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1. We note in the consultation document (para 10) that ‘the considerable flexibility 

that is currently allowed in the distribution of funding locally has resulted in the 
generation of very complex local formulae’. The government argues that such 
‘highly sensitive formulae’ : do not target funds where they are most needed; 
create greater inconsistencies across the country; make it impossible to see why 
a school receives the funding it does; do not drive efficiency and innovation;  
and do not allow the EFA to calculate Academy budgets in a quick time-frame. 
Our first comment is that educational funding should not be driven 
simply by ease of application but rather by principled purpose – the 
aim of a new funding formula must be first-and foremost to ensure 
that funding is appropriately directed to meet pupils’ needs. We do not 
believe that the proposals in this document achieve this aim.  

 
2. We welcome the recognition that support for minority ethnic pupils or 

underachieving groups within maintained schools can continue to be retained as 
a pooled service with Schools Forum agreement to return funding to the local 
authority. We are however disappointed that ethnicity is no longer to be 
an approved formula factor. We would argue that the widespread use of 
certain ethnicities as formula factors is a sensitive local response to target funds 
where they are most needed. We would argue that local decisions on this are 
well informed and that it is not appropriate for central government to disallow 
this in the interests of administrative simplicity, particularly when scrutiny of 
achievement tables indicate that that the performance of particular ethnic groups 
is highly locally sensitive.  

 
3. We are pleased that the government has retained EAL as a formula factor 

following 74% of respondents to the previous consultation arguing that EAL 
should be a key factor in any national formula. We are however disappointed 
that the government has chosen to limit meeting this key need to the 
first 3 years of a bilingual pupil’s statutory UK education. Set against the 
government's view that '3 years should provide enough time for a school to 
support a pupil with EAL'  there is significant and long term national and 
international research evidence pointing to the fact that bilingual pupils take from 
5 to 7 years to become fully fluent in English.  

 
 
4. As the government is aware, only 22% of respondents to the previous 

consultation felt that EAL funding should be limited to 3 years. Over 37% of all 
respondents felt that EAL funding should either not be time limited or 
should last for 5 – 10  years. Respondents also suggested that although 
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pupils were able to quickly acquire the communicative aspects of English 
language, they took much longer to acquire the academic language needed to 
succeed at higher levels, and therefore ongoing support for this was essential. 
UK evidence suggests that the stage of fluency in English is a major factor in 
students attaining at the expected levels in examinations at the end of statutory 
schooling. The implementation of the current proposal will remove EAL funding 
from bilingual pupils from Years 3-11, except where they are very newly arrived 
to the country. And yet these are the years in which bilingual students are most 
likely to encounter the academic language they need to master in order to 
become successful learners. We would like to refer you to September 2009 
Strand 1: Additional Educational Needs (AEN) Final report by Price 
Waterhouse Cooper which concluded that the number of years of 
residency did not properly reflect the degree of support required by 
bilingual pupils.  

 
5. We anticipate there being significant difficulties with the 

implementation of the ‘time limited EAL factor’ within a local formula. 
In the case of bilingual pupils enrolling at the start of statutory education, the 

procedure will be relatively simple, eg a local formula will include all those pupils 
in Years 1-3 who are registered as having a first language other than English. 
However later arrivals will present more of a problem. At present, many local 
authorities use a system of locally assessed language stages to assess EAL needs 
as this is more accurate than a length of residence system (see above PWC, 
2009). Those local areas which do include a ‘time limited EAL factor’ either 
employ a local system of notification of all newly arrived bilingual pupils or use a 
more complicated system of pupils who are registered as having a first language 
other than English along with an identification through ‘out of year’ unique pupil 
numbers (UPNs) to identify non routine admissions of bilingual pupils. We believe 
that this complexity may act as a disincentive to local areas to include such a 
time limited EAL factor. We therefore wish to know how the government 
intends to make the identification of pupils who are in the first three 
years of learning English simple, straightforward and a part of the 
national dataset. Without this step, it would appear that the government has 
put in place an admissible formula factor which is almost impossible for localities 
to implement.  

 
6. We believe that the likely outcome of the government’s decision to time limit EAL 

funding rather than use language stages or fund EAL as a simple factor is that 
the English language learning needs of many bilingual learners will become 
unrecognized within local funding formula. The likely consequence of this is 
that their needs will remain unmet.  

 
7. With the limited recognition of EAL needs proposed as a formula factor and the 

complete lack of recognition of needs related to pupils’ ethnicity or mobility, we 
believe that many bilingual pupils, many pupils from disadvantaged ethnic 
minority backgrounds and many Gypsy, Roma Traveller pupils will be picked up 
through the proposed 'low cost, high incidence SEN'   factor based on prior 
attainment. For primary schools this will be children scoring below 78 points in 
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the EYFS. For secondary pupils this will be those achieving Level 3 or below in 
both English and Mathematics.  

 
8. Approximately 30 percent of bilingual pupils in primary schools could be funded 

through this factor and 28 percent of bilingual pupils in secondary schools. Whilst 
this funding will be welcome, we are hugely concerned that this proposal 
categorises nearly a third of all bilingual pupils as 'SEN' rather than as pupils who 
need to learn English. We believe it is unhelpful for the department to 
categorise nearly a third of all bilingual pupils as ‘low cost, high 
incidence special educational needs’ even as an administrative measure. 
Similarly, only around 30% of Gypsy, Roma and Traveller pupils annually achieve 
Level 4 or above in English at the end of KS2, most usually due to disrupted 
schooling rather than learning difficulties or SEN. However again this would 
result in a possible 70% of such pupils being categorized as ‘low cost, high 
incidence special educational needs’ at the end of their primary education.  

 
9. The proposal also brings practical problems in meeting the governments’ 

intention of ensuring money is targeted to need, which we wholeheartedly 

support. Under the proposals, this ‘high incidence, low cost SEN’ identification 
provides a way for local authorities to give mainstream schools a notional SEN 
budget. For bilingual pupils who are beyond the 3 year limit of EAL funding, the 
identified additional sources of funding for their additional language educational 
needs will be either via a deprivation factor or through recourse to the school’s 
notional SEN budget. This budget will also be used to support the additional 
education needs of children with SEN whose needs cost less than around 
£10,000 per year.  

 
10. Allocations from this notional SEN budget are likely to be highly contested as 

schools struggle to ensure they meet the differing educational needs of all their 
pupils equitably and fairly.  We suggest that this will be unhelpful, particularly as 
decisions about educational needs spending in schools are often influenced by 
ability of parents and others to lobby to ensure that their child’s needs are 
appropriately met.  

 
11. In summary, it is our view that the reduction in the number of admissible, local 

formula factors relating to pupil needs reduces the ability of localities to develop 
context specific formulas to meet the specific needs of pupils in their local 
maintained schools. We also believe that it will have the effect of making specific 
educational needs such as the need to learn English, less distinctive and, as a 
result, less likely to be appropriately funded at a school level. We did not 
understand this to be the government's intention when they promised 
that funding reform would ensure that funding followed pupils' needs 
and characteristics more closely.  
 
 

 


