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Introduction and research overview
1. This report sets out the findings of a research project to explore the impact of LEA strategies to reduce reliance on statements. 

Background

2. The research was commissioned by the Department for Education and Skills, building on a commitment made in a Cabinet Office paper:

“DfES will undertake an investigation of the reasons behind the wide variation between LEAs in the proportion of pupils with statements. This exercise will aim to reveal how effective partnerships between schools, LEAs, parents and children have been successful in reducing their reliance on statements and thereby reducing the associated paper and workload.” Making a Difference: Reducing Red Tape and Bureaucracy in Schools, March 2003

3. This followed earlier reports by the Audit Commission and Ofsted, which raised concerns about how well statements were working.

“Statutory assessment is a costly and bureaucratic process, which many parents find stressful and alienating. Statements often provide little assurance to parents, lead to an inequitable distribution of resources and may provide resources to schools in a way that fails to support inclusive practice.” Statutory assessment and statements of SEN: in need of review? Audit Commission, June 2002

“The statutory duties to write, maintain and monitor a statement of SEN remain key roles for an LEA. The system can be unwieldy, bureaucratic, time-consuming and costly. It can promote poor relationships between LEAs and their stakeholders, including parents. At its worst, compliance with statutory duties may come to be seen as constituting the entire role, thus hampering the design of an appropriate continuum of provision. Even in the better LEAs, planning for inclusion consists to an uncomfortable extent of exploring the room for manoeuvre around the statutory duties.” LEA Strategy for the Inclusion of Pupils with SEN, Ofsted, July 2002

4. Both reports highlighted the successful approaches developed by some authorities to reducing reliance on statements by delegating a greater share of the SEN budget to schools, and investing in developing their skills and capacity to meet a wider range of pupil needs. This obviated the need for many statements, as schools were increasingly able to meet most pupils’ SEN from within their own resources - leaving the LEA to make additional provision through a statement for a much smaller group of children, typically those with severe and complex needs.
 Such practice was consistent with earlier DfES guidance, which encouraged LEAs to review their funding approaches to promote early intervention and the development of inclusive practice, arguing that SEN funding arrangements should:

· be open and transparent and distribute resources equitably between schools;

· support inclusion within mainstream settings wherever possible;

· enable needs to be met as early as possible and usually without the need for a statement;

· support raising standards and achievement particularly in literacy and numeracy and other key skills including the development of independence;

· safeguard the rights and entitlements of children with the most exceptional SEN, including those with statements, to ensure that appropriate provision is available; and

· match the allocation of resources with the responsibility for ensuring outcomes in terms of pupil progress, attainment and well-being. The Distribution of Resources to Support Inclusion, DfES, November 2001

This report
5. This report aims to provide an improved evidence base about the impact of LEA strategies to reduce reliance on statements, to inform future policy developments. It examines the extent of such practice, its impact on pupil outcomes, parental confidence, schools views and LEA effectiveness, and what lessons there are to be learnt from the experience of authorities that have gone down this route. It concludes with a series of recommendations to local authorities and national policy-makers. 

6. The main audiences for this report are policy-makers at both the local and national level and it may also be of interest to those involved in SEN policy in schools, voluntary organisations and higher education. A good knowledge of the SEN framework is assumed and the report is intentionally ‘heavy’ on evidence - given that our main aim is to improve the evidence base in this historically contentious policy arena. An executive summary is provided at the back which draws together the key findings and recommendations.

Research base
7. The research was carried out between June-October 2003, in three phases:
 

i. analysis of a wide range of national data, to examine the link between the level of statements maintained by LEAs and pupil outcomes, parental confidence, schools views, LEA effectiveness and the pattern of SEN expenditure;
ii. a survey of the 30 LEAs that have most reduced statements since 2001, to provide a snapshot of the change process and to fill gaps in the national data; and
iii. fieldwork visits to 4 local authorities, which appeared to be effective across a wide range of indicators and maintained a low and falling level of statements. These involved interviews with LEA officers, and in three of the authorities, structured discussions with parents and SENCOs.

8. I would like to thank all those involved in the research, particularly the LEA officers, SENCOs and parents we met in the four fieldwork authorities, and Tara Cooke for her invaluable support on the statistical analyses. While the report is based on a wide range of evidence, the conclusions and recommendations are those of the author alone and do not represent Government policy.

Anne Pinney

November 2003

Chapter One: Trends in Reducing Statements

How many authorities have reduced statements?

