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Formal consultation on proposals to delegate the statementing budget 

This is a formal consultation with schools on proposals to delegate the statementing budget. Initial views were sought through an informal consultation process in June/July 2005; comments received have influenced a revised scheme for you to comment on. Following this consultation, final proposals will be submitted to the Schools Forum and Cabinet for approval, with possible implementation from April 2006. 

The development of models for the delegation of the statementing budget has been carried out by a working group of officers, headteachers, governors, SEN Coordinators (SENCos), psychologists and others.  It has drawn on published material from DfES and other authorities and on informal discussion/consultations with DfES advisors, headteachers, SENCos, parents and other LEAs.
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Briefing meetings for headteachers, SENCOs, governors and SEN Support Services:

20 October   4.00 – 5.30 pm,  St Birinus Secondary School

1 November   4.00 – 5.30 pm,  St Leonard’s Primary School, Banbury
2 November  4.00 – 5.30 pm,  West Witney County Primary School

7 November  4.00 – 5.30 pm,  Wheatley Primary School

10 November  4.00 – 5.30 pm, St Gregory the Great Secondary School, Cricket Road 

No need to book, you will be very welcome. 

Consultation with parents: (Parents are being informed through the Parent Partnership Newsletter ‘In Partnership’, also a paragraph of suggested text is offered in the email accompanying this document for schools to include in their own newsletter to parents).  
3 November  10am – 2pm,  Fact and Impact Conference for Parents, at Oxford Town Hall. 

2 November  7 – 8.30pm,  Evening meeting for parents at West Witney Primary School. 

7 November 7 – 8.30pm,  Evening meeting for parents at John Watson School on the Wheatley Primary School site. 

1.  Background

National policy initiatives have in recent years 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.  Ofsted has described the current process as ‘unwieldy, bureaucratic, time-consuming and costly’.  (See appendix A for relevant papers by the DfES,  Ofsted  and Audit Commission). Although Ofsted has recognised that Oxfordshire’s SEN practice is good, there is still more that could be done by reducing bureaucracy to improve provision in schools.  
LEA funding systems need to deliver SEN funding to schools as early as possible, as transparently as possible, as equitably as possible, as objectively as possible and with minimum bureaucracy. The current system falls short of this. The DfES recommends that local authorities delegate SEN resources to mainstream schools through a funding formula. 

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.
Delegation has tended to reduce demand for statements and new DfES research, Reducing Reliance on Statements, highlights the benefits:

· Headteachers, governors and SENCOs are able to make decisions about curriculum and support arrangements for both individuals and groups of pupils who experience barriers to their learning.  They are best placed to ensure that resources are used early and proactively to address learning needs as they arise.
· More pupils with SEN without a statement in the low- statementing authorities reach the expected levels, at each key stage, than in high-statementing authorities. 

· Less paperwork and SEN-related bureaucracy for SENCOs, educational psychologists and other LEA teams.

· Improved relations with parents and schools.

· Fewer appeals overall to the SEN & Disability Tribunal and fewer appeals against refusal to assess. 

· Local schools judge the low statementing authorities to be slightly more effective, across nine out of ten indicators of their performance on SEN.

· Ofsted inspectors judge the low statementing authorities to be more effective, across all three of the published inspection scores on SEN.

· They scored marginally better on SEN in the 2002 Comprehensive Performance Assessment exercise. 

There is considerable variation between high and low statementing authorities and local policy on statementing practise. The Audit Commission found that: ‘There is a great variation in LEA statementing practice – with a fourfold difference in different authorities. There is no correlation between the socio-economic profile of local authorities and the level of statements they maintain. However there is a strong link between the socio-economic profile and the proportion of pupils with SEN overall (including those with SEN without a statement). This confirms the link between SEN and deprivation, but points to the influence of local policy on statementing practice’.  

2.  Oxfordshire’s context

Level of need in mainstream schools

The table below shows the numbers identified on SEN registers at school action (SA), school action plus (SAP) and with statements (S).  1.8% of the total mainstream school roll has statements of SEN.


