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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the strands of work within the Outcomes Benchmarking Workstream during Year 1 (i.e. April 2013 – March 2014) was to investigate the tracking of post 16 outcomes for young people with sensory impairment. 

A key aim of this investigation was to identify a suitable post 16 outcome or outcomes for inclusion in the set of performance indicators within the main NatSIP outcomes benchmarking exercise. Consideration was also to be given to the possible development of a post 16 outcomes tracking tool that would be available to Sensory Support Services to assist in their data management and evaluation processes.

2. INVESTIGATION PROCESS

In the initial phase of the investigation, information was gathered from hearing impairment (HI) and vision impairment (VI) specialists working in the post 16 sector. Specific questions included:
· What post 16 outcomes are currently being tracked within your Service?
· What post 16 outcomes would be useful to collect beyond those already being collected by your Service?
· What post 16 outcome(s) would be most useful and manageable from a Service perspective for inclusion in the NatSIP outcomes benchmarking exercise?

Following on from this work and discussion with the NatSIP Post 16 Transition Pathways for CYP with SI Workstream Co-Lead, a consultation paper, including draft proposals, was prepared and circulated to the membership of the Outcomes Benchmarking Workstream for consideration at its meeting during the NatSIP Working Day Conference in February 2014. 

The final phase of the investigation prior to reporting involved a sample of Sensory Support Services performing checks to determine the accessibility of the data that would be required for a set of post 16 outcome measures that had been agreed in principle through the consultation process.
3. FINDINGS

3.1 Potential post 16 outcomes benchmarking measures
It was recognised that the investigation into potential post 16 outcome measures for inclusion within the annual NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise would need to take account of an educational context in which:
· New statutory duties associated with Raising the Participation Age (RPA) came into effect from the start of the 2013/14 academic year.

· A range of changes to the curriculum are being introduced.

· There will be separate reporting by the DfE of Academic, Tech Level and Applied General qualifications in the 16-19 School and College Performance Tables from 2016.
· Changes in SEN Funding arrangements are likely to lead to some changes in the practice of Sensory Support Services.

· The range of post 16 providers are likely  to present difficulties in terms of obtaining outcomes data which will be both consistent and accessible across providers. 

In addition, and more specifically, the following criteria would need to be applied in evaluating the suitability of any potential outcome measures:
· Value: would the outcome measure be of significant value to Services in their efforts to improve the outcomes of young people with sensory impairment (SI)?
· National relevance: would the outcome measure be aligned to a nationally reported performance indicator? (This would be particularly relevant to NatSIP’s central aim of closing the gap between outcomes for children and young people with sensory impairment and outcomes for all children and young people).
· Accessibility: would the data for the outcome measure be easily accessible for Services and manageable to collect?
· Continuity: would the outcome measure have currency for the foreseeable future? (Consistency of the NatSIP data set is important from the standpoint of establishing trend data over time. This has to be balanced with adaptation to developments and changes within the data reported by the DfE).

Initial suggestions for potential post 16 outcome measures for inclusion within the annual NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise comprised:

· a set of Participation measures
· attainment of English and mathematics level 2
· attainment of a full level 3 by the age of 18.

Evaluation of each of these outcomes measures was undertaken with particular reference to the stated criteria: 
3.1.1 Set of Participation measures 
The proposed set of Participation measures would apply to 16 - 17 year olds and include (ref. Appendix for further details):

