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ANNEX 4

Samples of comments

Secondary schools and other colleagues

pages 1 – 3

Primary schools 




pages 4 -12

Question 1

· Depends who judges the appropriateness.  

· Continue the debate whether Inclusion in mainstream setting is the way forward for all students.

· Depends on what is understood by ‘equitable’.  Distribution needs to be directly related to need.

· Yes - more well planned flexible programmes from age 14 onwards.

· Resources!  Hearts and minds! (j) 

· I think it likely that parents will want funding attached to children.  Equitable distribution between schools could be problematic using an SEN index that doesn't consider schools in the secondary sector with large numbers of SEN pupils 'out of catchment' and from less socially advantaged areas.

· One would not argue against these principles rather the way they are to be achieved.  Delegating monies to partnership groups so that specialisms can be presented and/or developed that can be accessed by all its feeder schools would be a more egalitarian and prudent way then monies disappearing into individual schools budgets.

Questions 2 and 3

· Must be an objective measure linked to student numbers.

· The SEN Index is widely accepted at present, so retaining it should assist acceptance of the formula for distributing resources.  However, the needs of pupils and schools should be monitored closely to ensure it (the SEN Index) remains a fair way to distribute resources and is closely matched to needs.

· As a partnership we strongly advocate the ‘audit’ approach to determining resource distribution.  We need to meet the challenge to manage the moderation of provision without unnecessary bureaucracy.

· Secondary schools have large budgets, able to accommodate some high level needs.  A move to 20 hours of provision may simply move the argument over resources from 5 to 20 hours i.e. a relatively large number of children requiring more than 20 hours may "appear".

· Why does it need to be defined in terms of hours rather than a sliding scale of funds?  Therefore the schools can choose how to spend it rather and who to employ rather than setting up an expectation that there will be x hours "attached" to a child.  How will we ever move to independent supported learning?

Question 5

· Provide an audit system for in-year exceptions who arrive without notice.  Lump sum "bonus" for small schools who take all (difficult to assess) from their local community rather than pressuring parents to take them to larger schools.  Recognise and reward inclusive schools.

· It may be worth keeping a 'flexible pot' of money for any anomalies.

· The funding is allocated according to a direct audit of need which is subject to a countywide moderation.  This will be much fairer than basing funding on the SEN index.  This will apply to all schools, not just small ones.

· Smaller schools could have huge pressures. There should be some centrally held funding to deal with such situations.

· Schools could send information on numbers of SEN children at various 'bands' of funding the LEA.  If the requirements of a school differ significantly from that expected by the SEN Index, a 'top-up' or 'rebate' system to equalise anomalies could be implemented.

· Only local area resources for special needs specialisms can service small schools effectively ensuring access to specialised help when significant special needs are present in a school. 

Question 6

· Would not like to see increasing budgets dampened, however this does make sense for schools whose budget decreases.

· We would want to have more time to monitor, and if necessary challenge any adverse arrangement.

· If affected, reasonable idea.

· Yes - this would ease the pain.

· Essential if you want us to maintain provision with reduced budgets.

Question 7

· Safeguarding needs to be over a longer period.

· Should be increased if central funding for statementing administration is reduced.

· The issue is not safeguarding, it is ensuring a transparent needs related and moderated system of delegating funding.

· This would make forward planning more secure.

· Delegation of the statementing budget should not be seen, or allowed to reduce the funding for SEN.  Safeguarding the budget should enable clear planning of provision and ensure appropriate resources are made available to pupils.

· This will enable better planning and attract good staff who need security, particularly in smaller schools.

Question 8

· Transitional arrangements in existing unit pupils?  Suggest phased closure at MLD Units to safeguard existing pupils.

· Yes - as long as these high order schools with a large cohort of children with SEN still receive equitable funding.

· Equity in funding distribution should be a cornerstone principle (as in principle c)

· The Thame Partnership use of monies has been excellent.  Why not roll out such schemes to each partnership rather than distributing money (which will be small) across each school.  This may mean spending a bit more money, but for strategic good for more children.

Question 9 

· Not all outcomes are measurable - social and personal development.

· Pupil outcomes - a very small number of pupils make progress that is difficult to measure in a quantative manner e.g. confidence, independence are ok but they may still struggle.

