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The closing date for this consultation is:
21 May 2012
Your comments must reach us by that date.
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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online response facility available on the Department for Education e-consultation website (http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations).

The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.
	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name Lindsey Rousseau
	

	Organisation (if applicable)
	NatSIP (National Sensory Impairment Partnership)

	Address:lindsey.rousseau@natsip.org.uk
	


If you have an enquiry related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact either
Ian McVicar : Telephone: 020 7340 7980  e-mail: ian.mcvicar@education.gsi.gov.uk or
Natalie Patel: Telephone: 020 7340 7475  e-mail: Natalie.patel@education.gsi.gov.uk
If your enquiry is related to the DfE e-consultation website or the consultation process in general, you can contact the Consultation Unit by e-mail: consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk, by Fax: 01928 794 311, or by telephone: 0870 000 2288.

Please tick the box that best describes you as a respondent.
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	Maintained School
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	 Academy
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	Teacher
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	Individual Local Authority
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	Schools Forum
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	Local Authority Group
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	Teacher Association
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	Other Trade Union / Professional Body
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	Early Years Setting
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	Governor Association
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	Parent / Carer
	x
	Other
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	The National Sensory Impairment Partnership’s (NatSIP) members represent schools, voluntary organisations and local authorities who work in together to improve outcomes for children and young people with a sensory impairment. NatSIP was established in 2009 assisted by pump priming funding from the DfE.

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.

NatSIP believes that any reform to the financing of education must take account of the particular needs of children and young people with low incidence needs (such as hearing impairment, vision impairment and multi-sensory impairment) so that they receive the necessary specialist support and support in education settings to be able to access learning and make progress. 

There are two key reasons why low incidence needs require special consideration which are related to the low numbers:

a) While it may be possible to develop a funding formula using proxy indicators that provides a reasonable correlation between the allocation of resources and distribution of learners with higher incidence SEN, it is not possible for low incidence needs. There is a need to recognise the very uneven distribution of pupils with low incidence needs with sometimes a tendency to cluster in particular schools. Although a number of these children may not require support exceeding £10,000, together they can put  considerable on a schools formula budget allocation to meet SEN 

b) Mainstream teaching staff and special educational needs co-ordinators are unable to develop the experience and hence knowledge of meeting the  needs of learners with low incidence needs. People learn by listening and seeing.. A vision impairment and a hearing impairment therefore presents complex issues to mainstream teachers in trying to ensure pupils with these disabilities can access teaching and learning. Because much of the SEN experience and  training of teachers and support staff relates to meeting the needs of learners with higher incidence needs the thresholds for schools needing to access specialist support is lower for children with a sensory impairment

c) Specialist providers may experience significant variations in pupils from year to year  which could put at risk their viability if there is a move from place funding to funding based on numbers   










Improving arrangements for funding pupils with high needs

In Section 3 and Annex 5a, b and c we discuss the new arrangements for funding pupils with high needs. In Section 3.8 we discuss the roles and responsibilities under the new place plus approach, specifically those of providers, commissioners and the EFA, We want to ensure that unnecessary bureaucratic burdens are not placed on providers and that there is clarity as to the respective roles and responsibilities of the EFA and local authorities. 

Question 6: What are the ways in which commissioners can ensure responsibilities and arrangements for reviewing pupil and student progress and provider quality can be managed in a way that does not create undue administrative burdens for providers?

	Comments: Commissioners could develop far more effective service level agreements or specifications for:

a) Specialist providers
b) Commissioning of services
These would set out clearly for parents, young people, commissioners and providers what service and support and be expected to be delivered
A more rigorous national approach to collecting meaningful data which enabled the identification of pupils/students with a disability and type of SEN and their outcomes could prevent a lot of different ad hoc requests for information to be made as well as meeting requirements on reporting on impact.








[bookmark: _GoBack]In section 3.9 we discuss transitional protection for providers. We want to ensure that the transition from the current funding system to the new arrangements is as smooth as possible. In the document we set out a number of ways we intend to provide support through the transitional period and enable commissioners and providers to become accustomed to the new approach 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Question 7: Are there other ways that we can help to ensure a smooth transition for commissioners and providers to the reformed funding approach for high needs pupils and students?
	