· % of young people with SI participating in learning

· % of young people with SI working towards participating in learning

· % of young people with SI having a temporary break from learning

· % of young people with SI not participating in learning
· Value: whilst participation in itself may be challenged as an outcome, it could be argued that this set of measures would provide useful information even if there would be an expectation of very high participation rates with only very small numbers of young people with SI in this age group who are not in employment, education or training (NEET). Having planned education or employment paths in place at the end of KS4 is included in the current set of NatSIP performance indicators and the link to these participation measures in the following year could be informative.
· National relevance: there is a duty for LAs to provide this information to the DfE and national data will be reported.
· Accessibility: as LAs are required to collect the relevant data, it should be accessible to Services. To determine if this would in fact be the case, representatives from the Outcomes Benchmarking Workstream group were asked to check on the accessibility of the data within their LAs. Though there was some variation between respondents on the ease of access to this data the consensus was that it could be accessed. As LA information management systems would not necessarily identify young people with SI, Sensory Support Services would typically need to supply the names to be fed into the system used by the LA to collect this data. 
· Continuity: with RPA statutory guidance being introduced within the last year it is anticipated that the set of participation measures will remain current for the foreseeable future. 

3.1.2 Attainment of English and mathematics level 2
These measures would apply at the end of the academic year in which students have their 18th birthday. They relate to students achieving English and mathematics level 2 in their post 16 placement.

· Value: these would represent important attainment outcome measures.

· National relevance:  it is understood that the DfE will decide upon reporting arrangements following consultation. There was some discussion about the appropriateness of working to the 18th birthday as there is recognition that young people with SEN may need additional time to reach a particular level of attainment post 16. 
· Accessibility: it is anticipated that appropriate protocols would need to be established between LAs and providers in order that the data on the full cohort could be obtained.

· Continuity: it is expected that these measures would be current for the foreseeable future. 

3.1.3 Attainment of a full level 3 by the age of 18
This measure would apply at the end of the academic year in which students have their 18th birthday. It relates to students achieving a full level 3 pass.

· Value: this would represent an important attainment outcome measure.
· National relevance: it is understood that the DfE will decide upon reporting arrangements following consultation. As in 3.1.2, there was some discussion about the appropriateness of working to the 18th birthday as there is recognition that young people with SEN may need additional time to reach a particular level of attainment post 16. 

· Accessibility: it is anticipated that appropriate protocols would need to be established between LAs and providers in order that the data on the full cohort could be obtained.
· Continuity: it is likely that this measure would be current for the foreseeable future. 

3.2 Post 16 outcomes tracking tool
3.2.1 Tracking tool concept

Tracking the progress of children and young people provides an important source of evaluative data for SI Services, both in relation to supporting individuals and Service development. Tracking tools are essentially audit frameworks (e.g. pro formas, protocols, spreadsheets) designed for such a purpose.
From a benchmarking perspective, as in the case of the NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise, it is often necessary from a manageability standpoint to be highly selective in the performance indicators adopted. Consequently Services may wish to have access to a more extensive range measures for their progress tracking purposes. 
NatSIP’s ‘Targets for Independent Management of Audiological Equipment’ and ‘Vision Impairment Specific Independence Outcomes’ offer examples of more differentiated and detailed measures than those available in the main Outcomes Benchmarking data set and these documents were indeed developed in response to Service needs in this respect. In the same vein, the possible development of a post 16 outcomes tracking tool was considered to be worthy of investigation beyond the identification and selection of a necessarily limited number of such outcomes for the main NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise.

3.2.2 Current practice
Feedback from the initial information gathering that was carried out indicated that tracking post 16 outcomes for students with SI was probably relatively new to many LA Sensory Support Services.  Furthermore, with the range of providers that might be involved and the possibility that some students would continue to receive some kind of educational input until the age of 25, the task was perceived as a potentially challenging and extensive one.

It was highlighted that, from a Service perspective, the exercise of tracking outcomes in FE was very different from that in schools in that Services did not necessarily have curriculum criteria on which to base outcomes.