· Exclusions - some students receive good quality support but fixed term exclusions as still necessary as part of the school behaviour policy.

· Any increase in the inclusion of EBD pupils will promote their independence and educational opportunities but is likely to also lead to an increase in exclusion - so unsure to the number of exclusions as a performance measure for these proposals.

· Parent complaints often relate to a belief in their child needing a special school place - however impressive the school's provision may be.

· We should aim to keep bureaucracy at bay!

· It will be important to monitor the number of children with SEN who may not be receiving full time provision ie full time and lunchtime in school or 25 hours of alternative provision.  It will be important to ensure that children with SEN do not receive less than their full entitlement to an appropriate and complete education.

Other comments

· Maybe consideration should be given to the idea of "backpacking" resources.  This is a system with some success in Holland and France.  Resources are allocated to individual students (by hour allocation or finances directly) for parents to use where they wish e.g. paying for home tuition or accessing specialists/places in units etc.  This could be devolved to school action plus students as well as those with statements.

· We believe that delegating the statementing budget is an excellent idea.  The amount of bureaucracy involved in statementing is enormous.  The whole process is extremely lengthy and once started it may be several months until the school receives the money.  We are also finding that some primary schools are not getting the students statemented before they reach us and we are confronted with a huge task in Year 7.  The statementing process takes up a great deal of our EPs time also.  We sincerely hope this proposal goes through.

· At our school we have a very high number of physically disabled students (the highest % on sheets provided).  What will happen to our Bucks Statemented students?  How will that funding be affected?  Resourcing should follow a school which is popular because of reputation and expertise with SEN students.  We are very concerned about the timing of this consultation and also about the suggested timescale.  The spreadsheet indicating financial impact is based on largely unknown criteria which makes it very difficult to make a reasoned judgement.  We feel the consultation begins from some premises that need challenging in relation to the distribution of special need according to socio-economic context.  We are also concerned that the ‘audit’ method of delegating resource has been dismissed by the working party before the consultation as we feel this is the only ‘equitable’ and transparent mechanism.

· The delegation of this budget is certain to place administrative demands on schools - especially in view of the Children Act.  It will not remove the need for inter-agency work.  At our school there are serious physical limitations on support staff expansion - office space, IT facilities etc.

· We feel that parents may feel differently from ourselves and wish to keep funding children.

Samples of comments received from primary schools

Question 1

· Resources cannot be distributed equitably.  Some schools have a high proportion of children with a high level of need and support.  Other schools have very little.  A small school with children with high level needs will invariably be the loser in this scheme..

· We belong to a strong partnership but the LEA needs to monitor locality-based decision making to ensure it doesn't become a postcode lottery.

· Clarification of what is meant by appropriate.(j)

· We support inclusion in mainstream settings where appropriate i.e. where the inclusion is successful and the child's needs are met, with appropriate support and where there is no detrimental effect to others.

· Agree with needs being met early but statementing needed for some children - need to debate where the line is drawn!

· What is excessive?

· Baroness Warnock has agreed that inclusion has gone too far.  We need to ensure that schools are not left in difficulties because they are unable to provide the level of support needed.  Excessive assessment are not acceptable but the present system requires this NOT for educational reasons but for financial reasons.  Why has the system become more bureaucratic?  This is to halt/cut back expenditure when in reality the problems are growing.

· Will it be possible to make a request for additional funding without seeking a statement.  This would be where the school could make a good case where a child at SAP needed more than 5 hours to make progress.

· Need LEA training and support too.

· Role very useful but would like more rationalised service. (i)

· Does this mean that those who shout loudest get more?  How would this guarantee equity?  Would this lose economies of scale? (h)

· Needs greater clarity about what is and is not appropriate.

· What does the term equitable mean?  If funding is allocated according to the need and comes from an agreed standpoint then it would be possible to distribute funds equally.

· The statutory statementing process recognises children of high need.  Any delegated funding arrangement should recognise schools of high need. (k)

Question 2

· We have 5 statemented children, with considerable hours attached.  This is not reflected in our socio-economic measure on the attainment of intake.

