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1. The National Sensory Impairment Partnership

1.1 National Sensory Impairment Partnership (NatSIP) members represent Local Authority specialist services, schools and voluntary organisations across the Sensory Impairment (SI) sector, working together to improve outcomes for children and young people with SI. It was established in 2009 assisted by pump priming funding from the DfE.

1.2 Given its remit, NatSIP’s comments are confined to how the funding arrangements impact on the educational progress of pupils and students with a sensory impairment.

2. THE LACSEG AND FUNDING FOR THERAPIES AND OTHER HEALTH RELATED SERVICES (Line 2.0.3 of the section 251 statement)

2.1 Children with sensory impairment need to access a wide range of specialist health services and therapies such as orthoptist, ophthalmologist, audiologists and Speech and Language Therapist. Those with additional needs may require support from physiotherapist and occupational therapist. Children with sensory impairment are also more vulnerable to mental health difficulties than other children and are more likely to require access to child and adolescence mental health services.  In some cases the health service provides funding for support from health professionals but where it does not LAs have to pay for the health interventions. 

2.2 NatSIP understands that funding for therapies and other health related services that is recorded by local authorities on line 2.0.3 of the section 251 budget statement :

a)  lies outside of the Total Schools Budget, is not funded through the DSG and falls within the formula grant distributed through the Local Government Finance Settlement administer by DCLG.

b)  relates to the local authority functions set out in paragraphs 7 and 8 of Schedule 1 of the School Finance Regulations 2011 (i.e. “Expenditure incurred in entering into, or subsequently incurred pursuant to an agreement under section 31 of the Health Act 1999 or regulations made under section 75 of the National Health Service Act 2006” (Para 7) . “Expenditure providing special medical support for individual pupils insofar as such expenditure is not met by a PCT, NHS Trust, NHS foundation Trust or a Local Health Board”  (para8)

2.3 NatSIP strongly recommends that the DfE analyses what the funding on line 2.0.3 is used for before determining whether it should be allocated to individual free schools or academies through LACSEG.

2.4 NatSIP notes that at the amount of funding appearing in line 2.0.3 of section 251 statement varies considerably between local authorities with many spending nothing at all. This suggest that there may be differences in the way local authorities allocate expenditure in their accounts between DSG and non DSG spending and between the various budget lines of the Section 251 statement.

2.5 NatSIP suspects that a significant amount of the service provided from this funding may be for children with high levels of needs and is individually assigned. For example, it is possible that rather than spot purchasing additional speech and language therapy support for individual pupils with a hearing impairment or physical difficulties or speech language and communication needs, the LA has entered into a more cost effective joint commissioning arrangement with the health service. Thus in some LAs funding for such support may be allocated to line 1.2.1 in the S251 statement (provision for pupils with SEN including assigned resources) which is not LACSEG relevant but in others it is allocation to line 2.0.3 which is LACSEG relevant.  It may also be possible that this budget funds joint services such as multi-agency vision assessment clinics for children which relates to the assessment function of LAs which should not be LACSEG relevant.

2.6 If this is the case then NatSIP urges there is a strong case for exempting this funding for health service therapies from LACSEG for a number of reasons:

a) It is likely that such expenditure is targeted on pupils with the highest levels of need (i.e. those that have been described as high cost SEN pupils in previous consultations). If this is the case, then under a national funding formula in the future this would form part of a LA’s budget to commission services for “high cost pupils” (i.e. the responsibility for supporting the children rest with the LA and not the school)

b) If the main beneficiaries of this funding are pupils with high level of need, then there could be inconsistencies between authorities over whether funding is delegated to academies through LACSEG . For example expenditure on a health therapy for a pupil with a statement in one local authority would be LACSEG relevant if that expenditure appears on line 2.0.3 but it would not be LACSEG relevant in another local authority that allocated this spending to line 1.2.1 (SEN individually assigned) of the S251 statement


c) If some of the beneficiaries of this funding are pupils with high levels of need then the support is often individually assigned to identified pupils with SEN and it is difficult to derive a formula that accurately targets funding on schools with pupils on their roll who require the support


d) The development of multi-agency and multi-disciplinary approaches to supporting children with SEN is encouraged by the government in its Green Paper. It is going to be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to sustain the viability of such agreements if their viability depends on the individual buying decisions of individual schools.  NatSIP is also unsure whether individual schools are able to enter into such arrangements under the NHS Act 2006 and Health Act 1999. It will also not be possible for LAs to enter into agreements with health services over joint funding of services for vulnerable children even although it may result in effective use of resources. 

