meet 
the cost (Sch 2, 76) 

• HR duties, including: advice to schools 
on the management of staff, pay 
alterations, conditions of service and 
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Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

composition or organisation of staff (Sch 
2, 64); determination of conditions of 
service for non-teaching staff (Sch 2, 
65); appointment or dismissal of 
employee functions (Sch 2, 66) 

• Consultation costs relating to staffing 
(Sch 2, 67) 

• Compliance with duties under Health 
and Safety at Work Act (Sch 2, 68) 

• Provision of information to or at the 
request of the Crown relating to schools 
(Sch 2, 69) 

• School companies (Sch 2, 70) 

• Functions under the Equality Act 2010 
(Sch 2, 71) 

• Establish and maintaining computer 
systems, including data storage (Sch 2, 
72) 

• Appointment of governors and payment 
of governor expenses (Sch 2, 73) 

Table a: Central services responsibilities held by local authorities (statutory and regulatory 

duties) 

Education welfare 

Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• Functions in relation to the exclusion of 
pupils from schools, excluding any 
provision of education to excluded pupils 
(Sch 2, 20) 

• School attendance (Sch 2, 16) 

• Responsibilities regarding the 
employment of children (Sch 2, 18) 

• Inspection of attendance registers (Sch 
2, 79) 

Table b: Central services responsibilities held by local authorities (education welfare) 

Asset management 

Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• Management of the LA’s capital 
programme including preparation and 
review of an asset management plan, 
and negotiation and management of 
private finance transactions (Sch 2, 14a) 

• General landlord duties for all 
maintained schools (Sch 2, 77a & b 
(section 542(2)) Education Act 1996; 
School Premises Regulations 2012) to 
ensure that school buildings have: 
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Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• General landlord duties for all buildings 
owned by the local authority, including 
those leased to academies (Sch 2, 14b) 

• appropriate facilities for pupils and 
staff (including medical and 
accommodation) 

• the ability to sustain appropriate 
loads 

• reasonable weather resistance 

• safe escape routes 

• appropriate acoustic levels 

• lighting, heating and ventilation which 
meets the required standards 

• adequate water supplies and 
drainage 

• playing fields of the appropriate 
standards 

• General health and safety duty as an 
employer for employees and others who 
may be affected (Health and Safety at 
Work etc. Act 1974) 

• Management of the risk from asbestos 
in community school buildings (Control 
of Asbestos Regulations 2012) 

Table c: Central services responsibilities held by local authorities (asset management) 

Central support services 

Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• No functions • Clothing grants (Sch 2, 53) 

• Provision of tuition in music, or on other 
music-related activities (Sch 2, 54) 

• Visual, creative and performing arts 
(Sch 2, 55) 

• Outdoor education centres (but not 
centres mainly for the provision of 
organised games, swimming or 
athletics) (Sch 2, 56) 
BCP do not plan to start providing these 

services 

Table d: Central services responsibilities held by local authorities (central support services) 
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Premature retirement and redundancy 

Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• No functions • Dismissal or premature retirement when 
costs cannot be charged to maintained 
schools (Sch 2, 78) 

Table e: Central services responsibilities held by local authorities (premature retirement and 

redundancy) 

Monitoring national curriculum assessment 

Responsibilities held for all schools Responsibilities held for maintained 

schools only 

• No functions • Monitoring of National Curriculum 
assessments (Sch 2, 75) 

Table f: Central services responsibilities held by local authorities (monitoring national 

curriculum assessment) 
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 2019-20 Budget  2019-20 Forecast  2020-21 Forecast 

Appendix 6: HN spend forecast   Average    Average    Average 

 FTE Cost Top-Up  FTE Cost Top-Up  FTE Cost Top-Up 

Independent 81.00 4,888,309 60,349  117.64 6,374,908 54,190  159.07 8,792,501 55,273 

Non-Maintained Special Schools 155.40 5,533,402 35,607  150.37 5,566,058 37,016  158.12 5,852,924 37,016 

