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Purpose of Report 

This paper provides you with feedback from the disability sector on how the Special Education 
Grant (SEG) should be allocated. We discussed this with you at your agency meeting on 19 
July 2021. We are seeking confirmation of your agreement to: 

• use the Equity Index to allocate SEG funding; 

• seek a one-off increase to SEG funding through a future Budget; 

• redefine the policy intent for SEG funding; and 

• provide advice on how the Ministry can hold specific schools accountable where we 
identify that they are not using their SEG funding for its intended purpose. 

 

Summary 

 

1 The Ministry provided you with advice on two previous occasions about allocating SEG 
through the Equity Index [METIS 1212353 and 1245184 refers]. You requested further 
advice and engagement with the disability sector. 
 

2 The Ministry engaged with 12 disability sector organisations and summarised their 
feedback. There was a consensus that using decile to allocate SEG funding does not 
accurately capture the level of learning support need within schools. However, there 
was no consensus on how this could feasibly be achieved with current Ministry data 
collection methods. Using the Equity Index to allocate SEG was not the majority view, 
though some respondents did support this.   

 
3 Other feedback was consistent with findings from previous SEG reviews; particularly 

related to a lack of clarity for families and whānau about how SEG funding is spent, 
and defining and identifying what moderate needs are. In response to feedback, we 
propose changing the name of the Special Education Grant to Support for inclusion 
funding, and will consult with the disability sector to ensure there is broad agreement.  
 

9(2)(a)

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



 

2 

4 SEG funding has not kept pace with general inflation and this has led to a $5 million 
decrease in real funding. We recommend seeking a one-off increase to SEG funding 
through the next Budget cycle, at minimum, to bring SEG in line with inflation. This 
could be done in conjunction with the broader equity index proposal in Budget 2022. 

 
5 We have considered all available options and consider that using the Equity Index to 

allocate SEG is the most appropriate short-term policy option. The Ministry will 
continue to work with the sector to develop longer term policy around possible better 
measures of learning support requirements for students in individual schools that could 
be used to inform future funding settings. 
 

6 We also seek your agreement to make system changes to address feedback from the 
disability sector, including redefining the policy intent of SEG. We will also begin 
exploring how the Ministry can hold specific schools accountable for their use of SEG 
funding, where concerns are identified about their practice. The Ministry also has an 
important role to support schools in understanding how to use their funding effectively 
to provide an inclusive learning environment.  

Recommended Actions  

The Ministry of Education recommends you: 
 
a. agree to seek a one-off increase to SEG through the next Budget cycle; 

 
Agree / Disagree 

 
b. note the Ministry has proposed changing the name of the Special Education Grant to 

Support for inclusion funding and will consult with the disability sector to ensure there 
is broad agreement; 

 
Noted 

 
c. agree to redefining the policy intent of SEG funding to supporting schools to furthering 

inclusive education for all students; 
 

Agree / Disagree 
  

d. agree to use the Equity Index to allocate the Special Education Grant when deciles 
are replaced with the Equity Index;  

 
Agree / Disagree 

 
e. note if you agree to recommendation (e) above, the Ministry will provide you with 

further options around how this can be implemented later in 2021, as part of further 
advice on the overall transition to the Equity Index; and 
 

Noted 
 

 
f. agree to commission advice on how the Ministry can support schools to use funding 

effectively, including holding specific schools accountable where concerns are 
identified that they are not using SEG funding for its intended purpose 

 
Agree  Disagree 
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Proactive release recommendation 

g. not proactively release this paper until final decisions have been made around how 
the funding mechanisms will be constructed. 

 
Proactively release / Not release 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Dr Andrea Schöllmann Hon Chris Hipkins 
Deputy Secretary Minister of Education 
Education System Policy 
 
05/08/2021 __/__/____ 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
Hon Jan Tinetti 
Associate Minister of Education 
 
__/__/____

28  9  2021

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



 

4 

Background 

1. The Special Education Grant (SEG) was introduced in 1997 as part of Special Education 
2000. This was one of many government initiatives implemented to support students 
with moderate learning support needs, e.g. Resource Teachers: Learning and 
Behaviour. The original policy intent understood moderate needs as being present in 4-
6% of the school population, and that these needs would be present in every school. 

