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SECTION 1:SUMMARY

1. The aim of this investigation was to consider what the impact of delegating the Statementing Budget to schools would be. The former Learning and Culture Directorate had previously published a report ‘Reducing Reliance on Statements-Proposals to Delegate the Statementing Budget’ in October 2005. Oxfordshire County Council consulted working groups of officers, head teachers, governors, SEN Coordinators (SENco’s), psychologists, parents and others in order to produce this consultation paper, whilst also drawing on information published by the DFES and other authorities.

2. The Committee undertook this investigation in a Select Committee style to interview witnesses. This Scrutiny Committee meeting took place on 13th December 2005. Recommendations for the Cabinet were also formulated at this meeting (listed below). 
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee AGREED to support the proposals to delegate the Statementing Budget, subject to:

(a) asking the Cabinet to ensure that adequate information and support was provided to parents when the scheme was implemented;

(b) the scheme being reviewed after one year to enable consideration of the 100 smaller schools being included in the scheme;

(c) asking the Cabinet to strongly recommend schools to identify a Governor to mediate on disputes relating to provision for special educational needs between parents, schools and the LEA;

(d) asking the Cabinet to ensure that a central contingency fund was maintained to support schools that had a specific need;

(e) asking the Cabinet to strongly recommend to schools that the delegated Statementing Budget should be ring fenced for Special Educational Needs.

SECTION 2:THE INVESTIGATION PROCESS

AIMS OF THE INVESTIGATION

3. The Committees’ aim was to Scrutinise what the potential impact of delegating the Statementing Budget to local schools would be. The Committee further wished to explore whether the proposals made in the former Learning and Culture Directorate’s report ‘Reducing Reliance on Statements-Proposals to Delegate the Statementing Budget’ were the most effective way for Oxfordshire County Council to delegate the Statementing Budget. This was achieved by gathering evidence from witnesses with first hand experience/knowledge of Statementing within local schools.
4.
The Committee was supported by Deborah Mitchell, Principal Committee Officer, Myfanwy Lloyd, Scrutiny Review Officer and Michael Chard, Scrutiny Research and Support Assistant.

STATEMENTING IN OXFORDSHIRE IN BRIEF

5.   Currently schools are expected to provide the first five hours of support for each pupil with a Statement out of their SEN Index funding. For pupils with greater needs schools receive additional central funding to “top up” their provision.  The “top ups” can range from 2 to 32 hours but the majority, 72% in 2004/05, received an additional 10 hours or less.  During 2004/05 there were 1,673 centrally funded statements, amounting to £4.8 million (full year effect).  

6.  In recent years, Government National policy initiatives been encouraging local authorities to move away from over reliance on the statutory assessment process and statementing as a means of delivering resources to pupils with SEN.

7.   In terms of processes, the DFES recommends that all local authorities:

· Work with schools and other stakeholders to ensure that respective responsibilities are clear and to build parental confidence;

· Develop systematic accountability arrangements ;

· Base these on school self-review and focus on pupil outcomes and thresholds for support and challenge;

· Avoid placing an unnecessary bureaucratic burden on schools;

· Provide schools with a clear budget for SEN.
8.  Within Oxfordshire, the Statementing budget has increased over the past 5 years to a level that is in line with the averages of similar local authorities. 

9. According to the proposals in the consultation paper ‘Delegation of the statementing budget to schools is not a cost-cutting measure’. The budget may be safeguarded and any savings made will be transferred to schools. 

10. The consultation paper outlines that the alternative proposal will mean:

“…a large amount of the centrally retained budget is delegated to schools. This would enable needs to be met earlier and would provide schools with the flexibility and ability to plan long term provision fro most pupils with SEN. Savings from administrative functions would be passed on to schools. Also all professionals involved, including teachers, SENcos, EP’s (Educational Psychologist’s), and central SEN support staff, would be able to spend more time directly supporting children.”

(Oxfordshire County Council, Reducing Reliance on Statements-Proposals to Delegate the Statementing Budget.  October 2005, page 7)

HOW THE INVESTIGATION WAS CONDUCTED

11. Stakeholder views were deemed to be the most important in relation to   Statementing within schools e.g. head teachers, SENco’s and representatives from groups of parents with children with Special Educational Needs. The Committee decided it was important to hear from people who had first hand knowledge of the current statementing procedures and also from those people from within the County Council who were responsible for the Statementing Budget and its distribution i.e. Simon Adams from the Learning and Culture Directorate and Councillor Waine the Cabinet Member for Schools Improvement (See Annex 1). 

