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ANNEX 3

Results of Informal Consultation on SEN Delegation 

Introduction

Informal consultation on ‘Reducing Reliance on Statements – Proposals to delegate the statementing budget’ took place in June and July 2005. The document was circulated to all schools for the attention of Headteachers, SENCos, Chairs of Governors and the SEN Governor. It was also circulated widely and included colleagues in Learning & Culture, Social & Health Care, and Health. Briefings on the proposals have been provided for Headteachers and Chair of Governors, SENCos, School Forum, Voluntary organisations and at a Parent Partnership conference.
Feedback 

A total of 66 responses to the consultation were received.12 were from secondary schools, representing 35% of all secondary schools.  5 of which might have benefited from the proposals and 7 might have received less money initially as illustrated by the spreadsheets. 47 primary schools responded representing 19% of all primary schools, 19 of which might have benefited from the proposals and 28 might have received less money. A significant number of responses were received from primary schools in partnerships benefiting from additional funding (10 schools). Only 5 city primary schools responded.  7 responses were received from various other colleagues including educational psychologists, partnerships currently receiving additional provision and a parent governor. Only replies from schools were counted in the results to each question but comments from all respondents have been analysed. Samples of comments are included in the appendix and are divided by those received from secondary and primary schools.  

1.  Proposed principles to underlie SEN funding arrangements in Oxfordshire.  

SEN funding arrangements should:


Strongly support
Tend to support
No opinion either way
Tend not to support
Definitely do not support

a) Safeguard the rights and entitlements of all children, including those with SEN, to ensure the appropriate provision is available.
97%
3%




b) Match the allocation of resources with the responsibility for outcomes in terms of pupil progress, attainment and well-being.
76%
20%
2%
2%


c) Be open and transparent and distribute resources equitably between schools.
88%
7%

2%
3%

d) Enable needs to be met as early as possible and usually without the need for a statement.
70%
16%
3%
11%


e) Shift the balance away from excessive assessments towards early interventions.
79%
17%
2%
2%


f) Provide schools with the flexibility and ability to plan long-term provision for pupils.
83%
17%




g) Support the raising of standards and achievement, particularly in literacy and numeracy and other key skills, including the development of independence.
86%
12%
2%



h) Support the development of locality-based decision making.
56%
32%
3%
9%


i) Maintain the LEA’s role in monitoring, challenging and accountability.
41%
29%
21%
9%


j) Support the successful inclusion in mainstream settings wherever appropriate.
40%
45%
5%
9%
2%

k) Recognise that there are children with exceptionally high needs.
95%
3%
2%



l) Reduce needless bureaucracy.
95%
3%
2%



2.  Do you agree or disagree with the principle that the existing SEN Index should form the basis for delegating the statementing budget?


Strongly     agree
Tend to       agree
No opinion either way
Tend  not to   agree
Strongly disagree

Secondary
3 (25%)
7 (58%)

1 (8%)
1 (8%)

Primary
2 (4%)
13 (29%)
3 (7%)
10 (22%)
17 (38%)

Further analysis of response from prmary schools:

19 primary schools out of 47 would have benefited from the scheme, of which 6 (32%) supported the proposals, 9 (47%) did not,  4 had no opinion.

28 primary schools out of 47 would have received less funding, of which 9 (32%), supported the suggestion, 19 did not (68%).

3a.  Total delegation through the SEN Index for secondary schools

Thinking now about the level to which the existing SEN Index might be used, what are your views on the proposal to delegate all statementing funding for secondary schools through the existing SEN Index? 

Strongly  support 
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Secondary
5 (42%)
2 (17%)

4 (35%)
1 (8%)

3b.  Partial delegation through the SEN Index, threshold methodology for secondary schools

What are your views on using the SEN Index to distribute the first 20 hours of provision rather than the current 5 hours for secondary schools: (A spreadsheet is provided to illustrate the effect).


Strongly  support 
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Secondary

6 (67%)
1 (11%)
1 (11%)
1 (11%)

Further analysis of 3a and 3b:

5 schools strongly supported the full use of the index rather than partial.


2 schools tended to support both options.


3 schools tended to support partial use of the index rather than full.