 
2. SEG is a component of schools’ operational grant funding. It is currently allocated to all 

state and state integrated schools through a base component, and per pupil amount 
weighted by decile. In 2020, SEG funding totalled $43 million, and ranged from $35.01 
to $68.04 per-pupil and $1,295.65 (GST exclusive) in base funding.  

 
3. The Ministry provided you with advice on options for allocating SEG funding when the 

Equity Index is implemented on two occasions: in November 2019 [METIS 1212353 
refers], and December 2020 [METIS 1245184 refers]. You did not agree with our 
recommendation to use the Equity Index to allocate SEG and requested further advice 
on how SEG can be targeted based on actual learning support need.  

 
4. You also requested that we engage with the disability sector as part of this work. 

Previous feedback from the education sector (from the Equity Index sector reference 
group) generally supported the transition from decile to the Equity Index for current 
decile-weighted components such as SEG.  

 
5. The Ministry requires a decision around how SEG is currently allocated in order for the 

component to be migrated into the new Education Resourcing System by. It is possible 
to make further changes to how the scheme operates after this decision has been made, 
although it is not recommended. Any significant changes to the funding settings (e.g. 
using an entirely different targeting mechanism) would need to be rebuilt in the system 
and require more funding. 

Disability organisations’ feedback 

6. We engaged widely on the allocation of SEG funding with the following disability 
organisations: 
 
a. Autism NZ 

 
b. Complex Care 

 
c. DPO Coalition 

 
d. Education for All 

 
e. IHC  

 
f. Inclusive Education Action Group 

 
g. New Zealand Down Syndrome Association 

 
h. Office for Disability Issues 

 
i. Parent to Parent 

 
j. Parents of Vision Impaired (NZ) 
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k. VIPS Equity in Education 
 

l. YES Disability and I.Lead 
 

7. Feedback from the sector was wide-ranging with strong themes emerging, beyond the 
method of allocation. Key themes related to SEG are given here (a fuller themes analysis 
including individual groups’ feedback is in Annex 1): 
 
a. SEG is not targeted well: There was a consensus among the organisations that 

decile is an inaccurate mechanism to allocate SEG. The majority of respondents 
also opposed using the Equity Index to allocate SEG due to concern that the 
Equity Index may not be an accurate proxy for learning support need, as these 
students can often be distributed across socioeconomic status and because there 
are no specific variables related to disability.  
 
Respondents suggested other mechanisms such as the standardised Learning 
Support Registers, Census data, or Health data to gain a more accurate measure. 
However, other respondents supported using the Equity Index as they considered 
this the most robust proxy available for use at this time.  
 

b. The original policy intent is not being achieved: Respondents raised the lack 
of definition for moderate needs, and this can make it difficult for schools and 
parents to understand who this funding is intended to support.  
 
Groups advised that in practice SEG funding is used to cover all levels of need, 
particularly around high and complex needs that do not meet ORS threshold. This 
is because there is a perceived shortfall in support and resourcing for high and 
complex needs, and schools will respond to the students who require the most 
support first. Respondents also cited a lack of accountability mechanisms within 
the system; parents/whānau are unable to determine what support is available for 
their ākonga or hold schools accountable if they believe the school is not providing 
adequate support.  

 
Some of the organisations cited that a specific funding component for learning 
support such as SEG perpetuates a narrative of “othering”, a label that stigmatises 
students with learning support needs. All schools are required to provide inclusive 
education, and there should not need to be a separate component to provide for 
this. Anecdotally, groups advised that schools have cited their lack of SEG funding 
as a reason to turn families/whānau away. 

 
c. SEG does not take “magnet schools”1 into account: Magnet schools have 

higher proportions of students who receive additional learning support than 
neighbouring schools due to their more inclusive practices. Respondents cited 
lower decile schools as more likely to be magnet schools than higher decile 
schools.  
 