A smooth transition will require:

a) An accurate calculation of the funding required for each local authority’s High Needs Budget. In particular, it will be important to clearly identify the funding supporting high needs pupils that is currently in the Individual Schools Budget as well as the more easily identified SEN budget lines on the section 251 statements.

b) Having established an accurate baseline for the high needs budget, measures will be required for ensuring it is adjusted for demographic growth so that existing learners with special education needs do not experience reduction in support to the detriment of their teaching and learning. The minimum funding guarantee per pupil should also apply to the education support disabled pupils receive that is over and above that provided by a school/college. 

c)  Clear guidance is issued to local authorities which clarifies that that the High Needs Budget is to fund specialist support services for all children and young people with low incidence needs.

d) Reducing the amount schools are required to contribute to meeting the additional cost of pupils with a sensory impairment to recognise the difficulty in delegating funding in such a way that it targets the distribution of need between schools. 

It is also suggested that the changes of funding for post 16 provision are postponed until the proposals in the government’s SEN policy to unify pre and post 16 systems and approaches are implemented.


These points are considered in more detail below:

a) Calculation of the High Needs Budget for Local Authorities:

It will be difficult to identify funding required to support pupils who require more than  £6,000 in local authorities who have delegated high levels of SEN funding. For higher incidence SEN, these local authorities have required schools to fund a much higher proportion of funding needed to meet the pupil’s need than the £6,000 indicated in this consultation paper. Identifying such pupils and their cost will be difficult as there is a financial incentive for schools not to declare the pupils and their true cost until after the new funding scheme is introduced (i.e. any declaration of the pupils and  true cost would result in a budget deduction). Unless these pupils are identified it is very possible that excessive demands will be immediately placed on the high needs budget block putting at risk current levels of support to children who are receiving help from specialist support services or/and additional top up funding from the local authority.

In addition, NatSIP is unaware of any government record of the number of specialist units for children with SEN in mainstream schools and their cost. It will therefore be important to conduct a survey of such provision to establish current commissioning budgets. 

b) Funding Demography in the High Needs Budget Block 
To ensure providers do not receive lower levels of resourcing to support the teaching and learning of individual pupils/students with SEN, it will be important that the High Needs Budget Block is adjusted to take account of any demographic pressures resulting from:
(i) The increased survival rates of premature babies who have a range of additional needs which are often complex
(ii) The raising of the participation age (many of the young people who are not in education, employment and training who will benefit from this measure will have an additional need)
     (iii) Any increase in pupils out of school that may arise for higher exclusion rates 


c) Support Services

The DfE needs to make it clear that the High Needs Budget Block is to fund specialist services for all children and young people with a sensory impairment and that this includes early intervention and preventative work to ensure the support and interventions required by the pupil does not become more costly as they get. 

Because sensory impairment is a low incidence need, mainstream teaching and frontline staff, including special educational needs co-ordinators are unable to develop the experience and hence maintain the knowledge of meeting the needs of learners with low incidence needs.

People learn by listening and seeing. A vision impairment and a hearing impairment therefore presents complex issues to mainstream teachers in trying to ensure pupils with these disabilities can access teaching and learning. Because much of the SEN experience and training of teachers relates to meeting the needs of learners with higher incidence needs the thresholds for schools needing to access specialist support is lower for children with a sensory impairment. This needs to be recognised by government SEN policy and associated proposals for funding education and reflected in guidance to commissioners.

d) Level of Contribution of Schools to the Additional Cost of Meeting the Needs of Pupils With a Sensory Impairment

Many local authorities have already increased levels of delegated SEN funding to schools and required them to make a significant contribution to meeting the cost of a pupil’s special educational needs. However, a number of LAs have exempted sensory impairment from these arrangements and met the full cost of a statement centrally.