Independent & Non-Maintained 236.40 10,421,712 44,085  268.01 11,940,966 44,554  317.19 14,645,426 46,172 

Colleges 267.00 807,549 3,025  242.67 1,428,131 5,885  290.08 1,707,191 5,885 

Independent Colleges 55.00 2,824,706 51,358  41.50 2,146,642 51,722  41.50 2,189,402 52,752 

Post 16 322.00 3,632,255 11,280  284.17 3,574,773 12,580  331.59 3,896,594 11,751 

Special Schools 733.00 9,158,158 12,494  736.33 10,173,504 13,816  782.38 10,809,654 13,816 

Mainstream 776.27 2,197,512 2,831  798.25 2,428,733 3,043  870.50 2,648,557 3,043 

Special Units / Mainstream Plus / Bases 32.00 472,776 14,774  24.71 415,335 16,808  25.44 427,634 16,808 

Mainstream and Special Units 808.27 2,670,288 3,304  822.96 2,844,069 3,456  895.21 3,063,892 3,423 

Medical / Therapies 7.00 113,893 16,270  7.75 98,558 12,717  8.58 109,118 12,717 

Bespoke 77.00 1,345,227 17,470  120.52 2,000,593 16,600  210.90 3,571,059 16,932 

Pre-School 3.00 36,000 12,000  21.55 140,431 6,515  21.55 140,431 6,515 

PLACEMENTS BY BCP 2,186.67 27,377,533 12,520  2,261.30 30,772,894 13,609  2,567.41 36,236,173 14,114 

Zero Top-up 179.00 0 0  142.99 11,461 80  139.10 11,461 82 

LAC - EHCP agreed by OLA  0.00 0 #DIV/0!  4.50 171,406 38,090  4.50 171,406 38,090 

TOTAL EHCPs 2,365.67 27,377,533 11,573  2,408.79 30,955,761 12,851  2,711.00 36,419,039 13,434 

Commissioned Services  1,503,800    1,503,800    1,841,000  
0-5 High Needs   712,000    712,000    612,000  
Inclusion & Out of School  241,000    241,000    241,000  
PLACES 18/19  9,414,768    8,343,110    8,836,873  
TOTAL SEN   39,249,101      41,755,670      47,949,912   

AP - Medical 32.00 345,374 10,793  41.59 463,248 11,139  41.59 463,248 11,139 

AP - PEX 189.00 2,221,223 11,753  148.20 2,033,039 13,719  148.20 2,033,039 13,719 

AP - Other 9.00 105,777 11,753  9.02 161,200 17,871  9.02 161,200 17,871 

Pupil Reintegration Programme  0    17,500    0  
Cross Border Hospital  25.00 460,525 18,421   460,525    460,525  
Hospital  128,000    128,000    128,000  
PLACES 18/19  1,170,000    1,170,000    1,170,000  
TOTAL AP   4,430,899      4,433,511      4,416,011   

TOTAL HNB   43,680,000      46,189,181      52,365,923   

Total Funding Available  43,680,000    43,981,000    42,627,761  
Shortfall  0    2,208,181    9,738,162  
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Appendix 7 

 

2019-20 BCP growth fund policy, and proposed 2020-21 policy 

  

For 2019-20 growth is funded according to the legacy LA policies. A proposed policy is 

provided for 2020-21. These can be found in the Schools Forum report linked to here, in 

agenda item 9: BCP growth funding policy 2020-21 

 

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4076/Public%20reports%20pack%2025th-

Sep-2019%2008.00%20Schools%20Forum.pdf?T=10 

New schools to meet basic need 

The LA recommend post start-up and diseconomy of scale funding for new/ growing schools 
as follows: 

Part 1:  Diseconomy of scale funding  

Empty Cohorts 6 5 4 3 2 1 MAX 

Primary £80,500 £67,500 £54,000 £40,500 £27,000 £13,500 £283,000 

Secondary     £125,000 £93,500 £62,500 £31,000 £312,000 

All through 

primary 
£140,500 £117,811 £94,248 £70,686 £47,124 £23,562  £493,931 

All through 

secondary 
    £185,000 £138,380 £92,500 £45,880 £461,760  

 

Part 2: Resource Funding: £7,500 per FE added annually. 