12. In formulating the recommendations all of the information and views that Members heard were considered and evaluated. We are very grateful to all stakeholders who answered questions from Members of the Scrutiny Committee in relation to their experiences of statementing children in relation to their Special Educational Needs. We are also grateful to the Officers of the County Council who were co-operative and candid in their answers to many probing questions.

SECTION 3:FINDINGS

GENERAL FINDINGS

13. There was a general consensus amongst the witnesses that the current system of delegating the Statementing Budget to schools was tied up in too much bureaucracy. This was a very time consuming process and took professionals such as SENco’s away from the classroom and into an office doing paperwork.  Every hour that was being used as office time could have potentially been utilised as teaching time. The change in delegation of the Statementing Budget, in the long term, should see an improvement in the hours each individual student with Special Educational Needs receives.  It might also allow for a greater number of children to receive some form of assistance.

14. The flexibility of a system of delegating Statementing Budgets directly to schools was viewed in a positive light by all witnesses questioned by the Committee. The bureaucracy that surrounded the current system considerably delays the assistance that a child with Special Educational Needs received. The lack of flexibility that statementing an individual placed upon a school was also a problem. Under the new system of delegation, SENco’s and Teaching Assistants would be able to use a host of methods which might involve one-to-one working or group work to assist a child in their personal development. Sarah Rusby, Executive Director of the Learning and Skills Council, reflected this when she stated ‘ flexibility may meet individual need better because you don’t have one moment in time to have a statement and then provide that person with support, you can do it selectively as they move through the education system’. 

15. Some concern was voiced by the two witnesses from CHOICE in relation to the part-time nature of SENco’s work in the proposed delegation of the Statementing Budget. It was felt that some SENco’s would have to increase their roles into full time posts as a lot of work would move from the LEA to schools. It was therefore hoped that adequate funds would be available to do so.

16. Following a lengthy debate, the Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee fully supported all of the recommendations made within the formal document to the Cabinet in relation to the Statementing Budget, subject to the following:

R (a) The Committee asked the Cabinet to ensure that adequate information and support was provided to parents when the scheme was implemented;



17. The Committee felt that information and support should be made freely available to parents in relation to Statementing once the new allocation of the Statementing Budget had taken place. Without this revised information parents might possibly be confused or misled about their rights when it came to their child. The information must be provided both electronically and in paper form to allow access to the greatest number of people. 

18. Sarah Rushby, Executive Director of the Learning and Skills Council gave evidence that supported this recommendation. She suggested that it was Schools and the Council that should provide the information freely for parents in relation to the Statementing Process and that they also had a duty to make parents aware that this information existed.

R (b) The Committee recommended that the scheme be reviewed after one year to enable consideration of the 100 smaller schools being included in the scheme;

19. Of all the schools in Oxfordshire the smallest 100-120 would continue to use the current system of statementing that was in place, as opposed to the recommended reallocation of the Statementing Budget directly to schools. It was indicated that allocating a budget to those schools would not be the most efficient and effective way of supporting children with Special Educational Needs. Smaller educational institutions would see a greater effect on their own budgets as one child may need to be allocated a large percentage of the budget of an individual school, whilst others might contain no children with Special Educational Needs and the budget would then remain stagnant. This therefore would be considered a drain on the Statementing Budget. At those schools statutory assessments would continue to take place as before to best indicate what the child’s educational needs would be.

20. The Committee recommended this be reviewed after one year to ensure that those schools might have an opportunity in the future to put a case forward for or against the system of Statementing that they were currently governed by. It could be found that within a year the new system of delegating the Statementing Budget possibly could be adjusted to suit these smaller schools. 

R (c) The Committee recommended asking the Cabinet to strongly recommend schools to identify a Governor to mediate on disputes relating to provision for special educational needs between parents schools and the LEA;

21. It was sometimes felt by parents that their child was not getting adequate assistance for their Special Educational Needs. Currently parents could request a statutory assessment if the child met the criteria. This would not change as the parent(s) would have the right to appeal against the schools level of provision to the LEA. Depending on the needs of the child the cost would be met by the school or they may be centrally funded.

