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Introduction  
The National Association for Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC) is the subject association for 
English as an additional language (EAL). It is dedicated to promoting the learning and achievement of bilingual 
pupils in schools and draws its membership from those who work in this field in schools, universities and other 
educational institutions.  
 
NALDIC has been lobbying for many years for a more considered response to linguistic diversity in schools. 
Raising achievement at a pupil and local level has had many successes, but the effectiveness of local initiatives 
and the work of professionals in the field has been undermined by an inadequate and inconsistent funding 
regime. In light of this experience we would therefore argue that what is required is a nationally coherent and 
systematic approach to EAL learners needs. Pupils who enter the school system with English as an additional 
language should have an entitlement to additional, appropriate and accountable funding support for their 
learning. This funding should clearly identify  the learners' entitlement to additional provision as they acquire 
English.  In this way we could ensure that funding allocated to schools for support of such pupils is used directly 
to equitably meet their learning needs. We therefore welcome the opportunity to comment on the Government’s 
proposals in ‘A consultation on school funding reform: Rationale and principles’ but we are disappointed that the 
extremely short consultation period has limited our ability to respond in full to the questions raised in the 
consultation.     
 
We have chosen not to use the DfE’s standard response form as we feel that for some questions, the choice of 
options available is not adequate to reflect our opinion. Moreover, we are concerned that in previous 
consultations, the analysis of the response options without due regard to the more detailed extended answers, 
has led to misleading conclusions being drawn.  
 
 
1. Do you agree with the stated characteristics of an ideal school funding system?  
 
We broadly agree with the characteristics presented in the paper. However, we believe that some 
characteristics are missing (see our response to Question 2) and have concerns about how some of the 
proposals in the consultation fit with these characteristics. 
 
We are concerned about the impact of a continuing reduction of local responsibility for school funding. There is 
a need for further detail before we can comment fully on the proposals 
 
2. Are there further characteristics the system should have?  
 
We note that none of the characteristics put forward mention pupil progress and educational attainment. We 
believe that a key characteristic of any school funding system is that it enables pupils to realise their full 
potential. We believe that young people from all backgrounds have rights and needs which should be 
met within our education system. NALDIC supports a method of funding which enables schools to make 
differentiated provision for the specific needs of their pupils, but which also allows local authorities to invest in 
and develop specialist services to support schools. A funding system should ensure that pupil needs are 
equitably and transparently funded as well as ensuring that regional differences in the costs of provision are 
properly built into any new formula 
 
3. Do you agree with the analysis of how the current system falls short of these aims?  



 

 

 
We agree that there are some inconsistencies and unfairnesses in the current system, particularly as it is based 
on a combination of 2005/6 needs assessment and past spend. However we feel that the analysis only takes 
into account a very limited number of factors that impact on pupil need. In order for it to be more useful and fully 
reflective of the diverse range of issues impacting on pupils,  a very much wider range of factors need to be 
considered, for example, English as an additional language (EAL), ethnicity, deprivation not captured by free 
school meals, special education needs (both low cost and high cost) as well as school size and organisational 
factors. It is essential that the desire for a simple funding system does not further reduce targeted 
support for pupils with additional educational needs not captured by a free school meal measure.  
 
4. Do you agree with the case for reforming the system?  
We agree that a new simplified and transparent system based on up to date data which treats all schools on an 
equitable basis is much needed. Clarity is essential so that funding available for pupils’ needs is clearly 
identifiable. However, we are mindful of the risk that an overly simple funding system may not adequately reflect 
pupil needs and so continue to stress the need for local expertise to influence the school funding system. 
 
The value of the current system of local determination with advice from schools forums is that local authorities 
are able to be flexible in response to local needs. For example, in relation to pupils learning English as an 
additional language (EAL) PricewaterhouseCoopers review in 2009 received a clear message that 
‘Headteachers indicated that they would favour the retention of locally devolved funding to support EAL needs, 
in addition to easily and immediately accessible local budgets and resources’ (PWC, 2009). Limiting the local 
input into school funding will not allow for local decisions by schools to support particular circumstances.  
 
Since the mainstreaming of the Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant and the ending of ringfencing we 
have seen significant and unacceptable deterioration in provision for bilingual and ethnic minority 
pupils, including Gypsy, Roma and Traveller pupils,  which is completely unacceptable and jeopardises 
the academic progress and well being of many of our most disadvantaged learners. We believe that the 
government therefore must begin to implement a system which follows pupils characteristics more closely from 
2012-2013 onwards. 
 
5. Do you agree that the aim of ensuring all deprived pupils get the same level of funding no matter 
where they live is the right one?  
 