2002/03
2003/04
2004/05

Total mainstream 

school roll
83864
83973
83797

Total identified on 

SEN registers
SA
7054
7290
7607


SAP
3392
3425
3879


S
1512
1533
1545

Percentage statemented
1.8
1.8
1.8

*Figures from January PLASC 
The table on the next page illustrates the distribution and funding of statements across the primary needs. It shows both the level of incidence and the number of pupils funded with relatively small amounts of additional LEA funding and those with high levels of provision. 80% of statements and 72% of funding are for learning and behavioural needs (MLD, SPLD, SLD, SLCN and BESD). This reflects the national correlation with socio-economic deprivation. 
SEN resources


2002/03
2003/04
2004/05
2005/06

SEN Index 
8.8m
9.7m
10.7m
11.5m

Statements
2.8m
3.1m
3.9m
4.6m

* Figures taken from April data.
The overall level of resources for children with SEN (delegated and non-delegated) has increased significantly over the last five years and is now in line with the average for similar authorities.

Strategy for SEN in Oxfordshire 2004 – 2007

The total funding for SEN administration, assessment and co-ordination in 2005/6 is £1.5m. This includes the salary of the senior education officer, 3 education officers, 8 assistant education officers and 21 administrative officers. Administrative functions for mainstream statements are estimated to account for 40% of this, approximately £0.6m. 

Spending on statements was within budget last year and there has been a commitment to increase the budget by £400,000 in 2006/07. Delegation is not a cost cutting exercise. The budget is safeguarded and savings from the centre will transfer to schools. Where authorities have delegated funding directly to schools the numbers of statements have reduced gradually over a number of years.  It can be estimated that if the number of statements in mainstream schools in Oxfordshire fell to 1,000 in three years the annual savings at the centre will be approximately £350,000. Spending on statutory assessment processes is published annually.
Mainstream Statements of SEN by Primary Need and Funding Allocated 04-05 (excluding children in bases) 




Primary

Need
Total on SEN register at SA, SAP and S
Statements funded 

(during 04-05)
% of funded statements
Total additional LEA funding for statements (full year effect) 
% of total additional LEA funding
Average funding per pupil with a statement of SENl
Funding provided by the LEA in addition to the first five hours paid by the school. 








5 hrs or less
6-10 hours
11-15 hours
16-20 hours
21+ hours

ASD
223
94
5.6
£389,039.50
8.0
£4,138.72
20
21
24
18
11

BESD
2847
380
22.7
£1,110,043.87
22.9
£2,921.17
139
113
62
48
18

HI
147
40
2.4
£121,987.60
2.5
£3,049.69
14
18
5
3
0

MLD
6379
546
32.6
£1,442,609.42
29.8
£2,642.14
294
139
45
38
30

MSI
2
1
0.1
£2,375.00
0.0
£2,375.00
0
1
0
0
0

OTH
34
15
0.9
£30,200.18
0.6
£2,013.35
3
4
6
0
2

PD
250
162
9.7
£683,577.55
14.1
£4,219.61
44
36
28
21
33

SLCN
692
230
13.7
£596,134.92
12.3
£2,591.89
124
65
23
11
7

SLD
82
11
0.7
£46,205.15
1.0
£4,200.47
0
5
1
3
2

SPLD
1923
169
10.1
£307,341.39
6.3
£1,818.59
123
27
14
3
2

VI
70
25
1.5
£110,524.88
2.3
£4,421.00
6
10
2
2
5














Total:
12931
1673
100.0
£4,840,039.46
100.0
£2,893.03
767
439
210
147
110

 

























Key: 

ASD= Autistic Spectrum Disorder, BESD= Behaviour, Emotional and Social Difficulties, HI= Hearing Impaired, MLD = Moderate Learning Difficulties, MSI = Multiple Sensory Impairment, Other = Other, PD = Physical Difficulties,  SLCN = Speech, Language and Communication Needs, SLD = Severe Learning Difficulties, SPLD = Specific Learning Difficulties, VI = Visual Impairment. 