22. One suggestion from Linda Hulin and Elaine Evers from CHOICE was that an independent individual or designated officer covering several schools may be needed to mediate if disputes occurred between parents and the school. This would especially be important if the parents felt that their child was not receiving sufficient support for their Special Educational Needs. 

23. This was another alternative to having a governor to mediate in disputes. However a governor could potentially fill this role when needed and could in turn cover several schools within the local area.

R (d) The Committee asked the Cabinet to ensure that a central contingency fund was maintained to support schools that had a specific need;

24. The central contingency fund was held by the Oxfordshire LEA. This existed to support schools when there were exceptional pressures upon their budgets from children with Special Educational Needs. An example of this was when an exceptionally large number of children with Special Educational Needs attended an individual school at any one time. Under the proposed system the school would have been budgeted a set amount of money for children with Special Educational Needs and could in turn experience serious financial hardship. The new proposals indicated that a small budget would be retained by the LEA and the Schools would have to go before a panel (including head teachers) in order to be awarded extra funding.

R (e) The Committee asked the Cabinet to strongly recommend to schools that the delegated Statementing Budget should be ring fenced for Special Educational Needs.

25. The Committee was concerned that if the Statementing Budget was not ring fenced then the money might be consumed into the overall school budget and be used for other purposes.

26. Evidence given to the Committee from Linda Hulin and Elaine Evers from CHOICE backed those concerns.

SECTION 4:CONCLUSIONS

27. When considering the investigation as a whole the Committee agreed to support all of the proposals to delegate the statementing budget. It was widely acknowledged, after hearing the evidence from all witnesses, that the recommendations listed in the formal consultation document ‘Reducing Reliance on Statements- Proposals to Delegate the Statementing Budget’ would be the best outcome for many schools and parents.

28. Both witnesses from the community and officers agreed that cutting bureaucracy and reducing the time taken for statementing to occur within schools would only be beneficial for children with Special Educational Needs. Currently, according to Kim James (a Secondary School SENco); it could take anything up to 18 weeks to get a Statement for a child. This was 18 weeks of supported learning that might be lost and in essence this could have a long term effect on the child’s overall personal progression. 

29. The cut in bureaucracy should also lead to an increase in the amount of time teaching professionals, such as SENco’s, would be able to direct to supporting children with Special Educational Needs. The reduced paperwork and money saved through the reduced bureaucracy would, according to the majority of witnesses, lead to a better delivery of service. Simon Adams (Former Learning and Culture Directorate) gave a guarantee that some money saved would be set aside for Statementing in schools.

30. The overall process of formulating the report was greatly assisted by the ‘Select Committee’ style of questioning of witnesses. The questions were focused and well thought out and in turn this led to a more efficient and productive questioning of witnesses. This allowed the Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee to provide well-informed recommendations to the Cabinet.

31. The Cabinet considered the recommendations at their meeting on  20th December 2005, together with advice from Councillor Waine (Cabinet member for School Improvement) and tailored responses and amendments according to this. 

32. The Cabinet accepted proposal Recommendation (a) (see page 2). This means that extra information would be provided for parents in relation to their child and the Statementing Budget. A recommendation was made by the former Learning and Culture Directorate that the 100 smaller schools be considered for the proposed practice of allocating the Statementing Budget to schools, this reflected the Committee’s request in R (b). The appointment of a Governor to mediate on disputes between parents, schools and the LEA (R(c)) was noted by the Cabinet as good practice. The Committee’s recommendation (d) almost mirrored a recommendation put to the Cabinet by Simon Adams on behalf of the former Learning and Culture Directorate. A Central Contingency fund was going to be kept in order to support schools that have a specific need. The Committee had a very positive influence in relation to the delegation of the Statementing Budget with their Recommendation (e). The Cabinet accepted that the Statementing Budget should be ring-fenced for Special Educational Needs. Additionally they commented that the budgets would be heavily scrutinised/ monitored and OFSTED inspections would ensure that this money would be appropriately delegated.

ANNEX 1:- LIST OF WITNESSES

Evidence was gathered from the following ‘witnesses’ during questioning:
Witnesses:
· Simon Adams –Learning & Culture Directorate
· Cynthia Bartlett, Head teacher, Bicester Community College

· Sally Dicketts, Principal and Chief Executive, Oxford & Cherwell Valley College

· Elaine Evers from CHOICE.