A summary of the proposed arrangements for new/ existing growth in 2020-21 is provided 
below: 

Temporary Expansions (Bulge Classes) 

The LA will provide Basic Entitlement (BE) funding for the relevant phase for any additional 
places prorated for the period September to March. This is on the basis that an additional FE 
will be funded at 30 places.  

Regarding any retrospective adjustments to the funding, once the bulge has passed through 
the school: 

The proposed policy does not apply any adjustment based on the actual number of pupils that 

end up on-roll in the class, or any other pupil number measure. 

Permanent Expansions 

It is not expected in the foreseeable future for a permanently expanding school to reduce their 

PAN to pre-expansion levels.  

Option 1: Provide growth funding by considering Basic Entitlement only. Each FE will be 

based on 30 pupils, funded for the period Sep – Mar. 

Option 2: Provide growth funding by considering all formula factors, not just Basic Entitlement. 

This is achieved by taking an average prevalence rate across all pupils-led factors by 

increasing pupil numbers accordingly. Each FE will be based on 30 pupils, funded for the 

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4076/Public%20reports%20pack%2025th-Sep-2019%2008.00%20Schools%20Forum.pdf?T=10
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4076/Public%20reports%20pack%2025th-Sep-2019%2008.00%20Schools%20Forum.pdf?T=10
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4076/Public%20reports%20pack%2025th-Sep-2019%2008.00%20Schools%20Forum.pdf?T=10


Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole School Funding Consultation 2020-21 
 

71 
 

period Sep – Mar. Such funding will be provided through implicit growth in the formula, rather 

than the explicit growth fund.  

Minor Variation to pupil numbers 

The LA could fund growth for: 

• Infant class sizes exceeding an agreed threshold due to exempt pupils,  

• KS 2 classes exceeding a threshold 

• Secondary places required where growth is not able to be contained within PAN. 

• Other growth/ pupil number variations that have been requested by the local authority. 

The proposal is not to fund minor variations to pupil numbers. 

Falling Rolls Fund  

The LA are not proposing to implement a falling rolls fund for 2020-21, which is no change 
from 2019-20. 

Funding to meet infant class size legislation 

This is funding to support the opening of KS 1 classes where overall pupils numbers exceed 
a multiple of 30, by a minimum number of pupils. For example, if a school with a PAN of 90 
admits 66 pupils and as a result must open a 3th class rather than only 2 classes of 33 in each, 
funding could be provided to support this. 

The proposal is to not provide funding through this route. Previously the LA considered this a 
significant issue only to small schools, with all relevant BCP schools of sufficient size to be 
able to manage the issue without needing extra funding.   
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List of Consultation Questions    Appendix 8 

Question 1a 

Do you agree with the disapplication request to adjust the MFG baseline for all-through 

schools adding primary year groups represents a fair adjustment to the local formula? 

If no, what do you consider an appropriate adjustment and why? 

Question 1b 

Do you agree with the disapplication request to set the MPPFLs below NFF for all schools 

protected through these levels, should this be necessary to allow all schools to contribute to 

any transfer to the High Needs Block (HNB), represents a fair adjustment to the local 

formula?  

If no, could you propose an approach that would allow MPPFL schools to contribute towards 

any transfer to the HNB, should this be necessary 

 

Question 1c 

Do you agree with the disapplication request to enable an exceptional MFG rate to apply 

where school are being protected at significantly high levels of protection through the MFG 

factor. The variation will request the option to set MFG for some schools below +0.5%  

If no, could you propose an approach that would allow MPPFL schools to contribute towards 

any transfer to the HNB, should this be necessary? 