Currently, SEG is given to all schools, and does not accurately take into account 
the differences in level of need at each school. There was a consensus among the 
sector that this is unfair, and to the detriment of schools who were inclusive.  
 

d. Change the name of Special Education Grant: There was a clear consensus 
that this name is no longer fit for purpose and should change as a result. 

 
1 The term “magnet schools” is not used by the Ministry but is recognised as a colloquially used term for a school 
that attracts certain demographics of ākonga and their whānau.  
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Proposed response to sector feedback 

8. While this engagement was not a full review of SEG, disability sector feedback was 
consistent with findings of previous reviews.2 These findings reflect the systemic nature 
of the issues, which are beyond the scope of how SEG is allocated to schools. Our 
findings in response to sector feedback are as follows: 

 
a. SEG funding has not kept pace with general inflation 

 
b. the Ministry proposes a redefined policy intent for SEG funding 
 
c. the Ministry does not currently have any mechanisms to accurately target funding 

based on learning support requirements in individual schools, and 
 

d. the current SEG funding formulae may be insufficiently responsive to local needs. 
 
SEG funding has not kept pace with general inflation 
 
9. Current SEG funding has not kept pace with general inflation (CPI) since its conception 

in 1997. This applies to both the per-pupil amount and base funding component (a 
comparison of rates is given in Annex 2).  
 

10. This discrepancy is likely due to SEG funding not always receiving an annual cost 
adjustment in previous years.3 After adjusting for inflation based on the rates set in 1998 
for per-pupil and base funding, there was a $5 million real decrease in SEG funding in 
2020 (see table 1 below).  

 
11. While overall the operational grant has generally kept pace with inflation over time; the 

specific identified shortfall in the SEG funding component may contribute to the sector 
view that funding is not adequate.  While adjustments are made to the operational grant 
as part of the annual Budget process to reflect actual cost pressures and there is no 
requirement for individual components to be increased in line with inflation, we 
recommend seeking a one-off top up to SEG funding through the next Budget cycle. 
There is precedent for providing these top ups where there is an identified shortfall, e.g. 
additional funding for Heat, Light and Water in Budgets 19 and 20. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
2 An Evaluation of the Special Education Grant (2005) Education Review Office (ERO); Special Education 2000: 
Monitoring and Evaluation of the Policy (2002) Massey University (commissioned and funded by the Ministry of 
Education); Picking up the Pieces: Review of Special Education 2000 (2000) Cathy Wylie; The Special Education 
Grant: A Parent and Practitioner View of SE2000 (1999) Margaret Chatfield. 
3 The Ministry seeks an annual cost adjustment to schools’ operational grant funding every Budget cycle to adjust 
components for forecast inflation. In recent years this has been applied ‘across the board’ to all components. 
However historically not all components have received this increase.  
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Table 1. Differences in CPI-adjusted 2020 rates and actual 2020 rates (all rates are GST 
exclusive) 
 

$ / per-pupil across decile 

School decile 
Number of 
students  

CPI-adjusted 
2020 rates 

Actual 2020 rates Difference 

1 62848 $4,973,790.72  $    4,276,177.92  $697,612.80 

2 56499 $4,208,045.52  $    3,734,583.90  $473,461.62 

3 65304 $4,560,178.32  $    4,062,561.84  $497,616.48 

4 72023 $4,693,738.91  $    4,201,101.59  $492,637.32 

5 73674 $4,458,750.48  $    4,010,812.56  $447,937.92 

6 79612 $4,447,126.32  $    4,024,386.60  $422,739.72 

7 92375 $4,730,523.75  $    4,311,141.25  $419,382.50 

8 91243 $4,247,361.65  $    3,904,287.97  $343,073.68 

9 101964 $4,272,291.60  $    3,964,360.32  $307,931.28 

10 118661 $4,418,935.64  $    4,154,321.61  $264,614.03 

Total 826347 $45,010,742.91  $ 40,643,735.56  $4,367,007.35 

 

Base funding component 

Number of schools 
(allocated decile 1-10) 

CPI-adjusted 2020 
rates 

Actual 2020 rates Difference 

2,496  $3,876,562.56   $3,233,942.40  $642,620.16  

 

 
CPI-adjusted 2020 
rates 

Actual 2020 rates Difference 

Total (base and per-
pupil) 

$48,887,305.47  $43,877,677.96  $5,009,627.51 

 

The Ministry proposes a redefined policy intent for SEG funding 
 
12. The Special Education Grant emerged from the Special Education 2000 policy reforms 

and is targeted towards moderate learning support needs (as stated in paragraph 1). 
 
