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ANNEX D

Formal Consultation on the Delegation of the 

Statementing Budget

Comments received from primary schools

Question 1 – Principles

· Implications of accountability of every penny spent on SEN/TAs/SENCO time.

· Principle 2: a) schools will require guidelines to ensure that levels of provision has some standardisation across the LEA.

· This must be assessed on the needs of each school.  It must be fair and impartial.

· These principles would also underpin the streamlining of the statementing process where resources are distributed according to the needs of individuals rather than simply distributed 'equitably' between schools according to postcodes.

· We are concern about the transparency of the procedures used to achieve these principles.

· We are concerned that while we stand to gain by delegation we may have difficulties in subsequent years if we have an intake of very needy children.

· We support the principles but are concerned about the transparency of the procedures used to achieve them

· Too may of the issues above to respond. For example successful inclusion requires proper funding for individuals.

· Support these principles but feel there are some SEN principles which have been omitted.  Unclear as to whether indicated level of support is for the 'general principles' the 'proposed principles' or the 'proposal'.

· Inclusion must be successful and not part-funded with the burden of costs and 'chasing' support falling on the school and other parents.

· Tend not to support the proposals of enabling needs to be met early as possible without the need for statement.  No opinion either way in maintaining the LEA's role in monitoring, challenging and accountability.  Tend to support the successful inclusion in mainstream settings wherever appropriate.  On the point, 'be open and transparent and distribute resources equitably', 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 LEA needs to provide expertise for low incidence needs as well as monitoring, challenging & accountability. Locality based decisions must be based on sound information. Schools cannot become experts in all types of SEN.

· We support the principles but are concerned about the transparency of the procedures used to achieve them.

· The key will be to identify what, exactly, is 'equitable distribution of resources'.

· There are some children for whom inclusion is not appropriate in a mainstream setting, special school provision should be maintained.

· Unfortunately, experience has led us to have little faith in the allocation of funding to meet SEN statemented pupils needs and therefore cannot have faith in the distribution of funds.  

· LEA are merely passing on responsibility to schools, for a budget that they are aware doesn't stretch far enough.

· Don't seem to have much option - save money at centre by all means.

· We continue to support the view that children who have a particular level of need should have these needs recognised and recorded within this authority.

· Only support some of these principles.

· We do support, in principle inclusion, but recognise that children with high or complex needs are not always appropriately provided for.

· To distribute resources equitably to me suggests schools currently with pupils with high needs and this is reflected in hours of support for statements. We should not have this funding withdrawn but it should be maintained as long as the statement reflects.

· Support should go to where it is required not just blanketed.

Questions 2 – Notion of delegation

· We support the principle. But fear that this will have a negative impact on workloads for headteachers and SENCOs.

· Support it in principle but with amendments.

· More consideration needs to be given to the plight of small schools and more acknowledgement of the impact of early intervention showing awareness of the rest of this.  (Nursery in particular!).

· As a big-time loser in your calculations we would be extremely unhappy at losing funding for our more seriously disabled pupils – in fact we would have to consider our ability to meet their needs if they were admitted and decide accordingly.

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

· The system needs to be universal. Small schools also need to have a significant reduction in bureaucracy.

· As long as part of the statementing budget is retained to cover emergencies or schools/contexts which fall beyond the usual parameters.

· We will be adversely affected by this notion, having a high proportion of statemented pupils in an area of little socio-economic need.

· Earlier and wider identification of need has used up SEN budgets, allowing less for children with greater need.  Expertise is watered down by inclusion for all.

· Once again we lose out.  Do more - with less.

· Additional money will not benefit and in fact could worsen current situations.

· We might support the notion of delegation if we were not one of the schools that would lose a large proportion of our funding for SEN.

· Concerns over falling standards of provision, inequitable distribution of funds.  The children may end up losing their entitlement.

· Delegation can equate to the end of ring-fenced funding (which is more safe-guarded).

· This school will be a loser under the new arrangements, although we agree with the principle.

· The current system of deriving the SEN index does not reflect the true need in a school such as this with good KS1 results and the delegation of funding would appear to be even less favourable.

