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ANNEX E

Formal consultation on the delegation of the statementing budget
Comments received from secondary schools 

Question 1 – Principles

· Mainstream is very occasionally unsuitable for some students with extreme special needs.  Without a statement special school provision should not be made inaccessible.

· Query about monitoring methods and a concern that there must be absolute transparency.

· How will admission to special schools be determined without a statement?  Further clarification needed.

· Need to avoid unnecessary bureaucracy, but still need to ensure that those with high level of need (current S and SAP pupils) are safeguarded.

· We need further clarification of certain definitions/statements (OSSHTA)

Question 2 – Notion of delegation

· Providing adequate funding is made available should a number of 'high maintenance' students transfer together.

· Subject to points above being satisfactorily addressed.

· Will it be safeguarded?  Audit arrangements.

· Provided there are clear safeguard procedures as in point 1.

· Benefit would include finance directly to school.  How would the entitlement of students be protected?

Questions 3a to 3c – Method of delegation

· Need clear accountability process within school and with LEA.

· Some reservations about how the formula is currently calculated and the need to review this: possibly look at other models.

· We will not support a formula which gives the college less money to provide much more support.

· SEN index needs to be refined using most accurate and current data available.  Postcodes are not sufficiently discriminating.  

· SEN Index should be refined using current forms of data; SEN register needs to have greater weighting to show numbers of SEN pupils included by a school; this does not necessarily correlate to IDACI data.

· The SEN index needs to be refined so that it is linked more precisely to the needs of students in individual schools.

· Can the SEN index be refined for current students in school eg using FFT data (contextual data).

· We believe that the SEN index should be refined using the most current data available (OSSHTA).

Question 3d to 3g – Level of delegation

· Some pupils with very specific needs will require additional funding if schools are to include them in mainstream.  So long as funding is clearly linked to SEN register and SEN index criteria.

· The level of delegation must be linked in some way to the more exceptional circumstances there are, the less of the funding can be delegated.

Question 3h – Exceptional Circumstances

· How will funds for exceptions be calculated and monitored?

· How will this be arrived at? Size?

· Schools with a number of high level students requiring intensive support must be protected.

· We need to know how the contingency fund is arrived at and how large it is (OSSHTA). 

Question 3i - Phasing 

· For schools with a significant change to funding dependent also upon their size should be phased in, others could begin September 2006.

· Phasing may need to extend to 3 or 4 years.

· Three not two years.  No school should be delegated a negative sum  

· Two years not enough; could make significant change to a pupil part way through their secondary education; minimum of three years.

· Current students with statements need protected funding for the length of their school careers - this is a legal commitment for the school in terms of provision - We need 4 years cushioning.  No school should be delegated negative funds.

· Make this three years and we are not happy with any school being delegated a negative sum.  (OSSHTA).

Question 4 – Monitoring and Accountability

· Special school provision should be seen as part of the continuum for some pupils - not negative.  If statemented students are permanently excluded there is a need to look on a case by case basis not numbers.

· Could be extremely subjective - parents frequently feel their children warrant statements which they often are convinced will give students additional 1:1 support whether this is educationally appropriate or not.

· Agree with need for performance measures BUT: Need to separate out performance measures from other data.  What is the range of available data?  Further discussion/consultation needed on this.

· These are not all performance measures.  We believe the performance measure has to be SEN pupil outcomes, using a range of data available.

· These are not really performance measures.  Further discussion is needed on these.

· Data re SEN pupil outcomes would need to indicate value added for individual pupils.  Only (a) and (f) are performance measures (f) should relate to number of 'complaints' which are upheld.

· Do not recognise the majority of these as 'performance measures'

· More discussion is needed on the above as performance measures.  This section is very unclear.  What are these statements actually measuring?

· Real performance measure needed.

· Are these really performance measures?  Further discussion/work needed on these (OSSHTA).

Question 5 -  Funding for MLD units and enhanced provision

· Larkmead could stand to lose £40k for PD unit plus £33 for MLD project.  This is a significant loss considering the context of Larkmead in terms of the number of students at SA - MLD project funding initially to address inclusivity of the school.  Therefore we have attracted students who we will be unable to support with less money.

· Secondary enhanced provision should be distributed among all schools on the basis of the SEN index, rather than distributed from a separate pot to a group of schools on the basis of their pre-selection, as appears to be the case at present.

· Pupils currently in MLD units must not be disrupted by these changes.

· It would be helpful to have more information about the rationale for the current distribution.