· We are a very small school with low numbers of free meals and in a desirable area, hence on most factors of the index we don't qualify highly.  Despite this we have a high number of statemented children with a very high number of hours and lots of "first £250" to pay for resources.  This would not be recognised under the new system which gives us even less money than we get now.

· Tend to not agree although for most schools this would work.  Ours is a school where the SEN index will give us relatively low funding (small/rural/SEN register low numbers).  Potentially therefore we stand to lose money with this change in the system.

· As a partnership we strongly advocate the 'audit' approach to determining resource distribution.  We need to meet the challenge to manage the moderation of provision without unnecessary bureaucracy. 

· We have very few free school meals therefore suffer in the Index although we have a reasonably high proportion of children on SAP.

· Not if it further reduces SEN funding in schools like this one.

· The audit gives you a strong base and would ensure pupils’ needs are met.

· We are concerned that the SEN index does not reflect the number of statemented children in the school.

· We are a small school with 'pockets' of poverty that is not declared by parents.  Alternatively parents with children with SEN choose a small school with a family ethos and this skews the proportion.

· The SNI formula and the basis for statementing any pupils has no real connection.

· As a school with a higher than average inclusion of statemented pupils, yet with low index rating would be much worse off financially.

· At our school there is not a correlation between socio-economic deprivation and SEN - we have chidren with down's, cerebral  palsey, cystic fibrosis, autism, learning delay, vision and hearing difficulties - this area is not classified as deprived - the reputation of inclusion attracts families.

· We would advise that the balance in calculating the SEN Index changes. 50% social economic, 30% SEN register, 20% Attainment.  As it is penalising successful schools in poor areas

· We feel that the index is not accurate or sensitive enough to reflect the needs.  This could lead to negative competition between local schools.

· The SEN Index seems the fairest way, however, for infant schools linking the 40% funding to Key Stage 1 statistics is unfair due to the fact pupils leave at the end of this stage.  There is no mention within this consultation about the foundation stage and bearing in mind the LEA believes in 'early intervention' it would seem a fairer way to link 20% to the foundation stage and 20% to Key Stage 1.  Therefore, less impact on infant/small schools but more importantly the pupils has access to resources when they need it most.

· Small schools can mean % changes of SEN are great so funding needs to be on a termly basis.

· Distribution needs to be directly linked to actual need so we feel the 'audit rate' should be used.

· Because we are a stand alone EY setting, the existing SEN Index as applied to us is not adequate.  We often have children with difficulties re-referred out of catchment.  As an Early Excellence Centre/Children's Centre our catchment is geographically large.  Our allocation seems to be less than surrounding primary schools, even utilising the Index.

· I agree that there will be a good correlation between SEN index and SEN.  What about PD SEN/Downs (we currently have 3 x PD statements, 1 x downs)?  Exceptions?

· If money is to be delegated it should be given to the partnership as a whole to distribute.  The SEN index for individual schools is too crude!

· As consultation on SEN index took place in 2000 is there a need to review as these new proposals take effect.

Question 4a

· Would tend to improve flexibility and speed of response in schools.

· Reduction in accuracy of targeting of SEN funding conflicts with principle of inclusion.  Proposed principles recognise children with exceptionally high needs (k) but full delegation through SNI fails to recognise schools with exceptionally high need and the funding goes to schools not children.

· There is very little flexibility here for small schools and nursery schools who have a termly intake and often very high level needs.  In line with early identification we believe the % funding for early years should be higher.

· We have concerns that resources would not be available for children with complex and profound needs for early intervention.

· We are concerned that funding for statemented pupils who transfer mid year should receive payment immediately not at the annual review of the SEN Index.

· We want financial flexibility to put high levels of support in at an early stage.

· As long as there is inclusion of monies for severely SEN disabled.

· Strongly advocate 'the audit' approach to determine resource distribution.  There must be accountability.  SEN index is not a reflection of all the effort and way schools are using the money to support inclusion.

Question 4b

· Would enhance school ability to provide depth and range of cover.

· However, we have some reservations when you suddenly get a child with severe learning needs come to your school without prior knowledge or planned provision.

· In the current proposal no provision is outlined to take account of catchment referrals of children with statements.  What happens when a child with a statement moves schools.  Will current levels of support and inputs be safeguarded?