· Delegation of the money related to additional bureaucracy but not to harm pupils who depend on the extra support. Redistribution of this statementing budget would mean a cut in staffing at this school which will have direct impact on the pupils.

Question 3 - Method of delegation

· Depends on any factors of weighting and other criteria.

· Would only support any level of delegation if audit approach was adopted.  Other methods would be too crude to safeguard the entitlement of high level SEN children in less deprived areas.  A more streamlined system of statementing remains the fairest way of support SN pupils.

· Deciding whether to 'go for broke' and delegate all the budget or using the 15 hours rule has been difficult!  Retaining the 15 hours rule, at least to start with, would appear to safeguard the most needy (but of course leaves more bureaucracy in place!).  Every school no doubt has an 'axe to grind' - ours is 1) concern that the impact the army has on our SEN will not be recognised.  40% of our 25 SAP children are 'army,' two out of our three statements are 'army' Two of the four currently working with EP re possible statutory assessment are army.  In the school, as a whole, army children only represent 28% of children. 2) It is important to us that postcodes of pupils are used not just the postcode of the school.

· Unsure of the difference for larger schools - probably if there is a contingency.  Increases in identification of children on the Autistic Spectrum, whose needs can be considerable, are not reflected by socio-economic element, therefore the schools registered needs must be considered.  e.g we have 3 identified as statements and increase of providing from 5 to 15 hours incur costs much  higher than the proposed increase from the delegated budget - many schools must be in a similar position.

· Whilst we tend to agree with the proposed statistics, re-assurance and a guarantee would be required to confirm these figures did not fluctuate.

· If contingency funding is kept back we need to ensure that it doesn't require a 'statement' type process in order to access it !

· If delegation happens - delegation should be based on actual need not based on a formula.

· I note that 5 of the 17 schools with the highest socio economic index (greater than 12%) stand to lose out on the changes as proposed at the moment.  3 of the schools lose out on whichever of the proposed methodology you use. This cannot be right or fair. I think there should be an additional factor for schools with high socio economic index. 

· My own school with a socio economic index of 12.96% stands to lose on delegating all of the statementing budget and full delegation with small schools excluded. I think money should be kept centrally for the small number of statements relating to VI, HI, MSI, and SLD.

· This would definitely affect us as a small school.  We proportionally have a large intake of SEN (22%).  Moderation would, and does, ensure the needs of the school are justified and this would be fair, using the audit rather than the SEN index.  Time should be given to the implementation.  Rushing this could cause havoc.  Should we not be looking at good models such as NLCs, and pilot the use of models.  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.

· Using the current method would be preferable as proposed suggestions affect my school negatively .

· We are presuming that the £15,000 threshold does not include any money for support of statemented children. The differential of support from 5 – 15 hours would impact very significantly on small schools who have statemented pupils. Financing an extra 10 hours of T.A. support for each statemented pupil would absorb a very high proportion of a small school’s SEN budget and impact negatively on the provision for other  SEN pupils. We already look very carefully at any individual provision of hours and work groups creatively for the overall benefit of pupils. Half of our total SEN budget is currently from statemented pupils. Pupils with this level of need especially, where it is related to a medical condition, do not follow socio-economic patterns. We are also concerned that the financial impact of making provision for such children would influence other parents and hinder the acceptance of pupil’s with significant special needs in the school community. It would be much harder to argue that they were not drawing resources away from other children and therefore having a negative impact on other pupils. For a school committed to successful integration this will be very sad.  I am also unsure of how a contingency fund would work in the longer term, if pupil’s are not statemented how would school’s show that they had a higher than expected level of need?