Question 2 

Do you support the savings indicated in Table 6? If you do not support the full savings, 

please indicate the level of savings you would support , and provide information on 

alternative 

Question 3a 

Do you agree with the principle that if a funding transfer takes place all schools should make 

a contribution through a lower budget allocation than would otherwise have been the case? 

If no, please suggest an alternative 

Question 3b 

If you agree that all schools should make a contribution, do you agree with the approach 

outlined in Table 13 and Table 14 for varying levels of transfer? 

If no, what do you consider an appropriate adjustment and why? 

Question 3c 

Do you agree that the basic entitlement is the most appropriate formula factor to adjust? 

If no, which unit values should be different from those proposed and why? 

Question 3d 

Do you support both a gains cap and reduction of the basic entitlement factor proportionately 

as a mechanism for releasing funding from formula schools? 

If no, what would you support instead? 

Question 3e 

Regardless of whether you agree with any reduction to MPPFLs, do you support a flat 

reduction to the MPPFLs of equal cash amounts to all phases? 

If no, would you prefer to see a proportional scaling back of gains under Primary and 

Secondary phase MPPFLs by adjusting the MPPFLs accordingly? 

Question 4a 

Do you agree that to manage any funding shortfall or excess the unit values of the Basic 

Entitlement for each phase should be adjusted by the same proportion? 
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If No please explain your choice and suggest an alternative method. 

Question 4b 

Do you support any surplus funding after the agreed level of transfer out of the local NFF 

being added to the High Needs Block transfer? 

If no, should surplus be held as a contingency or reallocated through the formula, and if so, 

how? 

Question 5 

Is it fairer to adequately resource the High Needs budget as per Appendix 6? 

Question 6 

Do you have any suggestions on any other area(s) where spend on high needs pupils can 

be reduced without breaching statutory requirements? 

If yes, please provide details of this/ these 

Question 7 

Up to what level of transfer from the Schools Block would you support? (please provide a 

tick against the level you agree). The percentages are the proportion of Schools Block 

funding. Please provide any rationale behind your decision. 

Question 8a 

If you do not support a transfer that would provide a balanced budget under Table 17, do 

you agree that it is reasonable to expect schools to implement initiatives to support closing 

the High Needs Funding gap? 

If yes, please provide details of these initiatives, and how they could be monitored. Such 

initiatives would be expected to result in movement towards the national EHCP profile as per 

tables 19a and b, and to reduce permanent exclusions towards the National average. 

Question 8b 

Do you agree that should funding remain with schools rather than be transferred to the HN 

block for 2020-21, and there is no clear evidence the High Needs funding gap is closing is a 

result, the LA should consider a greater transfer to HN in 2021-22, and that you would 

support such a transfer? 

If No, please provide further details 

Question 9a 

Do you support funding growth under Option 1 or 2 in 9.4?  

If Other, please provide  further details below 

Question 9a 

Do you support funding growth that has been requested by the LA but that does not 

materialise in a school? 

Please provide your reasons/ provide further details for your choice below: 

Question 10 

Do you have any comments on the budgets in the LA Central Services Block? 

Question 11 

Any there any further comments you would like to make about any issues within the scope of 

this consultation? 
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Appendix 9 
SCHOOL AND LOCAL AUTHORITY FUNDING 

GLOSSARY OF KEY NATIONAL AND LOCAL TERMS  
 

ACRONYM TITLE DEFINITION 

ACA 
Area Cost 
Adjustment 

A weighting applied by the Government to local 
government areas to reflect differences in the costs of 
inputs required, such as pay expenditure. 

AP 
Alternative 
Provision 

Education for pupils: 

• Due to permanent exclusion, illness or other 
reasons, would not otherwise receive a suitable 
education. 

• On a fixed period exclusion. 
• Being directed by schools to off-site provision to 

improve their behaviour or requiring a different 
curriculum offer. 

APT 
Authority 
Proforma Tool 

The APT is the spreadsheet local authorities use to 
submit their agreed mainstream pre-16 schools block 
funding formula to the Education and Skills Funding 
Agency. 