SA = School Action, SAP = School Action Plus, S = Statement
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3. Current funding arrangements 

There are three main funding streams for pupils with SEN 

· The SEN Index

· Funding for statements

· Additional funding allocated to some schools and partnerships

The SEN Index is determined by a formula using:

· A measure of socio-economic deprivation*.  



30%

· School assessment of SEN (SEN registers)



30%

· A measure of attainment of school intake 



40%

     (End of Key Stage 1 and 2 results).

* includes Children in Public Care or with English as an Additional Language (7%). 

The SEN Index formula funding is not related to specific pupils’ needs but is intended to be a fair allocation of resources recognising the likely distribution across the schools of children with SEN. Schools are expected to provide a differentiated curriculum for all pupils from within their base budgets.  Money delegated through the SEN Index amounted to £11.5 million in 2005/06. (Further information on the SEN Index is included in Appendix B).

Statements

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).  

Additional funding allocated to some schools and partnerships - Funding for MLD units and Enhanced Provision
In addition to the SEN Index and statements, a small number of secondary and primary schools receive further funding for MLD units or Enhanced Provision for Learning and Behaviour. Details can be found in Appendix C.  There are historic reasons why these schools or partnerships receive the additional funding. In 2005/06 approximately £1 million was allocated to 16 schools and 5 partnerships, with amounts ranging from £16,000 to £115,000 for individual schools. This SEN funding review provides the opportunity to consider whether such funding should be distributed according to level of needs. Proposals are offered to redistribute among all schools the money currently allocated to a few. (See question 4 on the consultation form).

4.  Proposal

This consultation presents a choice between keeping our current system for statements OR schools receiving a large amount of the budget that has been retained centrally. 

The current system 

Currently funding for statemented pupils, other than the first five hours of TA support, is held centrally and distributed by administrators. The amount of money retained for the 1,673 children with statements totalled £4.8 million by the end of 2004/05. Schools and parents request additional provision for individual children through the statutory assessment process or annual reviews. These bureaucratic processes involving a chain of professionals, (typically SENCos, educational psychologists and SEN Support staff) are unwieldy and time consuming. The Audit Commission has estimated the cost of central administration to produce a statement as £2,400. Educational Psychologists in Oxfordshire have estimated that they spend the equivalent of one day a week on statutory assessment work. SENCos and SEN Support Services staff could offer further estimates of the time spent on bureaucratic processes. 

This individualised approach supposedly ensures that pupils with the greatest need receive higher levels of funding.  However, research shows that local policy and practice rather than levels of need influence the number of statements maintained by local authorities. This is illustrated at transfer to secondary where some pupils arriving without statements have greater needs than those with. The number of statements is influenced by parents requesting assessments and schools that feel the need to seek even small amount of central funding. There is a culture of individual support being seen as the panacea whereas more creative groupings and curricular arrangement might be more beneficial to the child. 

Alternative proposal 

This consultation proposes that 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 for most pupils with SEN. Savings from administrative functions would be passed on to schools. Also all professionals involved, including teachers, SENCos, EPs and central SEN Support staff, would be able to spend more time directly supporting children. Few would argue against these benefits however the method used to delegate more money is more controversial. 

Possible methods:

a) Audit approach

b) Partnership or cluster approach

c) Formula method using the SEN Index

d) Formula method using elements of the SEN Index, either the socio-economic deprivation element or the SEN register and attainment of school intake measures. 

e) Use different levels of delegation according to the size of school

f) Retain a contingency fund for exceptional circumstances

a) Audit approach:
The working group did not favour an audit approach because although it can potentially identify the children with the greatest need it involves considerable work for schools in preparing documentation for every pupil and the extensive moderation processes required. This would be more complex than the current system.  During the years when Oxfordshire implemented a light touch countywide moderation system there was criticism about the time consuming processes for the few samples that were examined. Following consultation with schools the system was changed from the peer moderation method to a statistical approach. 

