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TITLE :
DELEGATION OF RESOURCES FOR ADDITIONAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS (AEN) AND SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS (SEN)



RECOMMENDATION :
It is recommended that Members agree to the further delegation of resources to schools to support pupils with AEN and SEN using the framework outlined in the attached paper two. 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :



1. Members agreed in November the consultation documents to be used as the basis of a consultation process with relevant partners on changes to the funding of support for pupils with AEN and SEN.

2. Consultation meetings took place in November and December.  The consultation documents were sent to all schools, relevant parents, Directorate staff, Community and Social Services and Health.  All partners had to respond by January 7th 2003.

3. Officers held further meetings with parents and schools in January to provide feedback on the results of the consultation and the recommendations.  In these meetings all concerned welcomed the opportunity to discuss the outcomes of the consultation and the thinking behind the recommendations.  Those who attended the meetings supported the long term recommendations and understand and accepted the need to have changing arrangements as the new funding system evolves.  Understandably, those schools who will experience a reduction in their AEN/SEN budget, expressed concern regarding the impact on their provision.  A small number of schools responded after the meetings in support of points raised during the original consultation process.

4. The recommendations were discussed and agreed by the SEN Funding Group and the SEN Strategic Partnership Board on January 17th.

5. It is expected that the new arrangements will:

· support schools in meeting their responsibilities in ensuring inclusive learning for all children;

· ensure transparency in the allocation of resources;

· ensure that resources are distributed fairly and equitably between schools;

· provide whole school funding so that headteachers are able to deploy resources efficiently, effectively and flexibly;

· support early intervention;

· support greater stability of funding so that headteachers are able to plan staffing and resource budgets;

· ensure clarity about the respective roles and responsibilities of schools and the LEA;

· include arrangements to ensure accountability of the additional resources.

6. The introduction of a new delegation formula will result in a redistribution of resources between the schools and some headteachers have raised their concerns about the possible impact on their budget position.  Schools are likely to be in different financial positions in how they are able to respond to the changes.  To minimise any potential impact on school budgets and allow headteachers time to respond it has been agreed to phase in the introduction of the changes and provide advice and guidance to schools.

7. The additional delegation of funds to schools does have implications for the employment responsibilities of LEA support staff.  Officers are working closely with the appropriate unions, associations and schools to ensure a continuity of support to the children with AEN/SEN and, where possible continuity of employment of LEA staff.  However, it is possible that a number of staff who are currently employed centrally by the LEA, may be displaced as a result of this process.  The service employs over 200 staff and it is possible that not all the staff will be successfully deployed to schools.  Some employees may therefore be subject to redeployment and voluntary or compulsory measures to terminate employment.


The staff associations/unions have expressed concerns about the effects of this process upon employees.

8. Papers attached:


1.
Report – outcome of the consultation process


2.
Recommendations


3.
Technical paper


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS :
Report of Lead Member for Education to the Cabinet

                                                 November 13th 2002
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	The recommendations follow the SEN Legal framework
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Paper One

OUTCOME OF THE CONSULTATION ON THE DELEGATION OF RESOURCES FOR ADDITIONAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS (AEN) AND SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

The following notes summarise the views expressed during the consultation process:

Parents

i. Questionnaire Responses

90 Responses were received by the LEA. Of those who responded to each of the questions:

· 72% felt that they had been given enough information

· 74% agreed with the proposed changes

· 77% thought that the proposed changes will help schools generally meet the needs of children with SEN more effectively

· 69% felt that proposed changes will help the school meet their child’s needs more effectively

ii. Meetings


Approximately 40 parents attended the meetings with a number of parents attending both meetings.

At the meetings there was general consensus that the current SEN system was not working and that changes were needed to improve the SEN arrangements.  There was concern, however, whether the proposals would lead to the necessary improvements and ensure that SEN were met appropriately.

Issues were raised in relation to the indicators to be used and it was suggested that the number of children at School Action and School Action Plus be used as a factor.  The importance of monitoring and evaluating school based provision for meeting SEN was raised and it was queried whether schools would use the additional delegated resources for SEN.  Concern was raised about whether a child would continue to get the same level of support following the implementation of the changes.  Statements of SEN were seen as a guarantee of support and the view was expressed that Statements of SEN continued to be needed.

