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Executive Summary Setting a local formula as per the National Funding Formula 
(NFF) 2019-20 will allocate £193.3 million through BCP 
school budgets, an increase of £5.3m (2.8%) on 2018-19 
funding. The paper considers options for distributing schools 
block funding gains under the NFF alongside the requirement 
to establish a balanced overall Dedicated Schools Grant 
Budget (DSG) for 2019-20, made challenging due to 
continued significant pressures within the High Needs 
Budget. 

Recommendations The Shadow Schools Forum (SSF) should consider which 
options should be taken forward for further modelling in 
establishing a proposal for the BCP mainstream schools 
funding formula 2019-20 

Reasons for 
Recommendations

Schools Forum views are important in the development of 
budgets proposals prior to consultation with all schools. The 
Local Authority will place significant weight on the 
recommendations from Schools Forum in final decision-
making. 
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1. BACKGROUND - NATIONAL FUNDING FORMULA

1.1. The national fair funding (NFF) formula to provide funding to the LA for 
mainstream schools for 2019-20 has been updated. This formula is to be the 
starting point in considering funding for individual schools. A summary for 
BCP is provided in Appendix A. 

1.2. In 2018-19 each of the existing 3 LAs transferred funding from the Schools 
Block to support pupils with High needs. This totalled £1.9m. It is clear that 
reducing demand is a longer-term process. There is a requirement for funding 
to be moved again into High Needs Block to support a still growing number of 
pupils. 

1.3. A movement up to 0.5% of the final School block allocation is allowed to be 
transferred with Schools Forum approval. A transfer over this percentage, or 
without approval from the Schools Forum, requires approval from the 
Secretary of State.

1.4. The balance remaining once the Schools Block funding has been distributed 
to schools through the local formula and growth fund is potentially available 
as a transfer to support individual pupils with high needs.  

1.5. The Budget Reference Group indicated that should a transfer to high needs 
be the agreed approach, to release sufficient funding from the mainstream 
schools NFF allocation nothing should be excluded from consideration. 
Therefore, this paper offers some modelling options for illustrative purposes 
such that the Shadow Schools Forum (SFF) can see the impact various NFF 
formula changes could have on school budget allocations. There are 4 
appendices:

Appendix A shows school level allocations when the local formula is set as 
per the 2019-20 NFF, using Oct-17 and 2018-19 intrinsic growth as a base. 

Appendix B shows impact summarised by formula factor funding changes.

Appendix C shows the impact summarised by phase of school, and how the 
formula classification of school’s changes. 

Appendix D shows the correlation between change in funding (no floor) and 
deprivation funding under NFF.

Table 1 shows the formula classification of schools used in considering  
options within this report and appendices. 



Table 1: Formula Classification of Schools
Formula classification Description
Schools on Floor School that see their funding uplifted because of the 

1% gain against 2017-18 per pupil funding floor
Schools on Formula Schools that are receiving funding as per the local 

formula without any funding protections or capping.
Schools on Gains Cap Schools that through the formula would otherwise 

see per pupil funding increase compared with 2018-
19 funding above the capped level

Schools protected at 
Min per pupil funding 
level (MPPFL)

Schools that see their per -pupil funding uplifted to 
the phase relevant MPPFL

Schools Capped below 
Min per pupil funding 
level

Schools whose per pupil funding is originally above 
MPPFLs, but once capped fall below MPPFLs and 
so are subsequently uplifted to these levels. 

Schools on MFG level Schools that see per pupil funding protected at the 
minimum funding guarantee level (compared with 
2018-19 funding).

1.6. The amount currently estimated to be available from the growth fund may be 
needed instead to fund data changes (e.g. the growing Early Years 
Foundation Stage Profile data) but has been included in modelling for now.  

2. CONSIDERATIONS FOR RELEASING FUNDING FROM THE SCHOOLS’ NFF 
FOR TRANSFER TO HIGH NEEDS

2.1. If the NFF were applied locally in full for 2019-20, based on the 2018-19 pupil 
count, schools across BCP would see an additional £5.3million allocated to 
them, which reflects an increase in funding of 2.8% against 2018-19 actual 
allocations.  This includes restoration of the funding transferred to support 
high needs in 2018-19 as well as the additional funding provided through the 
NFF changes in 2019-20. This equates to an average increase of £116 per 
pupil.

2.2. For modelling considerations, the amount of funding available for transfer into 
the High Needs Block has been based on forecast 2019-20 pupil growth, 
applied to 2018-19 base pupil count and pupil characteristics, as per the Oct-
17 census. 

2.3. There are almost infinite funding formula options available. A strategy should 
be applied to any options considered. For modelling purposes, Table 2 sets 
out transfer options by 0.5% of Schools Block increments, the saving it would 
produce, and the required funding to be released from the NFF.