Authorities that use an audit approach tend to use complicated banding systems that rely on standardised assessments of curriculum, behaviour and physical needs. Typically annual returns of reading test scores and other cognitive tests are required and moderation processes take place involving central and school staff. Such authorities have found that there is a perverse incentive to illustrate children’s failure.  

b) Partnership or cluster approach:
In some authorities, notably Nottinghamshire, funding is delegated to clusters of schools. This can promote collaboration between schools. However, it can be just as bureaucratic because schools still need to present their cases. It can also be costly in terms of moderation processes and requires a formula for funding the partnerships.  Other proposals do not prevent schools pooling resources if they wish to gain the benefits of a partnership approach. 

c) Formula method using the SEN Index

The SEN Index is already used to allocate most SEN funding (£11.5 million in 2005/06) and the statementing budget could be distributed using the same means. There is a strong link between socio-economic deprivation and the proportion of pupils with SEN overall, the majority of statements are for general learning and behaviour needs. In Oxfordshire 72% of statements have 15 hours or less (5 school and 10 central hours) and 80% are for general learning and behaviour needs. 

Pupils in low incidence categories, such as sensory impairments, are randomly occurring and a formula approach for funding is unlikely to reflect this. The impact on funding is less significant for larger schools, particularly secondary schools, but is a significant factor for some primary schools. 

In response to replies received during the informal consultation process the suggested scheme has been modified significantly, namely: 

· For small schools or schools with small SEN budgets keep the current statementing system with central allocations of resources (about 120 schools).

· For all other primary schools delegate funding using the SEN Index to provide for the first 15 hours of teaching assistance support, or equivalent provision.  For pupils with higher level needs ‘top – ups’ would be provided using the current statementing system. 

· For secondary schools allocate all of the statementing funding using the SEN Index. 

The reduction in statements would be from 1673 in 2004/05 to approximately 600 given the full effect of the scheme (it will take several years before pupils with existing statements either leave schools or parents have the confidence in any new school arrangements to agree to cease to maintain their child’s statement.)

d) Formula method using elements of the SEN Index, either the socio-economic deprivation element or the SEN register and attainment of school intake measures. 

Data on social deprivation could be used to delegate the statementing budget. This data is already used to calculate 30% of the SEN Index. Each pupil is traced back to an area of approximately 300 to 400 houses and government commissioned statisticians have provided an Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) for each area, based on factors such as the number of families receiving income support. From this an overall score for the school is calculated. The formula also includes a small element based on the number of pupils with English as an Additional Language (EAL) and in Public Care. 

Alternatively, the SEN register and attainment of school intake, elements used to account for 70% of the SEN Index, could form the basis of a formula to delegate the statementing budget. If the school assessment of SEN (SEN registers) were given greater weighting in a formula then more robust monitoring would need to take place. A mechanism similar to the old moderation system would be required with an increased level of sampling. 

(The impact on funding using these options are illustrated on the intranet) 

e) Use different levels of delegation according to the size of school

It is acknowledged that the change to a formula delegation could be significant for small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets and sharing the pot of funding to schools with low levels of need is inequitable. It could be possible to remove small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets from any formula approach. However, the benefits of formula funding might outweigh this and small schools might prefer to be included in the scheme. For this proposal it is being suggested that schools currently receiving less that £15,000 from the SEN Index funding in 2004/05 are removed. This represents approximately 120 schools and 117 statements. For these schools existing statementing processes would remain. 

Some schools, particularly larger primary schools may wish to consider the full delegation scheme as proposed for secondary schools. 

f)  Retain a contingency fund for exceptional circumstances

Situations may arise whereby unusually large numbers of pupils with high level needs attend a school. Such schools could experience considerable financial hardship if the above proposals were implemented.  Included in this consultation is a proposal to retain a small contingency fund. Decisions will need to be made by a panel, including headteachers. Any remaining funding at the end of each year would transfer back into the SEN budget for mainstream schools. 

The likely effects of a threshold approach

The benefits of full delegation are achieved if schools take responsibility for all children’s provision.  If money is retained centrally to ‘top up’ some children’s provision or for exceptions, this reduces the allocations to schools, increases the number of statements and potential benefits. The benefits felt by secondary schools of having total delegation would be potentially reduced if they receive large numbers of pupils with statements. The lower the levels of statements in primary schools the greater the benefits for all schools. 