· We are not yet convinced that the SEN index is the best method. Small schools need to be included in the scheme but with a mechanism to ensure sufficient money is delegated to meet the needs of their pupils. A single high level need pupil in our school (which we have) would cost us more for the first fifteen hours than we would receive through the delegated resource. Therefore, we could not support him adequately and undoubtedly this would be taken to tribunal! The LEA could not argue that we have the resources, as clearly we would not! Particularly as this pupil would still require a statement (he needs full-time support including break & lunch-time) surely a top-up funding mechanism could be developed to ensure resources meet the needs of small schools using the LEA external support (educational psychologists, hearing impaired service staff  etc) to be the moderators (they are already assessing these pupils after all!) Without incurring new school bureaucracy, even when the pupil has lower needs than ours and would fall within the 5 to 15 hours of support required?  We believe further work needs to be done to develop a more robust proposal.  Therefore, we tend not to support the removal of small schools, but as the scheme is proposed they would have to be removed as the least worst option to safeguard the needs of our pupils.

· We would be prepared to accept 10 hours rather than 15 hours if there was a guarantee that the contingency fund would definitely fund the short fall.

· I find the figures very hard to understand but am concerned by the number of schools who appear to be 'losers'

· As long as 3 bullet point modifications suggested are implemented.

· Support delegation of budget using socio-economic deprivation as major driver.  Such schools have many extra costs which result from special needs but are not just in terms of 'hours'.  Prefer for first 15 hours with small schools removed as this is most beneficial to us financially.

· We are a school that would suffer financially through the examples given any of these models, though every other school in our partnership (Isis) would gain significantly.  We have not had any satisfactory explanation of why this is the case, particularly as we have a higher SEN Index than some partner schools and higher numbers of statemented children.  It is not acceptable for a school such as Cutteslowe, or any school, to be predicted to lose such a large amount of money from its budget, as shown in your spreadsheet.

· Concerns over schools with low IDACI, or small pockets but have relatively high SEN numbers due to variety of reasons e.g. pupils from outside catchment, travellers 'in-care' .  These schools may lose out on funding.  Need more than two years to phase in funding change.

· I wish to retain the present system.

· Would like to see it phased over 4 years, as we are particularly going to lose out financially under the new scheme.

· What would constitute exceptional circumstances?

· Cutteslowe is in a unique situation and this consultation form does not apply, therefore the answers we give are only applicable to this school.

Question 3 – Level of delegation

· Is this allocated to individual pupils or all schools using SEN Index - in which case we would lose out and be unable to support our children with cerebral palsy, VI, Downs Syndrome etc.

· Most of the statements at this school, ¾, have statements between 15 and 30 hours, this would have a major impact on honouring the current statements - these pupils have complex needs and require full support. Currently the 1 other statement has 15 hours support but the pupil requires 25 hours so already the school supports the funding.

Question 3 – Phasing

· Phasing period far too short.

· We tend to support an immediate transition to delegation of statementing funding with 2 key conditions: 1) we are able to establish a partnership approach to delegation. 2) The audit guarantees the continuation of funding support for all existing statementing children.  We are also concerned that there is a lack of clarity about the level of additional funds that will be released by the reduction in central bureaucracy and why it won't be available for three years.

· This would need to be phased to ensure it is fair on the pupils to readjust to the levels of support the school can afford.  A school which is likely to have money taken away will not be able to fund the current statements.  We have immediate needs and would need to draw on contingency funds.

Question 4 – Monitoring and accountability

· How will these performance measure be published?  If these measures are considered without the school's norms will LEA support be freely available.

· I do not agree that the performance measures relate to budget delegation or reflect the successful inclusion of pupils with complex SEN in mainstream.  There should be no difference in these facts if resources are being allocated currently anyway.

· I am very interested in ensuring that the burden of paperwork for schools is reduced to enable SENCOs and class teachers focus on delivery of interventions, assessment or support for pupils.

· As before, the level of SEN in small schools is greatly affected by 1 or 2 cases.  There is not the flexibility within small budgets to be as creative as in larger schools.  Also in nursery schools children change very term, often children land in schools with high levels of need but no previous support as they may only have been at home.  Enhanced funding enables continuity of staff and therefore quick and effective early intervention and support.

· How would 'level of bureaucracy' be measured for schools?  How quickly would monitoring impact on the lives of children with SEN especially in the first 3 years?  There are no indications of the outcome for the monitoring and review processes e.g. what would happen if an undue number of pupils with SEN were excluded?  or out of catchment?  What would an undue number be?