It is not clear from the consultation document what the Government intends to use as its definition of a deprived 
or disadvantaged pupils. We think that an extended measure of disadvantage than FSM needs to be used in 
order to take into account the full range of factors that impact on educational attainment. We believe the 
government should recognise that disadvantage in the education system arises from more than one 
cause. We acknowledge that there are commonalities in the educational experiences and needs of deprived 
pupils, regardless of ethnicity, language or culture, there are also commonalities in the experiences and needs 
of black and ethnic minority pupils, regardless of deprivation or language, and of bilingual learners for whom 
English is an additional language, regardless of deprivation or ethnicity. We are concerned that an exclusive 
focus on deprivation will lead to the neglect of other issues impacting on the school experience of bilingual and 
minoritized students. We therefore would like to see the notion of deprived pupils be replaced by the notion of 
disadvantaged pupils 
 
Whilst it seems fair that disadvantaged pupils get the same level of funding no matter where they live, it is clear 
that the costs of meeting the needs of these pupils will vary from region to region. This therefore needs to be 
reflected, either in the pupil premium formula or in the national funding formula. We believe that disadvantaged 
pupils in all areas should receive an equivalent level of support to provide them with the same educational 
opportunity. This does not necessarily equate to exactly the same level of funding.  
 
6. Do you agree the underlying funding formula needs to change to meet this aim more quickly and 
effectively?  
 
We would like to see the pupil premium definition extended as soon as possible to recognise disadvantage 
and additional educational needs rather than deprivation, currently including only pupils eligible for free school 
meals and those who are looked after. In our view this is a priority.  
 



 

 

In our view pupils eligible for this pupil premium funding should include: pupils learning EAL, pupils from 
underachieving ethnic minority backgrounds included Gypsy, Roma Travellers; pupils eligible for free school 
meals; and pupils who are looked after.  
 
In addition, we believe that it is essential that schools are accountable for the use of these funds. Our 
experience leads us to deplore the government’s decision not to ring fence additional educational funding. At 
the very least we believe that it is essential that schools are required to demonstrate: 
  
• who is benefitting from the pupil premium 
• how they are benefitting 
• how the school knows this.  
•  
We believe that schools must be required to publish online how they use the premium. This accountability 
measures should make it obvious to parents, other schools and stakeholders – how well they are using the 
pupil premium to tackle disadvantage. This would also support schools to demonstrate exactly how they are 
tackling inequality related to protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010.  
 
 
7. Do you think the school funding system should be based on a purely national formula? Or should 
there be flexibility for local decisions about funding levels?  
 
NALDIC supports a method of funding which enables schools to make differentiated provision for the specific 
needs of their pupils, but which also allows local authorities to invest in and develop specialist services to 
support schools. Our view is supported by PriceWaterhouse Cooper work with Headteachers and others in 
2009. Removing or reducing the role of Schools Forums has the potential to undermine the extent to which 
schools work in partnership to achieve the best outcome for all pupils. In addition, we are unclear how the 
creation of a new central body ties in with the current government championing of localism in both 
decision making and accountability. A wholly national allocation also seems to be at odds with the local 
authority “strategic commissioning role” set out in the Government’s recent Schools White Paper.  
 
We therefore support a system of local flexibility alongside clear earmarked pupil based funding for 
disadvantaged pupils and pupils with additional educational needs. We believe that this would strike the 
right balance between responsiveness to local circumstances and equity and that to achieve this through a 
purely national formula would be unduly cumbersome. We also are particularly concerned that an entirely 
central funding formula would be insufficiently flexible to respond to in year local needs such as funding for 
refugee pupils and mobility issues. Our experience of formula based allocation of the Ethnic Minority 
Achievement Grant was that this created a raft of new unfairnesses which replaced the old unfairnesses and in 
a significant number of cases seriously undermined quality of provision for EAL and ethnic minority learners 
available locally. .  
  
8. If so, should that flexibility be limited, and if so how?  
 
 As set out above in our response to Question 7 we believe in a system which includes clearly earmarked pupil 
based funding for disadvantaged pupils and pupils with additional educational needs but with local flexibility 
related to other factors.  
 
9. If there is local flexibility, what should the roles of local authorities, schools and the Schools Forum 
be in decision making?  
 
As set out in Question 7 we support a continued local decision making process for determining the distribution 
of some aspects of school funding in a local area. The views of all schools need to inform and be part of that 
decision making process, as does the insight of local authorities as the body with oversight of education in an 
area. We believe that local authorities, on behalf of parents and the public are the proper body to ensure 
that schools are accountable for the funds they use and the outcomes they achieve for local children.  
 
10. If there is local flexibility for maintained schools, how should Academies and Free Schools be 
funded?  
 



 

 

As noted in our response to Question 9 we support continued local decision making for some aspects of school 
funding and see no reason why local academies and free schools should not be part of a representative 
Schools Forum.  
 
11. How do you think SEN support services might be funded so that schools, Academies, Free Schools 
and other education providers have access to high quality SEN support services?  
 
We would like to see a system where funds for ‘low cost’ additional educational needs for disadvantaged pupils 
and those with additional educational needs (pupils learning EAL, pupils from underachieving ethnic minority 
backgrounds included Gypsy, Roma Travellers; pupils eligible for free school meals; and pupils who are looked 
after ) is allocated on a clear per pupil basis. A further system of allocated budgets should apply to ‘high cost’ 
pupils with special educational needs.  
 