5. Rights and entitlements 
Statements give assurance to parents by providing detailed assessments of a child’s needs and detailing resources to meet those needs. If funding is delegated to schools and where parents have confidence in provision at school action plus the bureaucratic process of a statement will no longer be necessary. However,:

· Oxfordshire will continue to consider parental requests for a statutory assessment if children meet the criteria. 

· There would be no expectation to cease to maintain existing statements if children continue to meet the criteria and parents wish the statement to continue. 

In situations where parents or a school wish to request a statement and the child meets the existing criteria, the authority will write a statement describing the provision that the child needs. Depending on the level of delegation the authority will either state that the provision will be met from existing resources in the school or it will be centrally funded. If there are concerns about school making proper provision for statements, local authorities can recharge schools where the provision has not been made.  

Existing services will still be available for advice and support on assessment and provision, and more time will be available to support children rather than bureaucratic processes.  Schools will have the flexibility to buy additional specialist services if they wish to do so. 

6. Monitoring and Accountability 

Reducing the reliance on statements affects the roles of LEAs and schools and accountability structures. It is essential that parents have the confidence that their child’s needs will be met, with or without a statement. A number of factors need to be considered: 

· Transparent and clear information about the resources available

· Strengthened reviewing processes for pupils at school action plus, including attainment information and rates of progress

· Monitoring performance on SEN/Inclusion within the wider framework of school self-evaluation. 

· Improved use of data to measure the outcomes for children with SEN

· Increased involvement in schools by the EP service and SEN support services, providing targeted training and support where necessary.

· On-going review and refinement of the funding model, working in partnership with schools and sharing ownership of both problems and solutions.

APPENDIX A 

Background papers

‘Statutory Assessment and Statements of SEN in Need of Review?’ Audit Commission 2002.  www.audit-commission.gov.uk
‘Reducing Reliance on Statements, an investigation into local authority practice and outcomes’, Ann Pinney November 2003, commissioned by DfES.  

‘LEA Strategy for the Inclusion of Pupils with SEN’, Ofsted, July 2002. www.ofsted.gov.uk/reports
‘The Distribution of Resources to Support Inclusion’, DfES, November 2001.

‘The Management of SEN Expenditure’ DfES May 2004.

‘Removing Barriers to Achievement’, DfES 2004 www.dfes.gov.uk
 ‘Every Child Matters’, DfES and associated documents 2004/05 (refer to www.everychildmatters.gov.uk )

APPENDIX B 

SEN INDEX (SNI)

Oxfordshire’s SEN Index was revised in 2001.  It has been acknowledged by Ofsted as good practice. In 2005/06 £11.5 million was allocated to schools using the SNI and £4.6 million retained for pupils with statements. 

The SNI is determined by a formula using:

· A measure of socio-economic deprivation*.  



30%

· School assessment of SEN (SEN registers)



30%

· A measure of attainment of school intake 



40%

(End of Key Stage 1 and 2 results).

* includes Children in Public Care or with English as an Additional Language (7%). 

Socio-economic measure

Socio-economic deprivation is measured using postcodes for every pupil. Each pupil is traced back to an area of approximately 300 to 400 houses and government commissioned statisticians have provided an annual Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) for each area, based on factors such as the number of families receiving income support.  From this an overall score for the school is calculated. The formula also includes a small element based on the number of pupils with English as an Additional Language (EAL) and in Public Care. 

School assessment of SEN

Schools provide information about pupils on their SEN register including names, primary needs and level of need (School Action, School Action Plus, Statement) for all classes and all year groups. SEN registers are checked against previously submitted data and analysed against the other elements of the index to see whether there are any discrepancies. As there is a high correlation between the other two elements of the index (socio-economic and lowest 20%) we are able to check whether or not the size of a school’s register falls within an expected range.  Where SEN registers fall outside the expected level, which may well be for perfectly valid reasons, schools are contacted. If necessary, follow up visits by an Inclusion Consultant (SEN) and/or an Education Officer take place. 