· We believe that it is important that MLD units and special schools are retained.

· This needs to be a separate consultation exercise.  All current pupils need "protection".

· Should be a separate exercise.

· This really needs to be a separate consultation exercise.  We are not in possession of the full picture surrounding MLD units and enhanced provision.  It would be very unfair to make a statement about Lydalls Nursery when no information has been provided by the LEA to enable us to make a decision.

· However, the re-distribution of funding would be necessary to ensure that schools were not in a deficit as a result of these proposals.

· SEN Index alone will not allow for numbers of high level needs. 

· 2 years does not allow sufficient time for planning for pupils progressing through KS3-4.

· I feel this is outside the remit of this consultation - it should be separate.  Current pupils should have their places protected.

· This should be a separate consultation exercise (OSSHTA).

· We need to ensure 'protection' for all current pupils.  We (OSSHTA) would welcome further detailed discussion with the LEA on this question/proposal.

Other comments

· Special school provision needs to be available as part of the continuum provision.

· In our experience, the lack of completion of the statementing process at primary school level before transfer to secondary, hinders the supporting system and impacts greatly on the support of our students.

· Imperative that current levels of monitoring/moderation are maintained or improved to ensure formula is not manipulated.  We are keen to maintain access to special schools for the few students who are not appropriately placed in mainstream.

· We are concerned about the seemingly decreasing number of special school places.  For some specific children inclusion in mainstream provision is not appropriate and this needs recognition.  If statements are phased out do parents of children with equivalent needs still get priority choice of school?

· We have a strong view that there remains a need for special school and unit provision.  It is not acceptable to delegate out to schools greater responsibility and negative fundingSpecial schools must remain - some students need this provision.

· A strong view that there is a need/place for special schools and units.  We need up to date, accurate information concerning number of places available/take up/info. Available to parents when seeking placements. (OSSHTA).

Comments received from other colleagues

Question 1 – Principles

The paediatric physiotherapy service team have concerns about the Secondary schools and larger Primary schools having all their budget delegated – e.g. there can suddenly be higher need than before if a child suddenly has SEN – e.g. post head injury  – how will their needs be identified and met without a statement?  Will that school have to apply for extra funding each year? We think even for secondary schools there will need to be a statement for children with severe physical disabilities, otherwise the school may be unable to meet all their needs.  If the needs shift significantly over time surely schools will not be willing to give up their delegated, and by then historical budget, to another school who might then have greater need?  How will this be monitored – will schools have to show that they have spent all their SEN budget each year, on SEN support and not other things? We have concerns about some schools, as to whether they will know who to approach for assessment and who will co-ordinate all the reports and make sense of them, so that the school can make its appropriate provision.

Question  2  - Notion of delegation

Will this delegation make it harder to track what is being spent on SEN,  that it is being spent and where it should be? (MLD Witney & Eynsham Partnership)

Question 4 – Monitoring and accountability

Our view is that you may need to consult parents and pupils with SEN sometime down the line to see if the new way of working is better for them – as well as doing the above performance measures.It will be hard to monitor the outcomes while this is gradually phased in and some people are still statemented while others are not.  While we think it should be gradually phased in, it sounds as though it could be confusing for schools if they have some pupils on the old system and some on the new.  (Paediatric Physiotherapy Service Team)

Question 5 - Additional funding

The Witney and Eynsham partnership benefits from a peripatetic MLD Outreach Service, whereby children are visited 2/3 times weekly and follow an individualised programme of literacy and numberacy work, using specialist resources.  The outreach responds to requests from 22 primary schools.  Thereis now no provision in this area for a specialist class setting, but the outreach teachers are currently working closely with 20 children across the partnership.  There is close colaboration with class teachers and SENCOs.  Over the years, many children have been able to cope better in their mainstream setting through the specialist support offered.  Parents do not have to look further afield for special needs provision for moderate learning difficulties.  It is hard to see how, if funding were to be developed to schools in its entirety, such specialist support would be "brought in".  The outreach service could be seen as a model of good practice which other areas in the county might also adopt.

In principle it would seem to be reasonable to re-distribute funding across all schools. However, it would be disadvantageous to lose existing successful initiatives. The proposal doesn’t provide encouraging incentives for creative initiatives which can test and move forwards educational thinking and effectiveness. I suggest keeping back an allocation for project funding which could be bid for, may be time-limited, and which would require an element of evaluation and accountability regarding value for money in terms of cost related to outcomes.  (Thame Partnership Inclusion Project Co-ordinator))
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