13. We acknowledge the disability’s sector feedback around having a separate SEG 

component contributing to “othering” some ākonga. However, on balance, we do not 
recommend removing the SEG component at this time. Removing this component would 
be consistent with principles of inclusion and that all schools should be supporting the 
students in their community. However, there is a risk that subsuming this funding into a 
wider equity funding component would not give families/whānau and teachers any 
oversight of the allocation of the funding within schools and make it more difficult to hold 
schools accountable.  

 
14. The Ministry agrees in principle with the original policy intent of SEG funding: there are 

students with additional learning support needs present in every school and SEG 
provides additional flexible funding to support them. However, the Ministry understands 
that best practice is shifting from a “needs” framing to taking a rights-based approach 
through an “equity” framing.4 

 
15. We believe that the SEG policy intent should be redefined to take an equity framing 

approach. Our proposed policy intent is that SEG funding should be provided to support 
schools to furthering inclusion. We expect that schools will continue to take steps 

 
4 A “needs” framing can imply that ākonga have deficits or problems to be solved using additional resourcing. In 
contrast, an “equity” framing takes a rights-based approach and considers that systems and structures create unfair 
barriers for ākonga who have disabilities, experience disadvantage or face difficulties to being present, 
participating, progressing, and experiencing positive wellbeing in education. These barriers require structural and 
systemic change to lower or remove them.  
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towards creating an inclusive environment and, where applicable, identify the barriers 
their ākonga face and help them overcome them.  

 
16. The Ministry is currently working with the sector to articulate a shared definition for 

inclusion. The redefined policy intent may need further refinement and clarification to 
align with the outcome of this work.  

 
17. It will be important to communicate to schools that this funding component is intended 

to support furthering inclusion, and schools may need to draw on other parts of their 
operational grant funding to create an inclusive environment. This means in practice that 
schools will still be expected to work with their communities and families/whānau to 
determine the best use of funding to support their ākonga.  
 

18. Alongside our revised policy intent, we propose changing the name of the Special 
Education Grant to Support for inclusion funding. This aligns with feedback from the 
disability sector and also better aligns with the proposed policy intent. We intend to 
consult the disability sector to ensure the name has broad agreement, and we will amend 
this as necessary. 

 
The Ministry does not have a mechanism for targeting funding based on actual learning 
support requirements 
 
19. There was a consensus from sector feedback that SEG funding should be allocated 

based on the actual level of learning support required by students within individual 
schools. However, the Ministry does not currently have any data mechanisms in place 
to accurately do so. Respondents gave a variety of options for doing so, including the 
standardised Learning Support Registers, Census data, or Health data. We have 
removed Census and Health data from analysis at this time: 
 
a. the Census is completed every 5 years, and limitations would be similar to the 

current decile system.  
 
b. we have consulted with the Ministry of Health in relation to including learning 

support or disability variables in the Equity Index. They have advised us not to 
include these variables due to the limited nature of Health databases in the 
Statistics NZ Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI).  

 
20. There is work at an early stage of implementation to better understand the level of 

support students require to achieve equitable outcomes in their learning within each 
school, through the standardised Learning Support Registers. This has the potential to 
inform how we fund schools for learning support. However, consistent identification of 
supports required across schools using agreed terminology is a new concept and such 
measures will need to become fully implemented and embedded within the system 
before the Ministry can determine how they might inform funding formulae.  