Pupil attainment

For primary schools the performance at KS1 in the previous summer is extracted and the levels for reading, writing and maths are converted to points and averaged. For secondary schools the performance at KS2 is used: English, Maths and Science are pointed and averaged. The resultant scores are ranked and the lowest 10% of pupils weighted at 2 points. The next 10% are given 1 point and the remaining 80% are given zero. As a one year score is volatile scores are averaged over a number of years.  Two more year groups will be added (summer 2005 and 2006, in 2006 and 2007) before the oldest year group has to be discarded and the total kept at five current years.

The eventual SNI is used to double fund (twice the school’s average Age Weighted Pupil Unit) the resulting percentage of the school roll. The double funding is not related to specific pupils’ needs but is intended to be a fair allocation of resources recognising the likely distribution across the schools of children with SEN.  Schools are expected to provide a differentiated curriculum for all pupils from within their base budgets.  

The table below illustrates the various elements and resulting SEN Index percentage for three neighbouring schools. 

School
Roll
Overall socio-economic deprivation %
Lowest 20% (points across 2003-5)
SEN (%)
Overall

SNI %








A
325
4.64
72
17.5
7.78

B
275
6.03
9
12.7
3.36

C
331
7.22
61
13.3
6.83

APPENDIX C

Additional funding allocated to some schools and partnerships - Funding for MLD units and Enhanced Provision
Nursery Schools


Funding in 2004/5
Funding in 2005/6

Lydalls Nursery
£49,000
£50,000 

Primary ‘MLD Units’
Funding in 2004/5
Funding in 2005/6

Berinsfield
£111,195
£115,643

Witney CP
£44,478
£46,257

Orchard Fields
£15,450
£16,068

Primary Partnership Provision



Thame Partnership MLD Provision
£42,100
£43,400

The Carterton Early Response/Outreach Project
£20,436
£21,066

Witney MLD Outreach
£28,464
£29,334

Bishopswood Outreach teachers 
2 teachers 
2 teachers 

Secondary ‘MLD Units’
Funding in 2004/5
Funding in 2005/6 

Drayton
£93,430
£97,168

Carterton
£46,715
£48,584

Secondary Partnership MLD Provision



Wood Green Area Resource 
£93,430
£97,168

Secondary Enhanced Provision, (distributed proportionally according to the SEN Index)



Banbury
£51,600
£45,700

Bicester Community College
£32,500
£29,200

Cheney
£53,000
£60,000

Cherwell
£38,000
£36,400

King Alfred’s
£30,700
£28,800

Larkmead
£33,300
£33,200

Oxford School
£44,000
£55,700

Peers
£70,000
£76,300

St Birinus
£27,400
£30,700

St Gregory’s
£40,300
£37,200





Language, Hearing and Autism bases are centrally funded and not part of this consultation. 

SEN Delegation – Formal Consultation Response Form

Please take the time to fill in this form and comment on these formal consultation proposals.  All responses must be returned by 16 November 2005.

1.
A number of principles have been developed which are proposed to underpin the delegation of the statementing budget. Responses received from the informal consultation strongly supported these principles.  

It is proposed that SEN funding arrangements in Oxfordshire should:

· Safeguard the rights and entitlements of all children, including those with SEN, to ensure the appropriate provision is available.

· Match the allocation of resources with the responsibility for outcomes in terms of pupil progress, attainment and well-being.

· Be open and transparent and distribute resources equitably between schools.

· Enable needs to be met as early as possible and usually without the need for a statement. 

· Provide schools with the flexibility and ability to plan long-term provision for pupils.

· Support the raising of standards and achievement, particularly in literacy and numeracy and other key skills, including the development of independence.

· Support the development of locality-based decision making.

· Maintain the LEA’s role in monitoring, challenging and accountability.

· Support the successful inclusion in mainstream settings.

· Recognise that there are children with exceptionally high needs.

· Reduce needless bureaucracy.