In addition, levels of these needs locally should be recognised within the national funding formula.  
 
 Further clarification is needed in relation to academy funding for SEN provision.  
 
12. How do you think a national banded funding framework for children and young people with SEN or 
who are disabled could improve the transparency of funding decisions to parents while continuing to 
allow for local flexibility  
 
All parents need to be confident that the assessment of their child’s support needs (and associated long term 
goals) are the primary driver in agreeing suitable support and interventions. This is not currently the case but 
should be.  
 
13. How can the different funding arrangements for specialist provision for young people pre-16 and 
post-16 be aligned more effectively to provide a more consistent approach to support for children and 
young people with SEN or who are disabled from birth to 25?  
 
No response 
 
14. How successfully has the EYSFF been implemented? How might it be improved?  
 
The EYSFF is still a very new initiative so we do not wish to comment on its implementation. We note however 
that one recommendation of the Tickell report is that assessment and support for bilingual children learning EAL 
is essential in reception classes and earlier. We would like to see a proper implementation of fair funding for the 
EYFS which recognises additional educational needs particularly for 3-5 year olds.  
 
15. How important is an element of local flexibility in free early education funding? What might 
alternative approaches look like?  
 
We think local flexibility is as important in EY funding, as it is in 5-16 funding.  
 
16. How should we identify the total amount of funding for early years and free early education for three 
year olds and four year olds not in reception from within the overall amount of 3-16 funding?  
 
We recognise that if the Government introduces a National Funding Formula, then it will need to separate off 
the amount of funding for early years that is currently included in the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG). This 
raises a number of risks so proposals to separate out early years funding from school funding should be 
assessmed fully.. 
 
17. Should the formula include only pupil led factors or also school led factors?  
 
As noted above we believe that there are likely to be some pupil led factors and some school led factors but we 
think that the Government should present a range of pupil led and school led factors in its fuller consultation on 
school funding rather than seek views on this now.  
 
18. What factors should be included?  
 



 

 

As discussed in our response to Q6 we believe that factors should include pupils learning EAL, pupils from 
underachieving ethnic minority backgrounds included Gypsy, Roma Travellers; pupils eligible for free school 
meals; and pupils who are looked after. We also consider the need for factors relating to low cost SEN and high 
cost SEN pupils as well as mobility factors. In line with the objective in the consultation of targeting extra 
resources towards pupils who need them most, we believe that these factors reflect a pupil’s  particular 
circumstances and advance equality of opportunity for all pupils.  
 
We agree that any funding formula needs to recognise the extra resources required by pupils learning EAL to 
enable them to realise their full potential.  It is important that the extra challenges and costs facing schools with 
non routinely arrived EAL pupils are recognised in any funding formula.  We ask that the Government consult 
on the inclusion of these factors using data from the PLASC in its fuller consultation on school funding.  
 
19. What is the right balance between simplicity and complexity?  
 
We agree that striking the right balance between simplicity and complexity is important. It is difficult to comment 
on what the right balance is without seeing concrete proposals. It is important that any new funding system 
provides all pupils with sufficient support to give them the same educational opportunities.  We note that the 
need for any school funding system to provide stability of funding for schools is likely to necessitate an element 
of complexity, particularly in the short term when transitional support is in place.  
 
Section 10: How should we manage the transition to a new funding system?  
We agree that transitional arrangements need to be implemented carefully to ensure that schools do not see 
large shifts in funding in any one year. Change that is too rapid risks disrupting schools’  ability to raise 
standards and meet the needs of all pupils. Given the importance of stability, we ask that the Government 
provides further details in the next consultation phase on its transition proposals including full exemplifications.  
 
20. What level of change in budgets per year can schools manage?  
 
The level of change that can be managed by schools in any year will depend on how much funding is available, 
the extent to which schools are required to undertake new obligations, how far in advance schools are notified 
of any budget changes and the ability of local discretion to mediate any sudden unexpected pressures.  
 
21. How much time do schools need to plan for changes in their funding?  
 
As above, the time required for schools to plan for changes in their funding will depend on all the above factors.  
 
22. When is the right time to start moving towards a fair funding formula?  
 
2012-2013 
The consultation suggests that in the current fiscal climate ‘there is an argument for delaying the introduction of 
a fair funding formula until [the Government] can afford additional funding to help pay for additional 
arrangements’. In contrast, we believe that it is essential to move towards the adequate and accountable 
funding of disadvantaged pupils as soon as possible. Since the mainstreaming of the Ethnic Minority 
Achievement Grant and the ending of ringfencing we have seen significant and unacceptable 
deterioration in provision for bilingual and ethnic minority pupils, including Gypsy, Roma and Traveller 
pupils,  which is completely unacceptable and jeopardises the academic progress and well being of 
many of our most disadvantaged learners. We believe that the government therefore must begin to 
implement a system which follows pupils characteristics more closely in the way we have described from 2012-
2013 onwards.  
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