 
21. There are also risks associated with these measures, for example, the potential for 

creating perverse incentives within the system. International research shows that, even 
when nationally standardised and fully implemented, learning support (or special 
education) registers are used in different ways. In particular, the identification of need is 
heavily influenced by professionals based on their backgrounds and the chance of 
receiving funding as an outcome of putting needs on a register.5  

 

 
5 Rix, J.; Sheehy, K.; Fletcher-Campbell, F.; Crisp, M.; and Harper, A. (2013) Continuum of Education Provision for 
Children with Special Educational Needs: Review of International Policies and Practices. Volume One. The 
National Council for Special Education.  
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22. It is also important to note that there is a distinction between a requirement for additional 
learning support and diagnosis. For a number of diagnoses, the range and severity of 
symptoms are highly variable and can be experienced differently. A diagnosis may 
suggest areas where additional supports are more likely, however it will not guarantee 
that a learning support intervention is needed.  

 
23. Additionally, there are a number of students who would benefit from some form of 

learning support intervention and either do not have a formal diagnosis because of 
barriers in the diagnostic process, or require additional support due to disadvantage, 
difficulty or other barriers which are not diagnosable.  

 
24. We consider that the Equity Index is the closest proxy for determining individual schools’ 

requirements at this time. This is supported by a body of research that shows a 
correlation between those in lower socioeconomic communities and those requiring 
additional support to achieve equitable outcomes in their learning, e.g. oral language 
delays. As noted above, we will continue work to explore any alternative options such 
as the standardised Learning Support Registers as they become available. 

 
Risks and mitigations 
 
25. While the disability sector was not united in support for the Equity Index as the allocation 

mechanism for SEG, our engagement did provide an opportunity to explore the issues 
outlined above with alternative methods. We are confident that the sector has a greater 
understanding of the purpose of the Equity Index, including what it does and does not 
do or tell us, and this engagement will support ongoing conversations.  
 

26. We are mindful that the eventual transition to the Equity Index will need to be 
communicated clearly to the schooling sector, including how SEG in particular is being 
transitioned. This is a key part of our work towards implementation and Budget 2021 
provided funding to support further sector engagement.  

 
27. Our engagement on the Equity Index so far has involved principals across New Zealand, 

a Sector Reference Group which includes the PPTA, NZEI, and representatives from 
Ngā Kura Ā Iwi o Aotearoa and Te Rūnanga nui o ngā Kura Kaupapa Māori o Aotearoa. 
This sector engagement has been broadly supportive of the transition to the Equity 
Index, and we will continue to engage broadly as we move closer to implementation. We 
intend to re-convene the Sector Reference Group in 2021 to support this. 

 
Current SEG funding formulae may be insufficiently responsive to local needs 
 
28. The current SEG funding formulae may not be sufficiently responsive to local needs at 

individual schools because it does not: 
 

a. reflect the varying levels of support required for students to achieve equitable 
outcomes in their learning within individual schools; schools with higher than 
average numbers of students who require additional learning support are not 
receiving additional funding and this is seen by respondents as “letting other 
schools off the hook”. The current and proposed allocation methods do not entirely 
address this issue, but as discussed above, we do not currently have adequate 
information to do so. Work will continue over the medium term to explore possible 
alternative options. 

 
b. fully take into account economies of scale; there is a base component, but this is 

provided for all schools. It is not designed to reflect the increased costs for travel, 
specialist services and lack of experienced teachers or teacher aides seen in small 
and/or rural schools, and Māori-medium schools/kura. Some other funding 
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streams, such as Targeted Funding for Isolation, do help address these specific 
concerns, although that is not the target of SEG.  

 
Responding to sector concerns about the use of SEG funding  
 
29. Our current funding system is a high trust model, in which we expect schools to use their 

resources to respond to the needs of their local communities. However, we heard in the 
consultation on SEG that respondents were unclear on how this funding was used to 
support students.  
 

30. We do not consider that this is indicative of a widespread issue around poor use of SEG 
funding, and many schools use a significant proportion of their overall operational grant 
to provide inclusive environments for their students. However, based on sector feedback 
we acknowledge there are also likely to be some instances of SEG not being used for 
its intended purpose. We consider that this concern around schools’ use of funding is 
likely wider than just the use of SEG, and reflects that some schools may need support 
to ensure they use funding effectively, and to ensure their communities understand 
school spending decisions.  