Please indicate your level of support for these general principles:

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







Please write comments you would like to make about any of the proposed principles:

2. Do you support the notion of delegating the statementing budget? 

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







Please write comments you would like to make.

3. Methods and levels of delegation 

Following the responses received during the informal consultation the proposals have been modified significantly. Refer to Section 4,  ‘Proposals,’ (pages 6 to 9) for an explanation of the rationale.  Projected illustrations for a formula approach are provided on spreadsheets.

If delegation were introduced please indicate your level of support for the options below: 


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

METHOD OF DELEGATION






a)  Audit approach for all schools






b)  Partnership or cluster approach for all schools






c)  A formula approach using the SEN Index.






LEVEL OF DELEGATION






d).  Delegate all of the funding for statements.






e)  Delegate all of the funding for statements BUT removing small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets*. 








f)  Delegate most of the funding for statements, the first 15 hours rather than the current first 5 hours. 








g)  Delegate most of the funding for statements, the first 15 hours rather than the current first 5 hours, BUT removing small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets. 








EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES

h)  Retain a contingency fund for exceptional circumstances.  






PHASING






i)  Phase any funding changes over two years. 






Please write comments you would like to make about any of the above or offer other suggestions for the methodology for delegation. (Further illustrations of a formula approach using the SEN Index, with and without socio-economic figures, are available on the intranet). 

* Primary schools receiving less than £15,000 from the SEN Index are included in the category referred to as small schools and/or schools with small SEN budgets
4.  Monitoring & Accountability: Performance Measures 

A number of performance measures are being proposed to enable the LEA to monitor the effect of delegating the statementing budget (many are already in place). These received general support by respondents during informal consultation. These ‘measures’ would inform any future adjustments to the funding scheme.

Performance measures:

· SEN pupil outcomes, using a range of available data 

· The amount of SEN funding

· The number of statements by year group and primary need

· The number of pupils requiring ‘top ups’ or contingency funding 

· The number of admissions to special schools and special provisions 

· The number of ‘complaints’, including formal complaints to the LEA, appeals to SENDIST and disability tribunals

· The number of permanent exclusions of pupils with SEN

· The level of bureaucracy for schools and the LEA

· The number of pupils with SEN in schools outside of their catchment. 

Please indicate your level of support for these general performance measures:

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







Please write any comments you would like to make about any of the proposed performance indicators below:

5. Scheme Proposals: Funding for MLD units and Enhanced Provision
This funding review has provided an opportunity to also consider the additional funding for SEN currently allocated to some schools or partnerships for MLD units and Enhanced Provision, (see appendix C).   Please indicate your level of support for the proposals related to this funding. (An illustration of what this could mean for schools is provided).


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

a) Continue the current allocations to the schools listed in appendix C. 






b) Continue the current allocations to the partnerships listed in appendix C.






c) Phase out the funding to Lydalls nursery by April 2008 and use the funding to support the new Children’s Centres. 






d) Re-distribute all additional funding for primary schools to all primary schools using the SEN Index.






e) Re-distribute all additional funding for secondary schools to all secondary schools using the SEN Index.






f) Phase any funding changes over two years from April 2006.  








g) Phase any funding changes over two years from April 2007. 








Please write in any comments and suggest others ways to distribute the funding fairly. 

If you have any other points you wish to make on this issue, please do so below .

Name of School:




DfES No:

Date:

Signed:









Headteacher

Signed:









SENCo

Signed: 









SEN Governor

It is helpful to know that all relevant people have been involved in this consultation, however, it is recognised that you may not be able to do so. Please ensure that SENCOs and governors are aware of this consultation and your response. 

If you are not a representative of a school and wish to complete the consultation form, please feel free to do so. 

Name: 



Designation: 

Please send to Claire Bunning (on behalf of Janet Johnson, Education Officer, SEN) Children’s Services, Macclesfield House, New Road, Oxford OX1 1NA, fax 01865 815214, email claire.bunning@oxfordshire.gov.uk by November 16th.
A summary document is also available 
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