Schools  (Governors, Headteachers, SEN Coordinators)

Meetings were held with governors, headteachers and SEN Co-ordinators.  Additional meetings were arranged with individual schools and clusters of schools.  45% of the primary schools and 64% of the secondary schools also provided written responses.  A few schools sent a number of responses from the governors, headteacher and SENCO.

Principles

The majority of responses agreed with the principles although concerns were expressed on the proposed implementation of the principles.

AEN/SEN FORMULA

A.
New Formula

There was support for the need to revise the formula to meet the principles but significant concerns were expressed regarding the details of the formula.  There was also support for the phased implementation of any changes to a formula.

(i)
Deprivation: there has been a clear understanding that Free School Meals (FSM) has and continues to be the main proxy indicator for deprivation used both within Salford and nationally.  There were different degrees of awareness of the need to consider using a different proxy indicator because of possible changes to the FSM framework.  There was a general agreement of the need for the LEA to review the use of a different proxy indicator but concern was expressed at the use of the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD).  There was a lack of confidence expressed on whether the IMD was sufficiently robust at the present time to fully replace FSM.


Salford is unusual in that FSM are calculated on an individual pupil basis rather than as a percentage of the school population.  Officers were asked to consider a change to a percentage system.  When this proposal was tried by officers it resulted in unacceptably large amounts of funding changes between schools.                  

(ii)
Prior Attainment: there was an understanding that prior attainment should be used as an indicator for AEN/SEN but significant concerns were expressed on the use of school SAT results.  All concerned asked officers to consider the use of measures close to attainment on entry.


Primary –


Primary schools asked officers to consider the use of baseline assessment.  At the present time the LEA has information on most schools but it is not moderated.  From 2003 the DfES will introduce a new national baseline/foundation assessment tool which will be moderated by the LEA.


Some headteachers asked officers to consider the introduction of an LEA wide assessment tool on entry to nursery similar to the previous Starting Out scheme.  Unfortunately such schemes have not been regarded positively because of the difficulty of assessing very young children and the fact that it is not regarded as good practice to assess young children before a relationship has been established.  The DfES took these issues on board when deciding to introduce the foundation assessment tool.


When officers tried to use the existing baseline information it resulted in anomalies to schools budgets which did not reflect perceived knowledge of schools. This reflected our lack of confidence in the consistency of this data.


Secondary -


Secondary schools asked officers to consider using the Cognitive Ability Tests (CATs) as attainment data.  All the schools use this assessment tool and the LEA has the information.  This system is used in a number of other LEAs.


When officers tried to use this data they found it created shifts of funding larger than previous models, which raised questions on the reliability of the data.

(iii)
Mobility - there was full support for the introduction of this factor.
(iv) Public Care – there was full support for the introduction of specific funding for young people in Public Care.

B.
Transfer £1.3 million from the statement budget to the budget distributed by formula

The schools gave a general support to the further delegation of funds.  Concerns that were raised were related to the method of delegation.

C.
Calculate budgets over a three year period

Schools supported the proposal to average out the factors used to calculate budgets to avoid sudden fluctuations in resources.
D.
Timescale of introducing changes

There was no clear support for any of the options but concerns were expressed about the pace of change and the time available to respond to the changes and the impacts on school budgets and levels of staffing.

E.
Weightings

There was a clear understanding that there is a link between deprivation and AEN and an increasing awareness that recent evidence indicates that deprivation may not be a good indicator of SEN.  There was an agreement that prior attainment should be given a greater emphasis than previously in Salford but not to the extent as outlined in the initial proposals.  Schools also asked officers to consider the increasing evidence that deprivation has a greater impact on older pupils.  Schools supported the following weightings: 

	
	Deprivation
	Prior Attainment
	Mobility

	Primary
	50%
	45%
	5%

	Secondary
	60%
	40%
	0%


PUPILS WITH LOW INCIDENCE (COMPLEX) NEEDS

(a)
‘Top-up’ resources allocated through the SEN Panel

There was strong support for the introduction of the panel and the allocation of funds to those children with exceptionally complex needs.

(b)
Criteria for Statutory Assessment

Although some people were unsure about this issue there was general support for the new criteria.