· In the current proposal no provision is outlined to take account of catchment referrals of children with statements.  What happens when a child with a statement moves schools.  Will current levels of support and inputs be safeguarded?

· This would help high level of children with 'high' plus statement that we have.

· If pupils arrive mid-year with a statement special funding adjustments must be made.

· Concern that many schools will request additional hours from a very small central 'pot'.

· Again this is too much to put on individual school.  E.g. two schools (any size) one has two children arrive with severe problems (not uncommon in the Carterton Partnership) and have to provide 40 hours.  The other loses one or two?  This situation will not allow your principles in section 1 to be fulfilled.

· With £6,000 less how could we support the first 20 hours?

· On what basis will the 5 or 20 hours be granted if there are no statements?

· Provision for high level, complex SEN must be safeguarded.  These pupils must be funded separately from the SEN Index.

· Would there be 'top-up' facilities if more than average number of pupils with statements.

Question 5 

· Using partial delegation of SEN money would leave money to support the above situation.  This money should be readily available and dispatched quickly.

· Our suggestion would be that small schools budgets could be protected by a lump sum that brings them up to the average primary school funding for Special Needs.

· Partial delegation should support this i.e. 80% of funding delegated 20% kept for schools to apply for without excessive assessments or bureaucracy.

· Set/define a small school 'threshold' number and factor in an increased allowance, taking also into account the locale/community type and factors such as turbulence etc.

· Weight the SEN index 60% at least.

· Termly meeting with LEA to identify changes ie new children starting school.

· Funding driven by need of pupils, moderated through county audit processes rather than this current suggestion.

· Increase the overall budget so that levels of funding are more appropriate.

· With this, as with all formula created funding, the small school is under funded.  Small schools need a baseline budget from which to work in most scenarios.  In this case, enough delegated funding to employ a SEN TA for a specified minimum number of hours support on a permanent basis would ensure SEN support could be managed creatively to benefit a varying number of children at any one time.  SEN numbers at our school vary considerably within the year.  We often have an influx of travellers which can temporarily double the percentage of SEN children and become a drain on our human resources.  Additionally, we have a percentage of children who transfer to our school specifically to receive SEN support.  It is not easy to find TA support on a temporary or short hours contract in a location such as ours: guaranteed funding would guarantee support at short notice.  I would also like to point out that in some village schools, the socio-economic indicators are not necessarily reflected in the school roll.  The socially advantaged children often attend independent schools.  The effect of this is that the percentage of socially disadvantaged children in the village schools is increased.  Furthermore, not all SEN is a result of socio-economic factors.  In schools where small numbers of children are presented by large percentage all parties must scrutinise the data carefully and assess cases on an individual basis in the same way that we do with our SATs results.

· Top-up budget dependent upon report from EP that specifies high levels of need.

· We are a standalone EY setting.  A simplified statementing process with easier access to centralised funds would probably provide a more flexible funding system, catering for exceptional circumstances.

· Keep the appeals panel - but let teachers go to make the case rather than excessive paperwork.

· Could have a minimum amout of funding delegated say for equivalent of 10 hours support for 2/3 children.  Have a fund which could be applied to for schools where the number of SEN children exceeds that predicted by SEN index.

· The admission of a statemented pupil on a small school can have a very significant effect on the whole school.  LEA (+EP) must be allowed to allocate extra funds in exceptional circumstances.

· Funding has to be allocated to meet the need.  The SEN Index doesn't really do that.  The size of the school is irrelevant to the basic principle.

· This applies to all primary schools!  Suggestion: schools provide first 5 hours.  Up to 10 hours, provided by schools from money delegated to them.  Any child requiring more than 10 hours will be statemented in the normal way.

· Should be reviewed annually with schools having the option to ask for reassessment more frequently if their SEN index suddenly changes.

· Contingency fund for extreme circumstances or Insurance Policy which can buy into.

· Hold significant funding for these schools - or alter the way the Index is calculated.  My statements include 2 pupils with significantly wealthy parents SEN Index does nothing for us!

· If it was partial delegation - top up would reflect this.  Multi-professional meetings may be needed to support top up requests.

· This needs considering.  Partial delegation should help, may need an additional fund to supplement high propportion of SEN pupils.  SEN team should be able to see quite quickly from schools SEN register and number on roll.