 
31. We recommend that you commission the Ministry to explore whether there are 

appropriate options to provide support to those schools that need it, including holding 
accountable specific schools where it is identified that they are not using their SEG 
funding for its intended purpose. This would be undertaken as part of our work to 
implement the Equity Index, where the sector has already identified that guidance and 
support from the Ministry in the effective use of equity funding would be welcome.6 It 
could include schools reporting to the Ministry about how they work to build inclusive 
environments and respond to the socio-economic barriers their students may face, as 
well as the Ministry providing more robust guidance and advice to schools on what 
effective spending and practice looks like.  

Options analysis and considerations 

32. These assumptions and considerations underpinned our options analysis: 
 

a. there are students at every school who require additional support to achieve 
equitable outcomes in their learning: However, the amount of support required 
within each school is variable and we do not have a robust mechanism to 
accurately measure this. 

 
b. alignment with other work currently underway: There is work underway to 

create a shared narrative of inclusion based on an “equity” framing, and to review 
different aspects of resourcing for learning support.7 We want to ensure alignment 
with the outcomes of these workstreams as radical changes may be unnecessarily 
disruptive for schools.  

 

 
6 The PPTA noted in their Briefing to Incoming Ministers that ‘[they] We look forward to working with government 

to ensure early and expert advice is shared with schools on how to maximise the increased funding to support 
students’. The Equity Index Sector Reference Group has also identified a need for schools to receive advice and 
guidance as part of the implementation of the Equity Index. 
7 The review of interventions for students who require the highest level of learning support, and the review of how 
schools are funded for teacher aides. 
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c. Enabling Good Lives principles: 8 Engagement feedback strongly encouraged 
the use of Enabling Good Lives principles to guide how policy is designed. 

 
33. Given these considerations and our findings from the review, we discounted the 

following options: 
 
a. removing the SEG component and reappropriate the funding into a wider equity 

funding component (paragraph 13). 
 

b. allocating SEG funding through an application-based funding pool: This is due to 
SEG being a relatively small amount of money compared to other funding streams. 
This would increase the administrative burden on schools and the Ministry as we 
would expect all schools to apply for this funding, and a robust moderation system 
would be needed to support it. 

 
c. using the standardised Learning Support Registers to target funding based on the 

learning support profile of each school (paragraphs 19-22). 
 
34. We therefore recommend using the Equity Index to allocate SEG funding. At this time, 

it presents the most robust method for allocating funding to all schools. If agreed, SEG 
funding would remain a separate component of schools’ operational grant funding and 
give schools the flexibility to take steps to creating an inclusive environment and provide 
individualised support for students. 

 
35. Alongside this, the Ministry makes three further recommendations to address limitations 

raised by respondents: 
 

a. redefine the policy intent for SEG; 
 
b. change the name of SEG to Support for inclusion funding; and 
 
c. begin exploring options for supporting schools to use their funding in a transparent 

and effective way, as part of implementation planning for the Equity Index, 
including holding specific schools accountable for their spending, where concerns 
are identified. 

 
36. There will be some transition impacts for schools as a result of using the Equity Index to 

allocate SEG. We intend to manage these impacts as part of the overall transition to the 
Equity Index to ensure there are not outsized effects for some schools. You will receive 
further advice on this later in the year. 
 

37. There is still a risk that using the Equity Index will be criticised by the disability sector as 
an inaccurate proxy. However, the Ministry will ensure ongoing dialogue with the sector 
and signal that using the Equity Index is a first step, rather than an end goal. It will be 
important to reiterate the importance of the wider work currently underway to help effect 
system-wide change. 

  

 
8 Enabling Good Lives (EGL) has a vision of offering people with disabilities greater choice and control over the 
supports they receive, so that they can plan for the lives they want. The EGL principles are: self-determination; 
beginning early; person-centred; ordinary life outcome; mainstream first; mana-enhancing; easy to use; and 
relationship building.  
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Next Steps 

38. If you agree to use the Equity Index to allocate SEG funding:  
 
a. the Education Resourcing System team will begin work to incorporate SEG; 
b. we will provide you with potential options for funding curves regarding allocating 

SEG. 
 

c. we will continue dialogue with the disability sector around this work and work with 
them to inform future work programme items for how we might measure actual 
levels of support required for students within individual schools.  