STATEMENTS

Statements for high incidence needs to be discontinued in the future

There was a very mixed response to this proposal.  Approximately half the respondents agreed with the proposal but the rest stated that they were unsure of the long term impact of any changes.  Colleagues’ uncertainties were related to the future impact of the funding changes and the revised SEN Code of Practice.

Specialist Support Term

There was strong support for the LEA to retain a small specialist support team to offer schools assessment, advice, guidance and training in the areas of low incidence needs.  Some schools asked for further information on the team.

Contingency

There was total support for the proposal to retain a contingency budget of £50,000 to be used at the discretion of the SEN Panel.

AWPUF

While a large number of respondents agreed with the proposal for the LEA to offer advice on how much a school should deploy on SEN provision from the core budget a number of schools stated that any advice on calculations would restrict the school’s use of its budget.

Timetable

There was full agreement to the proposal to implement any staffing changes in August 2003.
Directorate Staff

Three meetings were held with staff in the Educational Inclusion Team and they made a joint written response.

The staff understood the need for changes and new strategies and gave their commitment to the inclusion of children with additional needs and the raising of standards for all.  They did raise a number of concerns on the following issues:

· staff expertise could possibly be lost

· the need for training of school staff with the extension of roles and responsibilities

· future employment of staff

· supply cover for staff

Community and Social Services

A meeting was held for senior managers in Community and Social Services and they sent a written response to the LEA.

The staff agreed fully with all the proposals, especially the specific funding of children in Public Care.

A request was made that Community and Social Services have a representative on the SEN Panel.

Health

A meeting was arranged for health staff and the LEA received a number of written responses.

The responses supported the principles and proposals and general direction the LEA was moving towards but they did not feel that they were able to comment on specific technical issues such as the formula.

Health staff raised the need to continue the dialogue on extending the relationship between Health and schools and the LEA.
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DELEGATION OF RESOURCES FOR ADDITIONAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS (AEN) AND SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

Recommendations

1. The LEA and Schools to adopt the principles outlined in the consultation document and use as the basis for any discussions on the deployment of resources for this group of young people.

2. Delegate an additional £1.3 million to the primary and secondary schools and distribute it to them using the same formula as the existing delegated AEN/SEN budget of £4.2 million.

3. Introduce a new formula for distributing the AEN/SEN budget:

(i)
Factors

(a)
Deprivation (75% Free School Meals  25% Index Multiple Deprivation)

(b)
Prior Attainment
(03-04 – 50% Baseline 50% SATs 

                                 

(04 – onwards – increase use of baseline)

(c)
Mobility  (03-04 primary only, 04 onwards include secondary)

(ii)
Weightings

	
	Deprivation
	Prior Attainment
	Mobility

	Primary
	50%
	45%
	5%

	Secondary
	60%
	40%
	0%


(iii)
Calculate budgets over a three year period to avoid sudden fluctuations.

4. Keep the structure of the formula under review and revise as appropriate reflecting evolving practice in Salford and changes to national practice.

5. Phase in the introduction of the new formula:

	
	2003/04
	2004/05
	2005/06

	Existing Formula
	80%
	40%
	0%

	New Formula
	20%
	60%
	100%


6. Retain a contingency budget of £50,000 to meet exceptional costs for pupils in Salford mainstream schools in the following circumstances:

· The arrival of a pupil with complex needs at a non-standard admission time.

· When resources are required to implement decisions of the SEN and Disability Tribunal.

· When resources are required to implement the outcome of the Disagreement Resolution Service.

· A pupil experiences a dramatic change in need eg. as a result of a road traffic accident.

7. Introduce the SEN Panel and the Low incidence budget and the new criteria for Statutory Assessment.

8. Revise the specialist support team within an element of the Education Inclusion Team and develop a new role in supporting schools.

9. No staffing changes to take place until September 2003.  

(a)
The additional £1.3 million to be delegated is reduced in 2003/04 only by 5/12 to cover the costs of the staff being centrally retained until September 2003.  The remaining 7/12 will be distributed to schools to cover their staffing responsibilities from September.

(b)
Agree with unions/associations and schools the protocol and procedures related to the staffing implications of the delegation.

(c)
Develop an implementation plan related to the staffing changes and share with all relevant parties.

10. Provide schools, parents, LEA staff and other agencies with support during the period of change:

· updated information

· written guidance eg. on resources

· training eg. SEN Panel and criteria

· advice and guidance to individual schools and parents