AWPU 
Age Weighted 
Pupil Unit 

See BPPE 

BPPE 
Basic Per-Pupil 
Entitlement 

Funding allocated within the local schools funding 
formula to reflect age group entitlement difference for 
primary and secondary aged pupils.  A mandatory factor 
in the local schools funding formula termed Basic 
Entitlement. 

CAP Capping 

Formula ceiling that can be set within the local schools 
funding formula to reduce increases for schools gaining 
in school budgets between years.  This has to be set on 
a per pupil basis unique to each Local Authority and it 
cannot clawback more than is required in cash terms to 
finance the Minimum Funding Guarantee. 

DSG 
Dedicated 
Schools Grant 

National grant allocated to fund the provision of all 
schools, providers and other central services.  Its 
deployment and grant conditions are prescribed in The 
School and Early Years Finance (England) Regulations. 

 Deprivation 
Deprivation is a compulsory funding factor in local 
authorities’ mainstream pre-16 schools block funding 
formula that directs funding to the most deprived pupils. 

EAL 
English as an 
Additional 
Language 

This is an optional funding factor in local authorities’ 
mainstream pre-16 schools block funding formula. 

ESFA 
Education & 
Skills Funding 
Agency 

An executive agency of the DfE responsible for the 
funding of all state provided education from 2 to 19. 
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ACRONYM TITLE DEFINITION 

ESG 
Education 
Services Grant 

Previously paid by the ESFA on a per pupil basis to: 

• Local Authorities for retained duties for all maintained 
schools and academies. 

• Local Authorities for general duties for maintained 
schools only. 

• Academies directly for general duties. 

EYB 
Early Years 
Block 

That part of the DSG notionally allocated by the DfE for 
Early Years provision, covering free entitlement for 3 &4 
year olds, and disadvantaged 2 year olds 

EYFSP 
Early Years 
Foundation 
Stage Profile 

National standards set by the DfE for the learning, 
development and care of children from birth to aged 5. 

FSM 
Free Schools 
Meals 

Pupils can qualify for such support subject to meeting 
national benefits entitlement criteria.  One of the 
deprivation factors in the local school funding formula, 
which must contain at least one deprivation measure. 

FY Financial Year 
Local Authority year from 1st April to 31st March.  Also 
funding year for maintained schools. 

GAG 
General Annual 
Grant 

This is the term used to describe the revenue funding 
allocated to academies on an academic year basis. 

HNB 
High Needs 
Block 

That part of the DSG for pupils requiring high needs 
provision and to fund central special needs support 
services. 

IDACI 

Income 
Deprivation 
Affecting 
Children Index 

A national index of deprivation measuring in a local area 
the percentage of children under age 16 that live in low 
income households.  One of the deprivation factors in 
the local school funding formula, which must contain at 
least one deprivation measure. 

ISB 
Individual 
Schools Budget 

The part of the DSG delegated as budget shares to 
individual schools and providers. 

KS1 Key Stage 1 School year groups Reception to Year 2 (Age 4 to 6). 

KS2 Key Stage 2 School year groups Year 3 to Year 6 (Age 7 to 10). 

KS3 Key Stage 3 School year groups Year 7 to Year 9 (Age 11 to 13). 

KS4 Key Stage 4 School year groups Year 10 to Year 11 (Age 14 to 15). 

KS5 Key Stage 5 
School and FE provider year groups Year 12 to Year 13 
(Age 16 to 18). 

LAC 
Looked After 
Child 

A child in the care of a Local Authority. 



Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole School Funding Consultation 2020-21 
 

76 
 

ACRONYM TITLE DEFINITION 

 
Lagged 
Funding 

A term used to describe funding based on the previous 
year’s schools census. E.g. funding for an institution’s 
2018-19 financial year was based on census data from 
the autumn 2017 census.  

LPA 
Low Prior 
Attainment 

Pupils designated as not reaching the required national 
standards as defined by the DfE: 

• Primary – not achieving the expected level of 
development within the EYFSP (pre and post 2013). 