In doing this they have recognised:

a)  that it is not possible to develop a funding formula using proxy indicators that provides a reasonable correlation between the allocation of resources and distribution of learners with a sensory impairment 

b) that here is an uneven distribution of the pupils with a sensory impairment who sometimes tend to cluster in particular schools. Although a number of these children may not require support exceeding £10,000, together they can put considerable on a schools formula budget allocation to meet SEN

c) that sensory impairment is clearly identified through a medical diagnosis so the propensity in the education system to create a perverse incentive to over identify such need is less than for some other types of SEN 

NatSIP believes that the recognition of the special factors associated with sensory impairment as a low incidence need is implicit in the funding consultation paper:

(i) Annex 4 states that SEN services will be funded out of the high needs block
(ii) Paragraphs 1.3.26 to 1.3.34 discuss the delegation of funding to schools for low cost high incidence SEN but not the delegation of funding for pupils with low incidence needs who have required a statement of SEN. This implies that funding for children with low incidence special educational needs will not be funded out of the schools budget 
(iii) In the previous consultation paper in July, it stated that funding for children with low incidence needs would be excluded from the schools block

NatSIP suggests that any proposals will need to be explicit about the funding arrangements for pupils with sensory impairment and clarifying that the High Needs Budget Block should be used to ensure the resources are targeted appropriately on learners with low incidence needs so that those with a sensory impairment receive the support they need to access teaching and learning. 

With regard to post 16 education, NatSIP sees the benefits of unifying pre- and post 16 education arrangements for learners with SEN and the associated funding. However, the revised education arrangements resulting from the SEN Green Paper will not be implemented until 2014 or 2015. Consideration should therefore be given to delaying the funding transfer from YPLA/EFA until the proposals in the SEN Green paper are implemented. 




Question 12a: Do you agree with the proposed process for reviewing and adjusting the number of places for which specialist settings receive base funding?
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	 Yes
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	 No
	x
	 Not Sure



	
Because sensory impairment is a low incidence need specialist provision for pupils with SI caters for low numbers and can experience significant variations in pupils from year to year irrespective of the quality of education they provide. Replacing the current place funding approach could threaten their viability to the detriment of pupils on their roll.  

NatSIP is therefore concerned that a move from place funding system to a place plus funding system could create considerable uncertainty for parents and  make it difficult for providers to plan. Indeed it could reduce even futher the incentive to be a provider.
A significant number of pupils with a sensory impairment are educated in small specialist provisions within mainstream schools. Small variations in the number of pupils with sensory impairment may have a disproportionate impact on these schools who find that they cannot afford the critical mass of specialist staff to meet the needs of the lower number on roll. This would undermine the sustainability of resource provisions and reduce choice for future families with a sensory impairment which is counter to what the SEN Green Paper is trying to achieve.
NatSIP urges the DfE to test new funding models for small specialist provisions catering for sensory impairment before they are introduced. Such testing should ensure that measures are introduced enable year to year variations to be managed without threatening the viability of the provision or the loss of specialist support required for those with sensory impairment who are remaining on their roll. These measures may include maintaining a place based funding approach for providers who because of the nature of low incidence needs are always going to have small numbers and a fluctuating roll irrespective of the quality of education they provide.











Question 15: Have you any further comments?

	For purposes of this consultation NatSIP has used the following definition of low incidence needs
Low incidence special educational need and disability (LISEND): 
· A need which has the potential to have an adverse impact on learning and development unless additional measures are taken to support the child/young person.
· The prevalence rate is so low that a mainstream setting is unlikely to have sufficient knowledge and experience to meet these requirements. Settings will need to obtain specialist support and advice on how to ensure equitable access and progression (against national standards).
· The prevalence rate is so low that any formula for allocating resources for additional needs, which is based on proxy indicators of need, will not reflect the true distribution of children and young people identified as having low incidence SEND.









Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply X

Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	   Yes   
	   



All DfE public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the Government Code of Practice on Consultation:
Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and sensible.

Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is intended to reach.

Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’ buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to participants following the consultation.

Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience.
If you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact Carole Edge, DfE Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 738060/ email: carole.edge@education.gsi.gov.uk
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 21st May 2012
Send by e-mail to: schoolfunding.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk
Send by post to: 
Ian McVicar
Funding Policy and Efficiency Team
4th Floor
Sanctuary Buildings
Great Smith Street
London
SW1P 3BT 
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