· Strongly support using a range of measures for SEN pupil outcomes.  Strongly support the amount of SEN funding.

· It is unclear how some of these indicators would be used, for instance is the admission to special schools and special provision necessarily a negative indicator?

· Essential to use data already being produced by the schools (e.g pupil tracking data etc) rather than any additional returns.

· We believe the methodology to be flawed.  The only way for the LEA to monitor the effect of the delegated budget would be to run a simultaneous, comparative study based on a group of similar schools to whom the budget had not been delegated, in order to provide comparative data.  Any changes in the above performance measures rather than delegated funding.

· My concern is with the use of the data that comes out of the 'performance measures'.  It is very important to monitor but there should not be a new bureaucracy created or we might as well stay with the current method, which is fair.

· Professional pride means that success with SEN children is over inflated and hides real difficulties with inclusion of serious special needs (Too many competing pressures in school).  Many parents are not informed enough to make complaints - tribunals are sometimes the 'brand leaders' and serve a real purpose.  Parents are manipulated into accepting mainstream places by the politics of the moment.  In mainstream they lose their negotiating strength.

· This process should not place any additional administration burdens upon schools.  Data capture should only happen once if possible.

· I cannot understand why, if all funding delegated using Index, we would receive so little extra money,  £1,335, other schools in partnership receive more or less funding in this scheme in what appears quite an arbitrary basis.

· What criteria would there be in school for deciding who should/could be allocated additional hours? Moderation between similar schools? Effect on pupils transferring between schools?

· These general performance measures seem acceptable, but there seems to be no provision for anyone from the LEA to have a role in monitoring/auditing; numbers and data certainly do not give the whole picture.

· How do you measure the level of bureaucracy for schools?

· Would predict an increase in special school admissions.  Also an increase in 'formal complaints' to LEA.

· I continue to strongly believe distribution of resources must be directly related to need.  The system must be transparent and fair to all with money directed to specific cases.  There should be no 'gains' within the system with significant winners benefiting from the loss of others who are currently recognised to be doing a good job, but because they have children with 'complex' needs will loose heavily.

Question 5 – MLD Unit funding and enhanced provision

· Our school receives excellent support from Witney MLD Outreach and hopes this will continue - especially as our SEN budget would decrease under all of the models suggested.

· We do not feel we know sufficient about this area to be specific. One more year might be judicious to get this right.

· Need time for partnerships possibly losing their provision to prepare and decide if support for this expertise comes from 'pooling' finances as well as time for staff to consider their future positions.

· Consideration should be given to redistribute all funding for secondary schools to all secondary schools and all primary schools.

· I am not clear on the benefits which would be achieved through the shift of funding from Lydalls.

· The principle of equity in relation to additional funding does not relate to current good educational practice, where specific identified needs are targeted and expertise developed in order to raise standards of achievement effectively.

· The principle of equity in relation to additional funding is flawed.  There has long been a practice in education of targeting specific identified needs with support grants in order to develop good practice which can then be shared.  It took three years to establish our partnership inclusion project because of lengthy negotiations with the LEA and rigorous criteria being set for it.  However since then the LEA have not asked for any evaluation of its effectiveness although the data is available.  We feel that the LEA should be more pro-active in learning from our achievements and seeking to disseminate good practice rather than just going for an equitable model which offers no clear expectations whatsoever for how the redistributed money is used to raise the achievements of SEN children across the county.  We also feel that appendix C does not give a full picture of the additional funding that various schools and partnerships receive. e.g. although not specifically targeted at SEN, funding for the excellence clusters in the city must be having an impact on the achievement of SEN children.  In light of this we strongly feel that this proposal should be dealt with separately from the delegation of statementing funding.  There needs to be more time and consultation given to the implications of redistributing this funding.  Any changes should be phased over a longer period of time so as to minimise the impact on provision for individual children currently benefiting from it.

· If funding for MLD units ceases how is the LEA ensuring provision for these children - they do require individual teaching and cannot keep up with the pace of National Curriculum.

· Use the funding currently going to Primary MLD units and primary partnerships to redistribute to schools with a socio economic index greater than 12%. Thereby enabling them to provide more effectively  than currently.