· I previously have worked in Notts (HT).  As I understand it, they provided for SEN as per this proposal BUT those schools with low funding (generated from SEN index) WERE allocated additional funds should a child join the school who was 'out of the ordinary for that school's catchment.  Bids were made through what was called MSG (Mainstream Support Group) to the partnership.  I would like a similar system - perhaps with less administration if possible.

· The funding is allocated according to a direct audit of need which is subject to a countywide moderation.  This will be much fairer than basing funding on the SEN Index.  This will apply to all schools, not just small ones.

· High needs costs must be fully met or schools will be forced to resist admitting such pupils.  Even 1 pupil with high level needs as we have at present means that the delegated budget would not be sufficient to meet basic SEN needs in our school.  Schools must receive sufficient to pay necessary support, for SENCO time and have some general TA support for other lower level SEN needs.

· Unless there is some sort of "emergency fund" the arrival of a child with considerable SEN could be a severe financial burden to small and medium sized schools - ie all Oxon primaries.

· Use of link SEN advisor to school in discussions with HT and SENCO who would produce classroom based evidence of children's need for SEN support if socio-economic trends reflected a different trend.

· Base solely on individual school's SEN register.

· Funding allocated according to direct audit of need (countrywide moderation)  This would be much fairer than the SEN index - this must apply to all schools not just the small ones.  Information used from effective schools through county audit.

· We are a small school with high level needs.  Focus must be on meeting the demand.  If partial delegation were to take place additional funding must be allocated to small schools to plug the financial gap/crater!!  We already add considerable school funds to SEN pupils - we believe in inclusion.

· Provision for high level, complex SEN must be safeguarded.  These pupils must be funded separately from the SEN Index.

· I do not think the 30+ primaries (13% of total primaries) with potential funding reductions of greater than 2%/£10K would describe the circumstances as exceptional!!  Solution: Use an audit approach.  This is the only method to ensure propriety of SEN funding reaching SEN pupils.

Question 6

· Money for SEN safeguarding - concerns that if might be less after three years - should be more.

· In principal we are in agreement, assuming the proposal is to help schools where the changes are significant, ie for small schools.  Further clarification is required before proper opinions can be formed.

· Some 'significant changes' are often transitory and balance out over a year.

· Introduction should be over a longer period as budget has to be planned for 3 years.

· Is 50% always going to be sufficient in all cases?

· Forward planning is a 3 year cycle.  A phased introduction must be considered to allow schools to plan ahead.

· This could have significant consequences because of the timescale - it is only 8 months to the new financial year - too soon.

· But only if the money is adequate for the schools/pupils needs.

· Helping out for a year would not make up for an ongoing loss thereafter, funding needs to be correct and adequate in the first place.

· If we have a change to funding, we need a more gradual phasing in process, taking into account contractual obligations.

· This would serve only to sugar the pill.  Totally opposed.

· If any deficit 3 year plan in place - no reduction in expected funding should be made

· There must be some additional funding during the change over process.

· Pity this doesn't happen now.  If a statemented child leaves, so does the funding! Who then pays for the TA's contract?

Question 7 

· If the system is effective, measures like this should not be needed.

· Concern about what happens in Year 4 - but this would make forward planning more manageable.

· It should increase as economies are made at the centre!

· It would help with budget plans.

· Safeguarding for 3 years won't help in the longer term which is what we are concerned about.

· What will happen after 3 years?  Reductions?  How will annual cost rises be built into the available SEN fund?  Current proposal doesn't include formulae for this.

· If related to provision why do we need a safeguard?

· Make a decision and do it!  So long as this consultation is used and no schools lose out (maybe a guarantee of this)

· Over the last 10 years the LEA statementing budget has been growing, as have the problems in schools.  You cannot have a situation where we now delegate it to schools and not increase the funding to match it.  The criteria for getting funds has become more and more difficult over the last few years.  This year we have struggled to keep the level of support there to avoid exclusions, while the LEA has made it more difficult to obtain support and has lengthened the period of time taken to get it.

· We believe that much more work needs to be done on exploring possible partnership models of SEN support.  To implement in 2005/06 does not give enough time for this to happen.