e) If the beneficiaries of this funding are pupils with high cost needs there is a possibility that this funding may come within the scope of personalised budgets as proposals in the SEN Green Paper develop and take shape. If funding has already been delegated to schools then money for the personalised budget would need to be recouped from schools.

f) It is possible that the Section 251 statements have not apportioned this funding accurately to supporting children 0-4 years, primary aged children, secondary aged children, those over 16, those attending special schools and those attending highly specialised out of authority placements. For example it may be the case that the main beneficiaries of such arrangements are children in special schools. If this is not reflected accurately in the section 251 statement special schools may lose out as funding is distributed to mainstream academies and free schools.  

  
3. THE LACSEG AND FUNDING FOR SEN OTHER (Line 1.2.2 of the section 251 statement)

3.1 NatSIP recognises that this consultation paper is about central services that are funded via the DCLG’s Formula Grant.

3.2 However, NatSIP would like to take the opportunity to remind the DfE of the issues concerning the funding of services for pupils with low incidence needs such as sensory impairment that for the most part are funded through the DSG..

3.3 NatSIP know that officials in both the Finance and SEN Departments of the DfE are familiar with this issue and is grateful the measures taken in 2011/12 to ensure that provision for pupils with a sensory impairment was not dependent on the ability or preparedness of individual schools to purchase support for the pupils on their roll.

3.4 However NatSIP wishes to see a long termer solution that recognises the role of LA in having a central budget to commission services that meet minimum quality standards and/ or having a role in brokering provision for parents who have opted for a personalised budget.   The reasons for this are set out in NatSIP’s response to the SEN Green Paper consultation (attached as appendix 1).

3.5 In addition to the points made to the Green paper, NatSIP feels that  inconsistencies between local authorities (and in some cases the lack of diligence) in how funding for Sensory Support Services has been apportioned to the budget lines and between early years, primary, secondary and special schools in the section 251 statement  means that it is not a reliable basis for ensuring the resource is effectively targeted on pupils who need the support. For example the purchase of specialist  equipment may have been apportioned to line 1.2.1 of the S251 statement (not LACSEG relevant) but the cost of on-going support to ensure its functioning from a specialist teacher may have been included in line 1.2.2 which is LACSEG relevant and delegated to a school irrespective of the needs of its students. Such arrangements clearly don’t make sense to the pupil, parents or school. While it is appreciated that it is difficult for the DfE to compensate for the way local authorities have apportioned expenditure, it is equally difficult to accept that this should be to the detriment of children with a sensory impairment. 
 
	Recommendations

The DfE analyses which pupils are the main beneficiaries of funding allocated for specialist health support and therapies (i.e. line 2.0.3 of the S251 statements)

That element of this funding which relates to assessing and supporting vulnerable children such as those with sensory impairment should continue to be held centrally by local authorities to enable them to effectively discharge their commissioning functions for children with relatively high levels of need and jointly plan the provision of multi-agency and multi-disciplinary support for disabled children as envisaged in the SEN Green Paper.

Funding currently within the DSG for specialist support services for pupils with low incidence needs such as sensory impairment should be held by local authorities to enable the effective commissioning of services from providers who meet minimum quality standards and offer best value for money





National Sensory Impairment Partnership contacts:

Lindsey Rousseau: NatSIP co-ordinator lindsey.rousseau@natsip.org.uk
Brian Gale: Co-ordinator of NatSIP’s policy group Brian.Gale@ndcs.org.uk






	






APPENDIX 1: NATSIP’S RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION 47 OF THE SEN GREEN PAPER CONSULTATION DOCUMENT


