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Introduction
A Name
First name::
Alison
Last name::
Huneke

B Email address
Email::
hlmgr@afasic.org.uk

C Response type
Please select your role from the list below::
Other
Please select your organisation type from the list below::
Other
Organisation name::
Afasic
Local authority area::
N/A

D Would you like your response to be confidential?
No
Please give your reason for confidentiality::

Principles for a reformed funding system
1 Do you agree with our proposed principles for the funding system?
Yes
Please provide any further comments::
It would be impossible to disagree with the principles in themselves. What is important, though, is whether or not the practical implementation of the principles will
in fact deliver for children and families. The impact of the new funding arrangements will need to be monitored closely to make sure that nobody, especially a child
or young person in need, misses out.

Distributing high needs funding to local authorities
2 Do you agree that the majority of high needs funding should be distributed to local authorities rather than directly to schools and other
institutions?
Yes
Please provide any further comments::
Absolutely. The weak legal duties on schools make it very hard to hold them to account over any aspect of SEN. Furthermore most high needs funding is bound
up in EHC Needs Assessments and Plans, which are not only a local authority responsibility, but also provide a clear means of accounting for the expenditure. As
it is vital to retain a high level of transparency and accountability within the system, it is essential that most high needs spending is determined and coordinated at
the local authority level.

3 Do you agree that the high needs formula should be based on proxy measures of need, not the assessed needs of children and young
people?
No

Please provide any further comments::
We are very concerned that paragraph 3:3 does not appear to reflect the law. The statutory assessment process certainly is 'intended to pin down with absolute
precision the inputs, and therefore the resources, required to achieve the desired outcomes'. That is the entire point of it. The process is designed to ensure that
children's needs are accurately identified and that they receive the support they require. The EHC Plan provides the legal guarantee that this will happen, and
entitles parents to take action if it does not. The reason this is so important is that the day-to-day judgement of teachers and other professionals cannot
necessarily be relied on - as the experience of many families testifies.

Formula design
4 Do you agree with the basic factors proposed for the formula?
Yes/No - Basic entitlement:
Disagree
Yes/No - Population:
Disagree
Yes/No - Child health:
Disagree
Yes/No - Child disability:
Disagree
Yes/No - Low attainment at key stage 2:
Disagree
Yes/No - Low attainment at key stage 4:
Disagree
Yes/No - Deprivation - free school meal eligibility:
Disagree
Yes/No - Deprivation - income deprivation affecting children index:
Disagree
Yes/No - Adjustments - for "imports/exports":
Disagree
Please provide any further comments::
We are not convinced by the argument for using proxy factors. There is a risk that they might unintentionally influence people's perceptions of the eligibility criteria
for EHC Needs Assessments and Plans, making it more difficult for some families to access the support their children need. This is a particular risk with SLCN.
The proposed factors would not apply to many of the children and young people we represent, yet most of them are entitled to an EHC Plan.

5 We are not proposing to make changes to the distribution of funding for hospital education, but would welcome views as we continue
working with representatives of this sector on the way forward.
Please provide your comments::
No comment

6 Which methodology for the area cost adjustment do you support?
hybrid methodology
Please provide any further comments::
It is obviously important to take account of the varying costs of different types of provision. Specialist provisions might well entail additional costs compared to
mainstream settings. On the other hand, there may be economies of scale. One argument for specialist settings is that it can be cheaper to educate children with
similar needs together than to provide specialist support on a 1:1 basis in mainstream schools.

Managing a smooth transition
7 Do you agree that we should include a proportion of 2016-17 spending in the formula allocations of funding for high needs?
Yes
Please provide any further comments::
This seems only fair, as it always takes time to adapt to any new system.

8 Do you agree with our proposal to protect local authorities' funding through an overall minimum funding guarantee?
Yes

Please provide any further comments::
As above - again this seems only fair.

Changes to the way high needs funding supports mainstream schools
9 We welcome views on what should be covered in any national guidelines on what schools offer for their pupils with special educational
needs and disabilities.
Please provide any comments::
We support the Isos research proposal to provide national guidelines setting out what mainstream schools are expected to provide in terms of SEN Support.
At the moment, the quality of provision available at the SEN Support level is variable and often weak.The situation will not improve unless steps are taken to
address the current gaps in all too many schools. We would suggest publishing detailed examples of good practice illustrating the type(s) and level(s) of support
schools should offer to children with varying degrees of the principal forms of SEN. It is also important to make schools aware of important research evidence,
such as the need to avoid an unthinking over-reliance on the use of teaching assistants.

10 Do you agree with the proposed changes to the funding of special units in mainstream schools?
Agree
Please provide any further comments::
This would, however, need to be monitored to ensure there are no adverse implications for the sustainability of units.

11 We welcome examples of local authorities that are using centrally-retained funding in a strategic way to overcome barriers to
integration and inclusion.
Please provide any comments::
No Information

12 We welcome examples of where centrally-retained funding is used to support schools that are very inclusive and have a high
proportion of pupils with particular types of special education needs, or a disproportionate number of pupils with high needs.
Please provide any comments::
No Information

Changes to the way high needs funding supports independent special schools
13 Do you agree that independent special schools should be given the opportunity to receive place funding directly from the Education
Funding Agency with the balance in the form of top-up funding from local authorities?
Agree
Please provide any further comments::
This should help to establish them as an integral part of the SEN system and help ensure their continued existence.

Changes to the way high needs funding supports post-16 providers
14 We welcome views on the outline and principles of the proposed changes to post-16 place funding and on how specialist provision in
further education colleges might be identified and designated.
Please provide any comments::
We would tend to favour these proposals as they should help to integrate post-16 education within the wider SEND framework. Nevertheless, we recommend
monitoring the situation carefully to ensure that the changes do not disadvantage any individuals or institutions.

Equality analysis
15 We welcome comments on the equalities impact assessment.
Please provide any further comments::
No comment