2 schools definitely did not support either.


4a.  Total delegation through the SEN Index for primary schools

Again thinking about the level to which the existing SEN Index might be used, what are your views on the proposal to delegate all statementing funding for primary schools through the existing SEN Index?  

Strongly  support 
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Primary
3 (7%)
9 (20%)

10 (22%)
23 (51%)

4b.  Partial delegation through the SEN Index, threshold methodology for primary schools

What are your views on using the SEN Index to distribute the first 20 hours of provision rather than the current 5 hours for primary schools: (A spreadsheet is provided to illustrate the effect).


Strongly  support 
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Primary
2 (4%)
14 (32%)

10 (23%)
18 (41%)

5.  Small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets.
For some small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets the effects of large numbers of pupils with SEN, possibly also with high level needs, may be significant.  Can you offer any suggestions as to how a delegated funding scheme could recognise these exceptional circumstances?

A number of helpful suggestions were given:  

· Partial delegation e.g. 80% delegated, 20% kept centrally for schools to apply for without excessive assessments or bureaucracy.

· Define a small school threshold and factor in an increased allowance.

· An audit processes with countywide moderation.

· A baseline budget for small schools.

· Top up budget, using EP report to specify level of need.

· Simplified statementing process with easier access to centralised funds.

· Delegate the first 10 hours and have a reserve fund where the number of SEN children exceed that predicted by the index.

· Delegate the first 10 hours and keep existing system for those requiring more provision.

· Contingency fund for extreme circumstances or an insurance policy for schools to buy into.

· Retain significant funding for these schools.

· Partnership distribution of additional funds.

· Provision for high level SEN safeguarded and funded separately from the SEN Index.

6.  What are your views on the suggestion that any significant changes to a school’s budget be abated by 50% in the first year only?


Strongly  support 
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Secondary
1 (10%)
4 (40%)
1 (10%)
2 (20%)
2 (20%)

Primary
6 (13%)
9 (20%)
8 (18%)
3 (7%)
19 (42%)

Total
7 (13%)
13 (24%)
9 (16%)
5 (9%)
21 (38%)

7.  What are your views on safeguarding the amount of money for SEN to be made available to schools over a fixed period (initially three years)?  


Strongly  support 
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Secondary
5 (50%)
4 (40%)


1 (10%)

Primary
11 (25%)
17 (40%)
2 (5%)
3 (7%)
10 (23%)

Total
16 (31%)
21 (39%)
2 (4%)
3 (5%)
11 (21%)

8.  Appendix C illustrates the additional funding for SEN currently allocated to some schools or partnerships.  Do you support the suggestion to also consider re-distributing this funding equitably, across primary and secondary schools, using the SEN Index? (An illustration of what this could mean for secondary schools is provided)


  Strongly  support
Tend to    support 
No opinion either way
Tend not to support 
Definitely do not support 

Secondary
0
6 (50%)
2 (17%)
0
4 (33%)

Primary
10 (24%)
10 (24%)
4 (9%)
8 (19%)
10 (24%)

9.  Section 8 on page 10 of the consultation paper sets out a list of performance measures that the working group propose should be used to monitor the effect of delegating the statementing budget, if the proposals are accepted.


Strongly support
Tend to support
No opinion either way
Tend not to support
Definitely do not support

a) SEN pupil outcomes, using a range of measures.
52%
35%
2%
2%
9%

b) The number of ‘complaints’, including formal complaints to the LEA, appeals to SENDIST and disability tribunals.
25%
31%
17%
13%
13%

c) The number of exclusions.
21%
34%
13%
23%
9%

d) The amount of SEN funding.
46%
33%
13%
8%
2%

e) The number of statements by year group and primary need.
31%
45%
2%
16%
6%

f) The number of pupils requiring ‘top ups’ or contingency funding (both conditional to proposal agreement).
39%
43%
4%
10%
4%

g) The number of admissions to special schools and special provisions.
30%
34%
18%
14%
4%

h) The level of bureaucracy for schools and the LEA.
51%
33%
8%
4%
4%

i) The number of pupils with SEN in schools outside of their catchment. 
35%
31%
24%
8%
2%
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