· I do not feel I have enough knowledge to be able to comment on these issues.  Consulting with primary and secondary heads associations would be useful.

· This is so difficult to answer as we have no information to base opinions on for other settings.  However, replacing Lydalls provision with a children's centre which needs only the input of a teacher for 1/2 day a week will seriously harm mainstream education for young children and will destroy a high quality educational provision which supports a wide range of SEN very effectively.

· I know that the primary provision has worked well in the Witney area however it seems inequitable if this is additional funding for children only within that catchment area.

· I'm afraid we/I don't have the direct knowledge of the role of these schools to give an opinion either way.  Very keen on inclusion but some children need very 'special' care.

· We have benefited greatly from the expertise and support offered by Witney MLD Outreach.

· Budgets already set up March 2008.

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

· MLD support services, which are funded through this additional funding, enhance the special school structure in the county.  For example: here in West Oxon, other than Springfield School which serves children with SEVERE learning needs, the West Oxon MLD resource base has offered special schooling to children with significant MLD/complex needs.  Historically, through a small class based at Witney Community Primary School and Outreach provision has been successful in 'including' children in mainstream schools.  More recently under the umbrella of the Witney and Eynsham Partnership this outreach service has continued to serve the needs of and support the local schools in keeping their children with MLD and complex needs within their schools.  So continuing to provide a more inclusive alternative to special school places.  In this light such resources can not be seen as being 'additional' and 'extras' just for a few.  Rather they are an integral part of special needs support services, which prevent schools/families having to look further a field in order to consider special school placements.  Many children have and continue to be supported through outreach in their own mainstream school.  Some of these children would otherwise have taken up special school places in other parts of the county, because they need specialist teaching.  Individual schools can not afford to buy a block specialist teacher time.  With the Outreach Service the specialist teacher would call one or two hours per week.  The outreach service offers specialist teaching, which schools find invaluable, and which enables them to cater for children with significant MLD/complex needs.  This is a model of provision which the LEA could encourage partnerships to replicable in areas where special schools are not available.  This outreach funding is used to support a large number of schools (22).  The service offers good value for money (20 children supported at present).  The uptake of special school places from this area would increase and with it, transport costs if outreach service became no longer available.

· Thame Inclusion Project is working for all the schools in the area, as a recent project it should continue to see the benefits.

Question 5c

· Only if the funding to support new children’s centres is used to allocate a part time SENCO (additional to established staffing) to each children’s centre, along with SEN funding to support such children especially as some SEN children would be out of catchment area.

· We don't know enough about this to be able to comment.

Other comments

· If the delegation of statementing budgets is to go ahead it should be done as swiftly and as fairly as possible without any 'phasing in'.  This ensures that the SEN needs would be met immediately as well as ensuring that early identification of SEN is in place.

· Concern over allocation of provision. How will this be moderated?  Schools will require guildelines/guidance in providing effect support for increased TA support.  Parents need to feel secure in the knowledge that there is a parity of provision provided between schools with a partnership.  With more services being provided on a "bought in" basis - will this limit their use within schools?  Should schools be open about how their SEN budget is spent?  If so what indicators will school have to ensure that this additional SEN funding does not get subsumed into e.g. PPA time?

· Early intervention is the key for any child who may be deemed as having special educational needs.  With this in mind, surely more funding or a fairer proportion of funding should be considered at primary school level.  Therefore, would it not be fairer for funding to be allocated 50% to primary and 50% to secondary.  Statistics should be produced outlying at what age assessments are currently being started and finalised, as this would give an indication as to whether most are at primary level or secondary, thus confirming where the funding would be utilised best.

· Careful consideration needs to be given to those schools who stand to loose out in the initial change over. What measures will be put in place to safeguard them from any huge drops in funding and how will this then impact on the other schools?

· SEN statementing budget should be retained in order to support high level needs children in schools. Primary schools already struggle to ensure inclusion works successfully, if you provide funding to schools without the children in this category it will result in schools failing to meet the inclusion agenda!  The challenge - find an alternative, less bureaucratic way of assessing children who need more than 5 hours support!