 
39. We expect these changes will come into effect for the 2023 school year, subject to 

Budget 2022 funding to replace deciles with the Equity Index.  
 

40. If you agree, the Ministry will provide you with further advice on how to support schools 
to use their funding to provide inclusive environments in a transparent and effective way, 
and how the Ministry can hold schools accountable where concerns are identified about 
their use of funding. 

Annexes 

Annex 1: Disability Organisations’ feedback  
 
Annex 2: 2020 CPI-adjusted rates for SEG funding 
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Annex 1: Disability Organisations’ feedback  

41. This is a summary of the four key themes that emerged from our engagement feedback: 
Issues related specifically to SEG funding, education system issues, school-level issues, 
and wider learning support issues. 

 
a. SEG issues: 

 
i. Not targeted well: There was a clear consensus that SEG is not targeted 

well, and decile is a blunt tool. Disability is widely spread over SES but 
families do fall into financial hardship.  
 

ii. Magnet Schools: The current allocation does not take into account the level 
of need within a school, beyond what decile captures. This means “magnet” 
schools do not receive additional funding to reflect their higher level of need. 
 

iii. Policy intent is not being met: Respondents questioned whether SEG’s 
role needs to be reconsidered. There is currently no definition of moderate 
needs, and in practice, is used to cover all levels of need. Some cited that 
specific funding perpetuates a narrative of “othering”. All schools should be 
providing inclusive education, and there does not need to be a separate 
component to provide for this.  

 
iv. Change the name of SEG: There was a consensus to change the name of 

SEG. Respondents felt this name was a leftover artefact from Special 
Education 2000 and should change to reflect the philosophical shift in how 
we view and understand disability.  

 
b. System issues: 

 
i. Data / information: We do not collect system-level data on the level of 

learning support need within a school. This makes targeting difficult. 
 

ii. Accountability: SEG has a specific purpose, but no reporting requirements 
to ensure schools are utilising funding for the right purpose.  
 

iii. Inclusion: Schools are not required to report on inclusion, and there are 
varying attitudes towards inclusion between schools.  
 

iv. Transparency: There is a lack of transparency for families / whānau, who 
find the system complex to navigate and do not understand schools’ 
decision-making processes that determine how students are supported. 
They are often not told what supports their child may be entitled to and can 
find it difficult to hold schools to account.  
 

v. Enabling Good Lives: The principles of Enabling Good Lives should 
underpin all policy work and the direction of travel. 

 
c. School level issues: 
 

i. Informal exclusions: Similar to the concept of “othering”, SEG can be used 
as a way to informally exclude children, e.g. some schools viewing SEG 
funding as their only funding for supporting students with disabilities, as 
opposed also using other core funding.  
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ii. Determining the best use of funds: Some cited that schools do not always 
have the expertise to be able to determine how best to support students with 
additional needs. The majority of funding is often spent on teacher aides, 
which may not always be the best supports for children. 

 
iii. Leadership capability: Leadership drives the school culture and whether 

they are inclusive or not. You need to have the right people in the right place.  
 

iv. Teacher capability: Teacher capability is variable. Those that do it well 
contribute to positive experiences in education for learners. Teachers need 
to be skilled in inclusive pedagogy, the knowledge and skills to cater for all 
their students. 

 
d. Wider learning support issues: 

 
i. ORS: Due to perceived problems with ORS funding, SEG is used to top up 

ORS funding or cover high needs students that do not receive ORS.  
 

ii. Identifying need: There is no definition of moderate needs. This makes it 
difficult for schools and parents to understand what the scope of this funding 
is. Sometimes, schools do not have the capability to be able to effectively 
identify need, and the best way to address them. 

 
42. The following table gives a breakdown of the 12 disability organisations we engaged 

with. Some groups’ feedback have been combined to reflect their preference to engage 
with the Ministry as part of a wider group.  

 

Key feedback 

• One school should not receive the same SEG funding as another school if 
one of the schools is more inclusive. 

• Schools use SEG funding to support those who don’t meet the ORS 
threshold but have complex needs. 