47 How do you think SEN support services might be funded so that schools, academies, free schools and other education providers have access to high quality SEN support services?
		[image: commentsSpacer]
	Comments:
 NatSIP endorses the belief that Sensory Services need to be commissioned from a budget centrally held by local authorities. Funding should not be delegated to individual schools for reasons set out below.
Any arrangements for funding for SEN support services has to bear in mind the possibility of SEN personalised budgets (if the intention is for parents have funding or virtual funding then it cannot also be delegated to schools)
While some parents may be hesitant about personalised budgets they may consider this as the best option if the alternative is delegation to schools where the level of support their child receives is dependent on the willingness and/or the ability of the school to purchase the service.
In determining the arrangements for sensory support services it is necessary to consider:
a) Who is the key customer: In most cases specialist support services have a number of customers: 
 
(i) The local authority in discharging its responsibility to assess SEN (statementing), ensuring the specialist support specified in the statement is provided, undertaking acoustic accessible audits to ensure the suggested school is really available to pupils with a hearing or vision impairment, monitoring of placements in out of authority schools, transitions planning and support. Some services may provide a broader function such as advising on inclusion in youth clubs and other community activities.
 
(ii) Parents and children with a sensory impairment. A direct service to parents is provided in for children in the early years. However, support services also can provide a direct service to families of school aged children, thus helping parents to educate and improve the language skills of their children.  In some cases specialist teachers in support services become key workers with a health and social care co-ordination role. Personalised SEN budgets may be relevant to this particular aspect of the work of SI support services.

(iii) Schools and early years settings offering training, advice on assessment, curriculum differentiation, intervention strategies for pupils with sensory impairment.

b) Whether funding can be accurately targeted to pupils who most need the support. For pupils with low incidence needs, such as sensory impairment or physical difficulties, this will be very difficult.

c) The size of service. If services are small it is difficult to disaggregate the funding across the different phases of education (early years, primary, secondary and post 16) and different users/customers (the LA, parents, education establishments, multi-agency functions).  

The provision of support services is also complicated by the fact that in some areas local authorities have commissioned some schools with specialist facilities to provide specialist outreach support services and the funding is part of the Individual Schools Budget although it remains a centrally provided service. A wider (possibly regional or cross authority) model for specialist sensory support services would be welcomed, in recognition of the low incidence nature of sensory impairment. 
In considering the factors above NatSIP believes it is not desirable or practical to delegate funding to individual schools for specialist sensory support services.

NatSIP wishes to see a funding system that ensures specialist services for pupils with a sensory impairment are determined by the pupils’ need and not whether a school is prepared or able to purchase this service from funding that is delegated to it. It fully supports the recommendation recently made by Ofsted that “where young people are protected by the Disability Discrimination Act, their rights to additional provision should not depend, as they do at present, on where they are being educated” (Ofsted report More than a Statement 2010).

We believe that this should be achieved by enabling local authorities to hold centrally funding for commissioning specialist support for pupils with sensory impairment.

Sensory impairment is a low incidence need and for many children the complexity of their needs is such that they require ongoing and regular specialist support to make educational progress. The cost of support can be high, including the purchase and maintenance of equipment. 

NatSIP advises against delegation of funding for specialist hearing support services to schools because:

a) The low incidence means that pupils with sensory impairment are not spread evenly across schools. It is thus difficult to use a national funding mechanism that ensures funding is allocated to the schools in a way that matches the distribution needs. 

b) The low incidence means that, unlike higher incidence SEN, schools will not have the opportunity to develop the necessary experience to meet the needs of pupils with sensory impairment  “in-house”. Neither will they have the experience in assessing needs to establish what level and type of specialist support is required for the pupils to make progress. 

c) The low incidence means that services are small. For example, in many areas there may be only one or two specialist teachers for deaf pupils and less for pupils with Viand MSI; hence there is not the critical mass to sustain a viable service if funding is delegated and spread evenly across all schools. A similar  point was recognised by the DfE with regard to support of pupils from ethnic minorities in its consultation on the School Funding Regulations for 2011 (Para 9):

If the Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant (EMAG) is mainstreamed into DSG, then we would propose to enable LAs to retain funding centrally within DSG for services which support schools in narrowing achievement gaps for under-performing ethnic groups and in meeting the specific needs of bilingual learners. This would enable LAs to maintain existing services if they wished, including in those areas with small numbers of such pupils and where it is consequently more cost-effective to run a central service than to spread funding thinly. 

d) Delegation could mean that many more parents would seek to ensure provision is secured for their child through statutory assessment adding what could be an unnecessary cost to supporting some with sensory impairment.
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