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The purpose of the National Sensory Impairment Partnership (NatSIP) is to improve outcomes for children and young people with sensory impairment, narrowing gaps with their peers, through joint working in services for these children.

The new national sensory impaired partnership (NatSIP) was established in April 2009 with the help of pump priming funding from the DfE. It continues to operate with funding from its memberships.
 
Members of NatSIP include: local authorities, schools, professional associations and voluntary organisations supporting children and young people with sensory impairment.


Contacts for the Green Paper: Brian Gale (Chair of NatSIP’s Policy and National Agenda Group). Brian.Gale@ndcs.org.uk Tel 0207 014 1109

Bev Mars (Chair of NatSIP Reference Group) bev.mars@sense.org.uk Tel: 07841 938697

Lindsey Rousseau (NatSIP Facilitator) Lindsey.Rousseau@btinternet.com

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 NatSIP’s comments on the draft regulations are confined to the proposed deletion paragraph 8A of Schedule 1 of the 2008 Regulations. Paragraph 8A was added to the Regulations as a result of the Academies Act 2010 

1.2	NatSIP wishes to see a funding system that ensures specialist services for pupils with 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”[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  SEN and Disability Review – A statement is not enough. Ofsted (2010)] 


1.3	NatSIP believes that this should be achieved by enabling local authorities to hold centrally funding for specialist support for pupils with sensory impairment/low incidence needs irrespective of the type of school and education provision the pupils attend.

1.4 Sensory impairment is a low incidence need and the level and complexity of need is such that pupils require specialist support to make educational progress. Because of the complexity of needs the cost of support can be high including the purchase and maintenance of equipment. In a significant number of cases pupils with sensory impairments do not have statements of special educational needs as many local authorities will provide the required equipment and substantial specialist support without going through an expensive statutory assessment process. There are a number of reasons why funding for specialist support for children with sensory impairments should not be delegated to individual schools:

a) The low incidence means that pupils are not spread evenly across schools. It is thus difficult to use a funding mechanism that ensures funding is allocated to the schools in a way that matches needs. Using a general formula would mean some schools would receive funding for services they do not need and others would receive insufficient funding to support the pupils with sensory impairment on roll.

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 of 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 or pupils with a visual impairment and 0.5 fte teacher for multi sensory impairment. Hence there is not the critical mass to sustain a viable service if funding is delegated and spread evenly across all schools. The DfE consultation document already recognises this point in relation to support for pupils from ethnic minorities in paragraph 9 and it is important that this is also recognised with regard to support for pupils with sensory impairment:

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 would 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 (but not all) children with sensory impairment.


2. THE PROPOSAL TO REMOVE PARAGRAPH 8A FROM SCHEDULE 1

2.1 Paragraph 8A was added to the 2008 Regulations because of concerns that children with low incidence needs would not get the support they required if funding was delegated to individual schools for reasons set out in paragraph 1.4 above. These concerns were supported by the National Deaf Children Society’s Education Survey 2009 which found that in the majority of cases academies were not purchasing specialist services for deaf children.  


2.2 The issues relating to ensuring pupils with low incidence needs were supported were acknowledged by government ministers during the debate in Parliament on the Academies Bill. Assurances were given that there would be meetings and discussions with organisations such as the Special Education Consortium and NatSIP to resolve these matters.

2.3 NatSIP is therefore pleased that this is acknowledged in the DfE consultation document on page 7 “we have committed to reviewing academy funding for the 2011-12 financial year onwards, to fairly reflect the respective responsibilities of LAs”.  However, NatSIP is deeply concerned that this is being used as a reason for removing paragraph 8A of Schedule 1 of the 2008 Regulations before an agreement on funding arrangements for supporting pupils with low incidence needs has been reached. 

2.4 NatSIP therefore cannot support the removal of paragraph 8A of Schedule 1 until the promised meetings have taken place and there is a satisfactory resolution of  the issue of funding pupils with sensory impairment / low incidence needs.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1 Paragraph 8A of Schedule 1 of the 2008 Regulations is retained unless a  better way of securing support for pupils with sensory impairment is agreed and implemented before the start of the 2011/12 financial year.

3.2 A better way suggested by NatSIP is to address this through the calculation of the Local Authority Central Spend Equivalent Grant. This would entail putting the budgets of low incidence needs in the Dedicated Schools Grant but with a condition that this is exempt from the Local Authority Central Spend Equivalent Grant (LACSE) which becomes part of an academies delegated budget

3.3 The methodology for calculating the LACSEG is set out in the DfE’s paper “Technical Note - Method used by Department of Education (DfE) to calculate the LACSEG unit of funding”. NatSIP notes that Annex A of the technical note sets out what aspects of the local authority central spending are subject to LACSEG. This annex shows that expenditure included in line 1.2.1 of the section 251 statement (i.e. Provision for pupils with SEN - including assigned resources) is not LACSEG relevant. However, expenditure in line 1.2.2 (Provision for pupils with SEN – not included in line 1.2.1) is LACSEG relevant. 

3.4 For the 2010/11 financial year many local authorities attributed their expenditure on sensory impairment (which may also include the budgets for equipment) to line 1.2.2. Hence funding for these services was delegated to academies irrespective of whether they had pupils with sensory impairment on their roll. 

3.5 NatSIP therefore recommends that either:

a) The definition of line 1.2.1 of the section 251 statement is changed to include support for pupils with sensory impairment and low incidence needs. Expenditure on this line remains classified as not being “LACSEG relevant”

b) There is a new line in the section 251 statement for recording spending on children with sensory impairment and low incidence needs and this line is classified as not being “LACSEG relevant”

3.6	NatSIP looks forward to discussing this issue of supporting and funding pupils with low incidence needs with the Department for Education and the Special Education Consortium
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