• Secondary – not reaching level 4 in KS2 English or 
Maths. 

LSFF 
Local Schools 
Funding 
Formula  

The methodology within the APT for calculating and 
allocating budget shares to all mainstream schools – 
maintained and academies – within the parameters and 
datasets prescribed by the DfE. 

MFG 
Minimum 
Funding 
Guarantee 

Percentage set locally from 2018-19 within EFSA 
parameters to guarantee changes in school budgets 
between years on a per pupil basis cannot reduce below 
a prescribed level.  

 Mobility 

An optional funding factor in the local formula. It refers to 
pupils who did not start the school in August or 
September (or not in January for pupils joining in 
reception). 

MPPFL 
Minimum Per 
Pupil Funding 
Levels 

A new formula factor introduced as part of the NFF that 
allows a minimum per pupil funding rate to be used that 
incorporates pupil-led and school led funding. 

NNDR 
National Non-
Domestic Rates 

NNDR are business rates incurred by schools. 

NFF 
National 
Funding 
Formula 

Process of allocating funding to LA’s through a formulaic 
process based on the funding individual pupils within the 
area attract based on their personal characteristics. 
Currently the LA then decides how to distribute this 
funding through SBS’s. 

NSEN Notional SEN 
An amount determined by each Local Authority via proxy 
indicators for each school within the school budget 
share local schools funding formula to support SEN. 

NFF 
(NF in this 
document) 

National Fair 
Funding 
Formula 

Announced national arrangement from 2018-19 to cease 
the previous funding inequities between Local 
Authorities and individual schools. 

NOR Number on Roll 
Actual pupils at each school on the national designated 
termly census dates (January, May and October). 

NMSS 
Non-Maintained 
Special Schools 

Schools for high needs pupils not maintained by Local 
Authorities and not in the fully Independent Sector 
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ACRONYM TITLE DEFINITION 

PAN 
Published 
Admission 
Number  

The number of new pupils that can be admitted at the 
start of each school year in the schools admission year 
group. 

PGF 
Pupil Growth 
Fund 

Subject to strict criteria, funding that can be operated 
outside of the local schools funding formula to support 
pupil growth for basic need, re-opening, diseconomy 
and reorganisation costs. 

PNA 
Pupil Number 
Adjustment 

An adjustment process for academies that receive 
funding based on estimated pupil numbers, to make 
sure funding more accurately reflects the actual pupil 
numbers present during the year. 

POG 
Post-Opening 
Grant 

Free schools, studio schools and university technical 
colleges (UTCs) are provided with a POG to reflect the 
additional costs of establishing a new publicly-funded 
school. 

PP Pupil Premium 
Specific grant from the DfE allocated on national rates to 
support pupils eligible for FSM, service children, LAC 
and those adopted from care. 

PUF 
Primary Unit of 
Funding 

The Secondary per pupil amount of the DSG allocate by 
the DfE and used to calculate the total SB DSG. (See 
SUF for Secondary) 

PVI 

Private, 
Voluntary and 
Independent 
Providers 

Non-maintained early years providers.  The nationally 
prescribed free entitlement provision for deprived 2 year 
olds and 3 and 4 year olds of 15 or 30 hours weekly 
provision for 38 weeks is funding from the EYB DSG on 
actual take up. 

SB Schools Block 
That part of the DSG allocated by the DfE for pupils in 
mainstream schools. 

SBS 
School budget 
share 

SBS forms the majority of schools revenue funding and 
is calculated by ESFA using the funding factors 
determined by the local authority. 

SUF 
Secondary Unit 
of Funding 

The Secondary per pupil amount of the DSG allocate by 
the DfE and used to calculate the total SB DSG. (See 
PUF for Primary) 

UIFSM 
Universal Infant 
Free School 
Meals 

UIFSM grant is funding for schools to provide free 
school meals to all pupils in reception, years 1 and 2. 

 

 