Table 2: Variable HN Funding Transfer Amounts
% of Schools Block 0.5% 1% 1.5% 2%
Total Funding for transfer 
£’000s

970 1,939 2,909 3,878

Funding to be released  
from NFF formula £’000s

794 1,764 2,734 3,703

The balance of funding is potentially provided by the growth fund allocations.

2.4. Transitional protections and funding formula factors/ rates can all be changed, 
along with any successful disapplication of regulation requests, to release 
funding from the NFF local formula starting point. The following paragraphs 
consider some of the possible options for releasing funds. These options are 
linear only in that they do not consider the compound effects of applying 
various changes to the formula simultaneously. i.e. the starting point is the 
NFF, and the change shown is the deviation from NFF due to the specific 
formula change only.

2.5. Included funding within the Minimum per Pupil Funding Levels 
(MPPFL’s) 
NFF excludes all: Mobility, Non-Domestic Rates and Split-Sites from the 
MPPFLs. These allocations are added to the schools’ quantum allocation 
after the MPPFLs have been applied. This is optional – any of the 3 factors 
listed above can be included within the MPPFL calculations. Including these 
factors within the MPPFL consideration releases funding from the formula.  
However, including rates penalises maintained schools considerably more 
than academies, that are subject to an 80% charitable rates relief. Hence it 
would not prove fair to consider rates funding within the MPPFL calculation. 

Including Mobility and Split-sites releases £69,000 of funding from the 
formula.

2.6. Reducing MPPFLs
Variable MPPFLs need to be considered as this is where the NFF has 
delivered the greatest increase in funding. A range of options is shown in 
table 3.

Table 3 – impact of variable MPPFL rates
MPPFLs Funding released from 2019-20 NFF
NFF 2019-20 - £50 £877,000
NFF 2019-20 - £100 £1,615,000
2018-19 – Poole levels + £200 £1,615,000
NFF 2018-19 £2,616,000
2018-19 – Poole levels 3,141,000



2.7. Reduce the Funding Gains Cap

The NFF caps gains against the 2017-18 budgets at 3% per year for national 
affordability, resulting in compound gain in 2019-20 of 6.09% against the 
2017-18 baseline. In modelling (because data is not changing from that used 
in 2018-19 budgets) schools that are shown as capped in 2019-20 will have 
already seen an increase of at least 3% in 2018-19. (subject to a very minor 
variation to the small number of schools that received intrinsic growth in 2018-
19, or are forecast to receive intrinsic growth in 2010-20. This is because 
forecast 2019-20 intrinsic growth has been modelled rather than actual 2018-
19 growth). To mirror locally the gains cap applied in the NFF a gains cap set 
at +3% is applied (the local formula applies the cap against 2018-19 per pupil, 
pupil-led funding – a similar methodology to the MFG calculation approach). 
Reducing this to 2.5% (to recognise that the Bournemouth gains cap was 
effectively set +0.5% above NFF in 2018-19, releases £162,000. Various 
Gains Caps release the funding set out in table 4.

Table 4 - Impact of variable Gains Caps
Effective Gains Cap Funding released from 2019-20 NFF
2.75% £83,000
2.5% £162,000
2.0% £321,000
1.5% £498,000
1.0% £687,000

2.8. Remove Funding Floor with variable Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) 
levels
NFF has 1% funding floor protection against 2017-18 per pupil funding 
(protection calculation methodology similar to MFG). This is similar to a year 
on year MFG at 0.5% across two years. The NFF does not use an MFG to 
protect funding reductions between years. The local formula is however 
required to use an MFG to protect schools from large year on year reductions. 
In 2019-20 it must be set within the range +0.5% and -1.5%. The MFG has 
been set at -1.5% for modelling the reduction in NFF Prior Attainment rates 
from 2018-19 to be effective within the formula. Table 5 shows the impact of 
no funding floor (some schools would see up to 1.5% less in per pupil 
compared with 2017-18) along with various MFG protection levels.

Table 5: Impact no of Funding Floor and variable MFG levels
No funding floor. MFG at: Funding released from 2019-20 NFF
+0.5% -£8,000 (costs more than NFF)
0.0% £157,000
-0.5% £264,000
-1.0% £358,000
-1.5% £451,000



2.9. Disapplication request for variable Funding Floor
This option recognises that some schools if allowed to move fully to NFF 
(without transitional protection) would see significant funding reduction. There 
is one school that is currently protected at greater than 20% of the funding 
that would be received through the formula if no protection was applied. 
Applying to the DfE to remove the funding floor for schools protected through 
MFG greater than 20% above their formula allocation would impact one 
school (Elm Academy), and release £41,000.

2.10. Variable Low Prior Attainment (LPA) Funding Rates
All BCP LAs saw an increase in LPA funding rates compared to their pre-NFF 
funding formula. Since this is the factor that schools in all LAs would see a 
significant increase in funding compared with their 2017-18 (pre-NFF) 
formulae, this could be the most appropriate formula factor to adjust. Options 
are either:

 to use this factor to make up the balance of funds that still need to be 
released to fund the transfer.