Post 16 data currently being collected by some Services was noted to include attendance figures, student support, results/qualifications and levels, and progression. Such tracking data typically focused only upon those students that the Service supported. An example of an approach by one Service to track the impact of specific interventions with individual students in order to address identified gaps was also obtained.
4. RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Post 16 outcomes benchmarking measures

At its Working Day meeting in February 2014 there was a broad consensus amongst members of the Outcomes Benchmarking Workstream for the expansion of the data set for the next NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise to incorporate post 16 measures. 
On the basis of the analysis reported in s3 above there was support at this stage for the recommendation that:

R1 - The set of Participation measures should be included within the data set for the next NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise. 
The post meeting check on the accessibility of this data confirmed the feasibility of its inclusion.
With respect to the potential post 16 attainment measures that were subjected to analysis, it was recognised that a significant degree of new cooperation and interaction between Services/LAs and post 16 providers would be required to ensure that the full data sets would be accessible. Some concern was also raised about the appropriateness of working to the 18th birthday as there is recognition that young people with SEN may need additional time to reach a particular level of attainment post 16. It was therefore recommended that:

R2 - Further consideration should be given to the inclusion of post 16 attainment measures in relation to the 2015-16 academic year data which will be reported by the DfE in the new arrangements for school and college performance tables in 2016.
4.2 Post 16 outcomes tracking tool 
Given the relatively early stage of involvement of LA Sensory Support Services in tracking post 16 outcomes and the current lack of full clarity about the eventual DfE reporting arrangements and measures, it is recommended that:

R3 - Services are invited to share any tracking tools/protocols that they have developed via the document library on the NatSIP website. 

As practice develops and priority outcomes data requirements are fully identified it is recommended that:

R4 - The need for the development of a NatSIP post 16 outcomes tracking tool for the benefit of SI Services should be kept under review by the Outcomes Benchmarking Workstream.
APPENDIX: SET OF POST 16 PARTICIPATION MEASURES 
The set of Participation outcome measures applies to 16-17 year olds and comprises:

· % of young people with SI participating in learning

· % of young people with SI working towards participating in learning

· % of young people with SI having a temporary break from learning

· % of young people with SI not participating in learning

The raw data required by Sensory Support Services, with support from their LA information management services, is set out in the table below:

	Student name/ identifier
	SI classification
	Participation classification options

	
	
	Participating
	Working towards participating
	Temporary break from learning
	Not participating

	
	(e.g. Mild HI)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


The data would be for the full academic year in question and the cohort would include all young people with hearing impairment and/or vision impairment and/or multi-sensory impairment.  (NB it is anticipated that Sensory Support staff would classify the students by type and severity of sensory impairment).

Each student in the cohort would need to be allocated to one of the four participation classification options.

With the information specified in the above table Sensory Support Services would be in a position to complete the appropriate section(s) of the NatSIP data submission form(s). Further information concerning the classifications is set out below:
Sensory impairment classification
Consistent with the NatSIP Outcomes Benchmarking exercise, data would be collected for each of the categories of SI within the table: 

	HI
	VI
	MSI

	Mild HI 


	Mild VI 


	MSI

(i.e. all pupils with MSI/ deafblindness excepting those with SLD/PMLD)

	Moderate HI 


	Moderate VI 


	

	Severe HI 


	Severe VI 

(Sub-divided into Braille users and non-Braille users)
	

	Profound HI 


	Profound VI 

(Sub-divided into Braille users and non-Braille users)
	


Participation classification 

Participating 

· Any full-time education (540 guided learning hours per year)

· Apprenticeships

· Employed with accredited/part-time study (280 hours per year)

· Self-employed with part time study (280 guided learning hours)

· Accredited training of 540 hours per year

· ETA funded learning (e.g. foundation learning)

· Traineeships

· Volunteering with part-time study (280 guided learning hours)

· In custody

Working towards participating

· Re-engagement provision (e.g. LEAP)

· NEET – but on Youth Contract

· NEET – start date for learning place agreed

· Volunteering and on Youth Contract

Temporary break from learning

· Teen parent

· Pregnant

· Illness

Not participating

· Part-time education (fewer than 280 learning hours)

· Employment without training

· Temporary employment

· Part-time employment (fewer than 20 hours per week)

· Self-employed

· On JCP Work Programme

· Volunteering

· NEET

· Not known

Tracking post 16 outcomes                                                                                                Page 2 of 11

