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The Post-OfSTED Action Plan for Salford has the following requirements:

· Increase the amounts of delegation/devolution to schools for SEN funding

· Develop transparent and equitable criteria for the allocation of SEN resources

· Develop monitoring and evaluation arrangements.

This paper looks at those issues and makes proposals as to how this might be done, as well as identifying the funding problems associated with SEN placements in the non-maintained sector.

1
What can be delegated / devolved?
Under regulation, everything within the LEA is potentially delegable to schools, up to, and even including, the Director’s post, with the following exceptions:

-
Recoupment;

-
Capital;

-
School Crossing Patrols;

-
OfSTED income.

There are therefore no aspects of SEN that are exempt in law from being deemed delegable.

Hence within the overall parameters set for financial delegation for LEAs, what gets delegated is a matter of local choice.

2
What are we looking at delegating?
There appears to be, from a survey of the Commission groups, an expectation that some elements of centrally managed SEN services will be delegated.  This expectation appears to be largely centred on the SEN Support Service.

However, other options are:

· Education Psychology Service;

· Pupil Referral Units;

· Education Welfare Service.

It should be noted that some of the above services are not wholly services dealing with special educational needs.   However, if the issue is about mainstream schools having greater power to achieve inclusion then schools need to have power over expenditure to fulfil their responsibility and be accountable for it.  

By the delegation of these budgets there would be much greater clarity over whether and why pupils received these additional services. The use of the services would be directly referenced to 

the capabilities of the mainstream school rather than some separately determined criteria which had a less lively link to what schools can actually do themselves.

The actual purpose of delegation, as envisaged in the OfSTED and SEN Commission reports, is not merely about the LEA meeting its delegation targets (although to achieve the Government’s target of 90% this will be necessary).  The primary purpose of the delegation of SEN services is to simultaneously empower and make accountable mainstream schools in relation to SEN.  Its further purpose is to open up the SEN services to the necessary changes that need to occur if the schools are to be enabled to undertake greater responsibility

In other words, the purpose of delegation is to promote inclusive practice.

At this point in time, the primary benefits of delegation will result if it firstly focuses on Salford’s inclusion priorities.  These priorities are identified by the Commission report as follows:

· The perceived inadequate level of support for non-statemented pupils with SEN;

· The need to change the arrangements to reverse the developing pattern of reliance implicit in the increasing level of new statements;

· To move the focus from remediation to early intervention.

All three of these can be achieved by giving schools delegated control over the needs-meeting services of all SEN pupils, both statemented and non-statemented, in mainstream.

3
Which services and which money should be delegated?
There appears to be, from a survey of the Commission groups, an expectation that some elements of centrally managed SEN services will be delegated.  This expectation appears to be largely centred on the SEN Support Service.

In the light of the above, it is considered that the following services should be delegated:

· SEN Support Service

· Behaviour Support Service

· Educational Psychology Service

FINANCIAL POSITION

SEN/Behaviour Support Service

At present these services are combined.  From this establishment would need to be deducted the costs of the PRU provision and the Home Tuition element which functions as a ‘virtual PRU’.  The element of support in place to enable re-integration of pupils into mainstream from PRUs should be retained, in the light of the need to precisely target that input, the short periods of intervention required and the oversight of this by the PRU Management Committee, when established.

A round figure on the overall cost of the service is estimated as £2m.  This includes VI and HI support, which needs reduction to earmark provision for special and resourced schools.

Educational Psychology

There is a £400,000 annual cost attributed to Educational Psychology.  Of this it is estimated that £130,000 is delegable.  This represents approximately 30% of the time of the service to correspond to time spent on working with schools on preventative strategies.  It does not represent statutory 

assessment/ statementing/stages 4/5 work for which the LEA would retain the funding for an SLA with the service.  It also does not represent policy/research work for the LEA which would need to be the subject of a separate SLA.  Resource presently allocated to special schools also needs to be earmarked and retained.
The overall size of the delegable pot from the above measures comes to roughly £2.2m.  However this needs to be considered alongside the existing £4.3m which already appears in school budgets for the needs of pupils with SEN in mainstream, via the FSM indicator.

Altogether there is in the region of £6.4m for this area of need - a not insubstantial sum.  This finding supports the conclusion of the SEN Commission and OfSTED - that there is less complaint about the size of budgetary resource for SEN overall than the cost-effectiveness of the deployment of the resource.

4
How will this money be distributed?
It should firstly be stressed that not all of the above funding is available for distribution to schools.  The following cost elements must firstly be removed:

(a)
Costs relating to the requirements of the distribution mechanism chosen;

(b)
Costs relating to the monitoring of the schools’ carrying out of the functions;

(c)
Can range anywhere from virtually nil in the case of a mechanical allocation method such as use of FSM, through to very high costs indeed if banding systems requiring the employment of professionals to allocate pupils to bands, or to moderate banding, are used.

It was hoped to model a number of Salford effects of existing LEA allocation methods in this paper.  However, that has not proved possible, either because we do not hold data that is key to the method in a number of cases, or because we do not information on pupils that would ascribe them to the bands.