 Apply average LPA rates for Primary & Sec as used across Bournemouth, 
Dorset and Dorset in 2018-19. This equates to a Primary LPA reduction 
from 2019-20 NFF of £50 and a Secondary reduction of £136. 

 Some other approach.

Using average 2018-19 rates as set across BCP releases £352,000.

3. ILLUSTRATIVE FORMULA OPTIONS TO ACHIEVE TRANSFERS INTO HIGH 
NEEDS

3.1. Table 2 earlier in the paper illustrated the amount of funding to be released 
from the formula that would be required to undertake various size transfers 
into the High Needs Block. Section 2 above illustrates some of the many 
options for how this funding could be released. To illustrate how varying the 
above factors to release funds to achieve the required transfer, two scenario 
options with variable transfer have been considered. Please note this is not 
an exhaustive list and input from the SSF is sought as to the fairness and 
implication for schools, as well as the impact for individual pupils, of the 
approaches considered.

3.2. Funding Transfer Extremes
Table 6 considers the various amounts available for funding given extremes in 
the local formula. The transfers are illustrated on a sliding scale to show 
funding released from the formula under various options, as requested at the 
October BRG meeting. This table shows that roughly equal funding can be 
released from the formula through either:



1. Keeping in full the NFF 2019-20 minimum per pupil funding levels 
(MPPFLs) and setting all other schools not protected through these on -
1.5% MFG with no funding floor protection, or

2.  No MPPFLs and all schools are kept on the NFF 2019-20 formula. 

Due to compound effects, a further £2m can be released from the formula 
through having no MPPLs and setting all schools on -1.5% MFG. 

For illustrative purposes only, in Table 6 school budgets have been reduced 
to the level of the MFG by reducing the Basic Per Pupil Entitlements 
accordingly.

Table 6: Illustrative extremes for transfer to High Needs considerations
Description 2019-20 

NFF
2019-20 
MPPFLs, all 
others at 
minus 1.5% 
MFG

2019-20 
NFF with no 
MPPFLs

No 
MPPFLs, 
all schools 
at minus 
1.5% MFG

% Transfer 0.09% 1.65% 1.77% 4.31%
Total Funding for 
transfer £’000s 175 3,195 3,443 8,356

Funding to be 
released from NFF 
formula £’000s

0 3,020 3,258 8,181

3.3. Two variable options are currently considered:

i. All ‘formula types’ of school contribute towards the transfer. This means that 
all schools, whether on MFG/ floor, on the formula, or capped, or protected 
through the minimum per pupil funding levels, will see some reduction to NFF 
funding levels. 

ii. Schools that would otherwise see the largest gains, which in most cases 
are those schools being protected through the MPPFLs, will contribute 
towards the transfer. The gains cap is also lowered for some of the transfer 
options. 

3.4. Approach (ii) ensures that all schools see at least a 1% gain in per pupil 
funding as compared with 2017-18. However, it limits the per-pupil gains 
compared with last year for some schools, to move some funds into the High 
Needs Block. 

3.5. Those schools that have highest deprivation are those that see the lowest per 
pupil funding increase through the NFF (see Appendix D for analysis 
supporting this).



3.6. Appendices B and C show the formula options considered. These are 
illustrative only to allow this SSF to see the impact various formula changes 
would have on schools funding, and some of the possible options for 
releasing varying amounts of funding for transfer to support pupils with high 
needs.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Shadow Schools Forum should consider which options should be 
taken forward for further modelling to establish a proposal to be presented 
at the next SSF meeting in the event a level of funding transfer is 
considered appropriate.  

5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

5.1. The LA must ensure compliance with The School and Early Years Finance 
(England) Regulations 2018 and The Schools Forums (England) Regulations 
2012.

5.2. To be compliant the LA must ensure that:

1. The schools’ forum and individual schools are consulted on any formula 
changes 

2. The schools’ forum will decide on any movement of up to 0.5% from the 
Schools’ Block to other blocks.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A - 2019-20 NFF formula allocations (underlying data - set 2018-19 
base pupil count and Oct-17 census pupil characteristics).

APPENDIX B - Summary of formula options impact on formula factor funding

APPENDIX C– Summary of formula options impact by school phase/ formula-
type

Note:. All figures are illustrative to show impact only and are not based on actual 
pupil count or characteristics used for final budgets. These will use Oct- 18 
school census information as a base, available in December. Modelled 
allocations are based on Oct-17 census pupil count & characteristics plus 
forecast pupil growth to be funded through the formula (intrinsic growth funding). 

APPENDIX D – Analysis on correlation between deprivation and funding changes 
under NFF 