· Linda Hulin from CHOICE.

· Kim James, Gillotts School, Henley, Secondary school SENco.

· Maralina Roxborough, St Josephs. A primary school SENco:

· Sarah Rusby, Executive Director Learning & Skills Council

· Cllr Michael Waine- Cabinet member for Schools Improvement

CHILDRENS SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE COUNCILLORS WHO ATTENDED THE MEETINGS

· Anda Fitzgerald-O’Connor (Shrivenham), Chairman of Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee

· Keith Stone (Carterton South West), Deputy Chairman of the Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee

· Norman Bolster (Bicester)

· Jean Fooks (Summertown & Wolvercote)

· Deborah Glass-Woodin (Isis)

· Sue Haffenden (Charlbury)

· Steve Hayward (Witney West)

· Hilary Hibbert-Biles (Chipping Norton)

· Zoe Patrick (Grove & Wantage)

· Bill Service (Didcot Ladygrove)

· Val Smith (Leys & Lye)

· Melinda Tilley (Kingston Bagpuize)

· David Turner (Charlgrove)

· Carol Viney (Sonning Common)

CO-OPTED MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE

· Mr Chris Bevan 

· Mr Ben Jackson 

· Mrs Sue Matthew

· Ms Bernadine Spencer 

ANNEX 2: KEY DEFINITIONS

Definition of Special Educational Needs(SEN)

The term ‘Special Educational Needs’ (SEN) has a legal definition. Children with Special Educational Needs all have learning difficulties or disabilities that make it harder for them to learn or access education than most children of the same age. These children may need extra or different help from that given to other children of the same age.

ANNEX 3: KEY DOCUMENTS

· Strategy For Special Educational Needs in Oxfordshire: 2004-2007

· Reducing Reliance on Statements- Proposals to Delegate the Statementing Budget

· Best Value Review of Children’s Services 2005

· Children and Young People’s Plan (CYPP), October 2005

· Realignment Of Directorates Report to Cabinet – 18 October 2005 by the Chief Executive on behalf of the County Council Management Team

· Cabinet Minutes- 20 December 2005

· Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee Minutes- 13 December 2005

DELEGATING THE STATEMENTING BUDGET TO SCHOOLS








	CHILDREN’S SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE


���Fillin “Type Proposed / Amended and Click OK”�� 


Statement of Special Educational Needs





PART 1: INTRODUCTION





1.	In accordance with Section 324 of the Education Act 1996 (the ‘Act’) and the Educational (Special Education Needs) (England) Regulations 2001, the following Statement is made on  ………………………….. …..by Oxfordshire County Council (‘the Education Authority’) in respect of ���Fillin “Type full name of child and Click OK”�� whose particulars are set out below.  This is the x���Fillin “Type Version No. eg 1st, 2nd and Click OK”�� Statement issued since 1st September 2002.





CHILD�
�
Surname:�
���Fillin “Type Surname and Click OK”\*upper���
Other Names:�
���Fillin “Forename  and Click OK”���
�
Home Address:�
���Fillin “Type Address line 1 and Click OK”���
�
�
���Fillin “Type Address line 2 and Click OK”���
�
�
���Fillin “Type Address line 3 and Click OK”���
�
�
���Fillin “Type Address line 4 and Click OK”���
�
�
���Fillin “Type Postcode and Click OK”���
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Sex:�
���Fillin “Type Male or Female and Click OK”\*upper���
�
Date of Birth:�
���Fillin “Type DOB and Click OK”���
Religion:�
���Fillin “Type Religion and Click OK”���
�
�
�
Home Language:�
���Fillin “Type Home Language and Click OK”���
�



CHILD’S PARENT OR PERSON RESPONSIBLE


�
�
Surname:�
���Fillin “Type Parents Surname and Click OK”\*upper                                                               ���
Other Names:�
���Fillin”Type Other Names of Parents and Click OK”                                                            \ *upper���
�
Home Address:�
���Fillin “Type Home Address if different from above and Click OK”��


                                                                      �
�
�
�
Relationship to Child:�
���Fillin “Type Relationship to Child and Click OK”\*upper���
�
Telephone No:�
���Fillin “Type Telephone No and Click OK”���
�
�
�
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