What has been done is a look at typical models:

MODEL 1

Allocation of funding according to FSM.  Distribution costs are nil. This mechanism would simply see a slightly larger amount of money allocated on the same basis as the existing money.

MODEL 2

A flat rate allocation i.e. a lump sum per school plus the balance distributed on FSM i.e. £6k lump sum plus rest on FSM.

e.g. 

A one FE primary with 30% FSM currently gets  £34,600.  It would get £53,200.

A one FE primary with no FSM now gets £0.  It would get £6,000.

An 850 place high school with 50% FSM now gets £190,00.  It would get £262,000.

A  1,200 place high school with 10% FSM now gets £53,000.  It would get £76,000.

A 1,200 place high school with no FSM now gets £0.  It would get £6,000.

Implementation of model 1 or model 2 would require a supplement in the form of a contingency for pupils who need and exceptionally high level of support, i.e. because of Physical Difficulties.  This might be a provision, for example, that any child whose needs cost more than 50% of the school’s total allocation will have their needs funded centrally.

MODEL 3

Banded models

There are a number of LEA models which rely on pupil audits and the allocation of pupils to bands.  These require some intensive professional input on assignation of pupils to groups. This is in some cases relaxed by an initial lump sum to cover lower severity needs.  Usually, as pupils move up the bands, funds become more pupil-specific.

Generally speaking these are funding mechanisms which drive allocation to special schools also.

MODEL 4

Model 4 types have parallels to Models 1 and 2, except instead of pure FSM other factors such as test scores are substituted or added.

5
CONCLUSIONS


(i)
In line with the priority for action, the further delegation in this initiative seeks to address SEN in mainstream schools, both for statemented and non-statemented pupils, it does not address pupils in special schools, or resourced provision.

(ii)
In the longer term the strategy needs to be about fewer statements, early intervention strategies and more inclusive approaches by schools.

(iii)
The strategy needs to incentivise (ii) above.  Because of this and the fact that the allocation need not apply to special schools who cater for high incidence of high level needs, banding mechanisms are not recommended for this occasion as they (a) incentivise progression up bands and (b) divert large amounts of resources into bureaucratic monitoring regimes.

(iv)
Models one and two are more suitable.  However, the broader factors of model 4 will allow for greater sensitivity to needs and it would be desirable to explore the possibilities of the various combinations further.

(v)
It should be noted that some work will need to be done on the services proposed for delegation, to get them ready for this new regime.  In common with practice across other services, the initial year may need a simple SLA buy-back for the first year whilst greater refinements and options in the services are developed.  This will safeguard transition and provide a lead-in time for schools to develop and differentiate their own strategies, including best value practices.

6
PROPOSAL
The emergent proposal is as follows:

Funds related to the old Code of Practice Stages 1 – 3 / New Code of Practice Recorded and School Action Stages are already delegated to all schools in the form of the proxy indicator of FSM in mainstream schools.

This situation is to remain unaltered.  A further delegation of funds, as described in this paper amounting to approximately £2.2 million, currently held as non-delegated Schools Budget items (i.e. elements of Learning Support, Behaviour Support and Educational Psychology Services) will take place.  This will transfer responsibility for the meeting of pupil needs to schools across all stages of both old and new Codes of Practice, including Stage 5 or Statemented stages.  

This action will remove the existing link between statements and access to additional resources in that the resources will already be allocated to the schools.  It will enable schools to target these funds toward early intervention and best value strategies.

In order that the inclusion of pupils with needs entailing very high levels of support in mainstream is not discouraged, an additional indicator will be applied.  The precise nature and value of this will need to be determined through further consultation with schools, but will in principle entail an additional payment for each pupil that is deemed to fall into this category.

For example: Pupils whose needs in cash terms exceed a given proportion of identified budget heads will be the subject of a premium.  This element of funding will need to be centrally retained and devolved as appropriate.

For the bulk of the further delegation, however, a variation on Model 2 will be applied, i.e.

·  a flat rate plus an element per pupil based on a combination of FSM and educational attainment proxy indicator such as baseline information.

The precise mechanism needs to be worked up in close consultation with schools via the Formula Review process.  Special schools will be affected by this full delegation in that the current small budget centrally retained for specialist pupil equipment will be delegated.

7
MONITORING
Although this issue is dealt with in the report of the Monitoring, Evaluation and Quality Assurance Group, it also needs mentioning at this point.



Whereas good quality arrangements are set out in Salford’s EDP, etc., that level of monitoring is probably insufficient to the purpose of ensuring individual needs of pupils with SEN but without statements in mainstream are met.

It is therefore proposed that a Monitoring Service be commissioned via SLA by the LEA from the existing support service provisions in the City.  It is envisaged this might entail a 4 FTE input.  This in turn would require a ‘hold-back’ from the amount for further delegation of approximately £120,000 - £150,000.  This service would monitor provision for pupils within a LEA-specified framework.  It would trigger, where necessary, interventions by the LEA in cases of significant failure to meet needs.
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