· The increasing pressures need to be acknowledged.  The budget needs to be increased not kept at the current level.  Particularly until any savings can be made to pass on to schools.

Question 8 

· With regards to the figures quoted, clarification is required as to whether they could be 'added' together. If all partnership schools agreed with how the funds would be distributed then we would tend to support this request.  Within section (h) page10, the 'transition stage' is mentioned, but again no suggestions were made for discussion.

· At this nursery we use additional funding to support children who go on to the whole range of surrounding schools, our reputation and practice are renowned for their skills, experience and quality inclusion.  Redistributing this funding to 9 primary schools would dilute the quality and service.

· There are many additional funding sources that schools can access that aren't available to us.  We feel this consultation process does not reflect the progress we have made towards raising standards and working with other agencies to support our partnership of schools and the children we serve.

· The Inclusion Project is proving to be a cost effective success story. It took a long time to set up to ensure we got it right - it's unbelieveable that it is proposed to allow it to go - do you know what effect it has had in this area?

· You cannot strip out the support offered by these schools and partnerships without causing further difficulties in schools.  Take the Carterton Rapid Response project, this should be used as a model for distributing money amongst partnerships without it how would we manage the huge mobility issues?  It is not uncommon for children to arrive from other areas/countries, with problems every term.  Often these children already have statements identifying additional hours and support that we are not able to provide.  Our Rapid Response money gives us breathing space whilst assessments of needs take place.

· If these schools are already running successful units/special need projects it would be unfair to remove their budget by redistributing.

· We feel that the additional funding should be incorporated into the SEN Index and redistributed according to needs.

· Can't comment - consultation needs to be with these schools.

· There are many additional funding streams which different schools access which they can use in part to support inclusion.  We need to see the wider picture of this funding.  We strongly defend the funding we receive for our ground breaking partnership inclusion project which has been subject to a rigerous evaluation of its added value to SEN children in the area. Why unsettle something that is established and works.  Why not build on it.  The funding should go into a partnership pot to ensure this money is used for what it is intended.

· Often additional funding is not accessible by all the schools in a partnership.  Money is wasted in applying and justifying bids.

Question 9

· The number of complaints and exclusions will rise if this scheme is implemented.  What does this mean?  You need to make this section clear as the supporting papers do not give any additional information.  How could the admissions special schools go up when the provision is being reduced?  How would you monitor complaints in school?  Would the LEA be interested once they have delegated the money?  What about the increased stress levels of headteachers dealing with the associated problems?  What about the extra stress on teachers dealing with children who cannot be funded properly because the school lacks the appropriate funding?  How do you measure the effect on other children's education whilst schools struggle to provide support?  This will happen whilst some schools receive money for pupils they do not have!!

· Value added measures need to be used that relate to achievement of IEP targets.  Start and End measures of support needed to evidence value added by providing that level of support.  SEN county audit already looks at value added and should be used to account for funding.

· From expertise, parents with SEN children always want more than can be provided, so number of complaints would not be as appropriate a measure as number of complaints that are upheld!

· The number of statements should be taken into account to ensure adequate funding is provided.

Other comments

· The proposals claim to share out statementing funds "equitably" - but this would not be "fair".  There appears to be a principle of relating the SNI, which is based on socio-economic and performance indicators, with the amount and needs of statementing parts of schools.  It is clear to us that there is no real or direct connection.  At this school the majority of statemented pupils have either physical difficulties or are on the autistic spectrum - needs which are not related to the SNI.  It is clear that there will be winners and losers under such a scheme and school with fewer or no statemented pupils will gain, whereas schools, such as ours with wide and diverse special needs will clearly lose.  I urge all concerned to keep statementing funding as it is.

· We are concerned about the future placing of children with high levels of special needs especially statemented pupils.  It will be extremely difficult for small schools with low SEN Index to finance adequate staffing.  It will also make integration in the community more difficult as it will be impossible to argue that providing for those children does not reduce the resources available for other pupils.  If we are not careful popular/oversubsrcibed schools will not take a suitable proportion of statemented pupils.

· This has not allowed for the consultation that is needed.  Mistakes will be made when we are dealing with the most vulnerable children in Education.  We should look at what looks well with schools and build on that.  There seems not logic to the funding spreadsheet.  More information is needed.