· We have always welcomed inclusion but the figures for this school would indicated a huge cut in funding as we do not rate highly on the SEN Index generally.  Without proper, adequate funding, other pupils would suffer and we are very unwilling to let this happen.  We would seriously consider whether we could meet the needs of SEN children and the associated costs, in future, when considering admissions.

· Proposed funding measures do not favour small schools at all.  SEN index calculation is unfair on our catchment as all of our statements are for children from middle/upper class section of society.  We can only opt for status quo.

· We are concerned that mistakes will be made when we are dealing with the most vulnerable children in education.  We should look at what works well with schools and build on that.  There seems no logic to the funding spreadsheet and more information is still needed.

· In principle the funding is better going directly to schools. However I am unable to support this as a way forward as it puts my school in a deficit SEN budget.  We are a tiny school with only one full time member of staff who is co-ordinator and SENCO, keeping funding as it is at the moment enables us to be an inclusive school.

· Small schools often have no money to employ a SENCO to apply for statements - if the options in which small schools have to apply for central funds are adopted, will the process be simplified so that the bureaucracy will be less?

· We strongly agree that children in low incidence categories (ie sensory/possibly autistic) are random and therefore should not be included as part of the formula.

· Account will need to be taken of certain contexts which fall beyond the usual boundaries for these measures.  For example, in Carterton, account will need to be taken of the numbers of forces children, and the particular challenge that SEN forces children pose.  For another example, Cutteslowe School, with relatively low overall SEN index, but very high levels of statemented pupils, would, according to figures on intranet stand to lose £47,000.  Any formula needs to be sensitive enough to avoid such problems.

· We would be wary of too much emphasis being placed on socio-economic factors as need does not always necessarily link with this.

· We are very concerned that schools with 'good' socio-economic indicators will be penalised by this system.  The two aspects of school life are not always linked.  The increase in autism is a concern as is severe dyslexia and any physical impairment.  We trust that delegation will always focus on needy children and not be used for other purposes such as propping up workforce remodelling.

· Having studied the data for all schools I have particular concerns for 4 other schools in the Cherwell Partnership who will have a significant decrease in budget whatever the outcome of this consultation.  There would have to be special arrangements made to compensate for this.

· Concern about what would happen to existing statements where less than 15 hours is offered?  If children do not get statements when they are supported up to 15 hours will parents feel satisfied?  (there is a lot of security with a statement).  This delegation will undoubtedly impact on time and responsibility of the SENCO who would likely want extra payment for the responsibility which schools would need to fund.

· We understand the need to review and revise SEN procedures, but cannot support the proposals given.  We work hard to ensure that our pupils have their full entitlement to an effective education and use our SEN budget wisely and creatively.  However, as a school with a deficit budget, any shortfall in funding would have a serious detrimental effect.  It cannot be acceptable to propose methodologies which give such a wide variation of winners and losers, particularly when there seem to be such anomalies between similar schools and partnerships.

· I do not wish to change the current system.

· At present we have 4 children with statemetns. 1) EBD (ASD) 20 hours from LEA. 2) LD 10 hours from LEA. 3) Juvenile Arthristis 10 hours from LEA.  4) LD 5 hours from LEA.  We do not understand why this school will lose so much under the new arrangements.  

· We are very concerned about the lack of funding our school will have.  For children without statements with provision for up to 15 hours - as proposed - who is legally responsible?

· My concern is that there seem to be a lot of 'winners and losers' using the formula approach.  The formula also means that some geographical areas seem to be hit harder than others:- 4 out of bottom 6, in north Oxford cluster and a smaller group of the Witney Schools also seem to be losers.  It may be that we have had a small number of particularly tricky cases needing a lot of support - ie over 15 hours.  However if it is the socio-economic aspect that is incorrect - this will continue to be a problem.  We would struggle to cope with our SEN load if we were to lose the amount of money indicated on the spreadsheet.

· A meeting is being arranged between the school, officers and the EP service to try to find a solution to this problem of a small school with a high number of pupils with more extreme special needs (Cutteslowe).
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