• Supported using the Equity Index to allocate SEG if it was the most robust 
proxy available currently. 

• Schools use SEG to provide support to students with complex needs who do 
not meet the ORS threshold. 
 

• Inclusivity is insufficient at mainstream schools, therefore parents see 
specialist schools as better equipped to support their child.  

• The funding system is confusing for parents as there is no transparency over 
what funding their child is entitled to.  

• A specific funding component for learning support such as SEG perpetuates 
a narrative of “othering” and stigmatises students with learning support 
needs.  

• All schools are required to provide inclusive education, therefore there 
should not need to be a separate component to provide for this. 

• Proxies that measure socio-economic disadvantage are not accurate in 
determining disability. Funding should not be targeted based on averages.  

• Using socio-economic disadvantage to target SEG does not accurately take 
into account the differences in level of need across schools, therefore 
disadvantages magnet schools. 

• Accountability is important in a devolved system; SEG allows for flexibility, 
but because schools are not held accountable it has worked against 
inclusion. 

9(2)(ba)(i)
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• Learning support framework disadvantages children because they are 
labelled as “different”. 

• Enabling Good Lives principles should inform the resourcing framework 
within education. 

• There is a lack of accountability mechanisms within the system which means 
parents/whānau are unable to hold schools accountable or determine what 
support is available for their ākonga. 

• Information could be shared between schools on what inclusion looks like 
and best practice. 

• Funding should be targeted on an individual basis. 

• Schools often provide support to children that have a visible learning support 
need, therefore children with “invisible” needs miss out. 

• Lower decile schools are known for being innovative to meet the needs of 

their community and have a better understanding of learning support needs.  

• The base rate of SEG could be increased so that smaller schools receive 

more funding. 

• Funding could go towards targeting programmes to improve learning 

outcomes for children with disabilities.  

• There should be reporting lines for schools to say how they’re using SEG to 
support learners with identified needs. 

• Funding could be targeted to actual need using the learning support 
registers. 

• Enabling Good Lives principles should be used to shape policy. 

• Data should be collected on what schools are spending SEG on to hold 
schools accountable.  

• The name “Special Education Grant” is disempowering and stigmatising. 

• Funding should be allocated based on the actual level of need within a 
school. 

• Schools exclude children with learning support needs by saying that the 
child’s needs are not covered by SEG. Data should be collected on informal 
exclusion of learners. 

• ERO could hold schools accountable for how the spend funding by talking to 
parents. 

• Inclusion looks like being part of the team and everyone cheering you on. 

• Assistive technology can significantly improve learning and help with 
inclusion.  

• Teacher aides assist with learning when they get to know the learner, are 
openminded and provide tailored support.  

9(2)(ba)(i)
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Annex 2: 2020 CPI-adjusted rates for SEG funding  

43. The table below presents a comparison of CPI-adjusted SEG funding rates and actual 
SEG funding rates for 2020. 
 

Table 2. Differences in CPI-adjusted 2020 rates and actual 2020 rates (GST exclusive) 
 

$ / pupil 

School decile 1998 rates1 
CPI-adjusted 
2020 rates 

Actual 2020 
rates 

Difference % change 

1 $51.00 $79.14  $    68.04  $11.10 16.31 

2 $48.00 $74.48  $    66.10  $8.38 12.68 

3 $45.00 $69.83  $    62.21  $7.62 12.25 

4 $42.00 $65.17  $    58.33  $6.84 11.73 

5 $39.00 $60.52  $    54.44  $6.08 11.17 

6 $36.00 $55.86  $    50.55  $5.31 10.50 

7 $33.00 $51.21  $    46.67  $4.54 9.73 

8 $30.00 $46.55  $    42.79  $3.76 8.79 

9 $27.00 $41.90  $    38.88  $3.02 7.77 

10 $24.00 $37.24  $    35.01  $2.23 6.37 

 

Base funding component 

1998 rates1 
CPI-adjusted 2020 
rates 

Actual 2020 rates Difference % change 

$1,000 $1,533.11 $1,295.65 $257.46 19.87 
11998 was used as a comparison as it was the first year a base component was established. 
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