· We are very concerned about the timing of this consultation and also about the suggested timescale.  In terms of these proposals the gain for the partnership would be £10,000 and the loss £60,000.  The spreadsheet indicating financial impact is based on largely unknown criteria which makes it very difficult to make reasoned judgement.  We feel the consultation begins from some premises that need challenging in relation to the distribution of special need according to socio-economic context.  We are also concerned that the audit method of delegating resource has been dismissed by the working party before the consultation as we feel this is the only 'equitable' and transparent mechanism.  My school, under the new proposal will lose 3.51% of the school budget.  I am pro supporting those with needs - but I feel that the procedure for producing my SEN register does reflect the needs of the children in my school, who, despite the beautiful locality, still meet the descriptors.  I have no spare money.  This cut will mean the loss of any TA support for children on the SEN register.  The most recent audit showed that our SEN costs are greater than we receive, and that our intervention programmes are effective.  We receive little funding from other pots.  The proposal will also reduce the funding for the Thame Partnership Inclusion Project.  It will be near impossible to maintain the project under the new funding.  Again my school will lose valuable support  have we wasted our previous investment?  The re-distribution list was strange - winners and losers - not alphabetical or by area.  Looking at the Thame Partnership of Schools it is difficult to understand how the distribution has been made.    I also felt that the consultation used loaded phrases without any explanation, e.g. what does equitably mean - who feels that there is excessive assessment etc.  I found it difficult to respond to some of the questions I was unsure of the complete meanings.  I also felt that we have little time at a very busy time to respond to the document.

· Where is the vital question?  This should have been asked before any other was put.  "Do you agree with delegating the SEN Budget or would you prefer the status quo?"  If you seriously want some support with this delegation you must consider a partial delegation (no greater than 10 hours per child) where the funding is held by the partnership of schools.  It would be at the discretion of the heads of the schools as to how this money would be distributed to ensure it supported the needs of individual children.  Any additional support would come through statementing.  This is essential in order to ensure point (a) in your list of principles.  The over-riding principle should be that schools without children in this category should receive no funding.

· The inefficiency and lack of equitability of the current system means that a review is very welcome.  The general correlation between SEN index and SEN means that funds will go to the right schools.  BUT LEA must be aware of "randomly occurring high level SEN" (consult PD support service).  LEA must ensure that schools do not "bend" the admissions rules to reject application from pupils with SEN.  LEA must give support to SENCOs to help them distribute funding fairly.  LEA must give clear information to parents about what will change/what they can expect from schools.  LEA needs to support schools when parents start attacking them.. rather than LEA officers!

· EP and specialist reports should carry more weight and be treated as legally binding documents in their own right (particularly when they spell out essential levels of support that are required).  Flexibility is required to make arrangements in schools (particularly small schools) for sudden high intakes of pupils with SEN.  Instant and appropriate support is needed.

· This is not a good time of the year to be consulting with schools on such an important issue.  It is likely that few schools will take the time to respond and these proposals may be accepted without the views and support of schools.

· We wish to restate the position of nursery schools in general and our nursery in particular as we have constantly high levels of SEN in the early stages of identification which are not reflected in our SEN index, also we have no defined catchment area and therefore receive the majority of children with SEN for the whole Didcot partnership

· The LEA believes 'early intervention' is critical to any child with SEN difficulties, yet throughout this consultation no thought has been given to this ie linking funding to Key Stage 1 statistics, what about those children who develop signs of problems at Foundation Stage?  Couldn't thought be given to involve a % of funding at the end of this critical year, thus helping the school but more importantly helping the child as they get the required resources at a time when they need it and not 2 years, too late!  On page 5 a figure of 1.5 million is mentioned regarding the LEA's administration costs.  Will this money be devolved to schools if the proposals are implemented?  It would be useful if the LEA could provide actual figures re statement funding released to be used for all schools prior to implementation so that we can see how much less or extra we might have?  No reference has been made with regards to the EP service.  Will this service be affected with the proposals and if so what is the impact for schools, especially infant/small schools?  Would these changes not put the LEA in a more inspectorial role for Special Needs and is this really a good idea?  Shouldn't they be supporting schools?
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