- Variation in the proportion of pupils with statements in different LEAs

- Profile of authorities that have reduced statements

- Five and two year trend in reducing statements

- Trends in the number of children with SEN without a statement

Which pupils have been most affected?

- Trends in issuing new statements and ceasing existing statements

- Age and SEN profile of children with statements

Data used in this section

9. For most of the analyses, we used data gathered through the annual SEN2 return. This covers all children for whom the LEA maintains a statement, regardless of where they are educated. Where this did not provide a sufficient level of detail, we used data from the Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC), covering all children educated in each LEA’s schools. This fails to take into account cross-boundary movement and pupils out-of-school, so provides a less accurate picture of LEA statementing practice. Where year-on-year comparisons were sought, we used data back to 1999. Earlier comparisons are difficult due to local government reorganisation.
How many authorities have reduced statements?

10. The proportion of pupils with statements varies more than fourfold between LEAs in England - ranging from 1.1% of pupils in Nottinghamshire to 4.8% in Halton, with a national average of 3.3%. Just five LEAs maintain statements for fewer than 2% of pupils, while twenty maintain statements for more than 4%. 

	Key statistics: statements maintained by LEAs in England

	minimum
	1.1

	lower quartile
	2.8

	Median
	3.2

	Mean
	3.3

	upper quartile
	3.63

	maximum
	4.83

	Source: SEN2 January 03; City of London and Isles of Scilly excluded as atypical.
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Profile of authorities that have reduced statements

11. The one clear trend in terms of the characteristics of authorities that have reduced reliance on statements is a lower level of deprivation. In the 30 authorities that maintain the lowest level of statements, 15.5% of pupils are eligible for free school meals, compared to 23.8% in the 30 authorities with the highest level of statements.
 However when we looked across all LEAs in England, we found:

· no correlation between the proportion of children with statements and the proportion eligible for free school meals;
 

· a positive correlation (0.6) between the proportion of children eligible for free school meals and the proportion with SEN (including those without statements).

12. This confirms the link identified in previous research between the incidence of SEN and deprivation, but points to the influence of local policy on statementing practice. Otherwise, there are no clear trends in the characteristics of LEAs and their statementing practice, other than a slight regional bias, which may reflect the influence of local networks and the SEN Regional Partnerships:

· London boroughs are slightly over-represented in both the highest and lowest 25% of authorities (in terms of the level of statements maintained);

· there are few authorities (only 2) in the North East and the East of England amongst the lower-statementing authorities

· there are few county councils (only 6) among higher-statementing authorities.

5 year trend in statementing practice - 1999 to 2003
13. Over the last five years, the proportion of pupils with statements has remained broadly constant, at roughly three per cent of the school population. This hides a picture of great variation at LEA level. Contrary to what is commonly assumed, over the last five years many more authorities increased the number of statements they maintain, than decreased them:

· 56 authorities reduced the number of statements

· 91 increased the number of statements

· 3 maintained the same number of statements in 1999 as 2003. 

14. Moreover, the increases were more marked than the decreases. Only 22 authorities reduced statements by more than 10 per cent, while 42 increased statements by more than 10 per cent.
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Source: SEN2 (Jan 1999 - Jan 2003)

15. The two year trend data shows that more authorities are now reducing statements, although still less than half of authorities. In the two years from 2001,

- 73 authorities decreased statements

- 75 increased statements

- 2 maintained exactly the same number of statements in both years.

16. As one would expect, the actual changes – at both ends of the spectrum – are less marked than for the five year trend. Only 3 authorities decreased statements by more than 20% and only 4 increased statements by more than this.

Trends in ‘non-statemented’ SEN

17. We also examined trends in the proportion of children with SEN without a statement, to see how this reflected developments in statementing practice over the last five years. While the overall level of statements remained broadly constant, the proportion of children with ‘non-statemented’ SEN has fallen significantly since 2001, following changes in the SEN Code of Practice.


[image: image3]
Source: PLASC (Jan 1999 – Jan 2003)

18.  Whilst we might expect that those LEAs with higher proportions of children with statements would have lower proportions of children with SEN without statements, analysis of the latest data (January 03) confirms that there is no statistically significant relationship between these two variables. The very weak linear relationship between these two variables, whilst not statistically significant, indicated that:

· authorities with low levels of statements have on average, fewer children with non-statemented SEN; and

· authorities with high levels of statements, have on average more children with non-statemented SEN. 

19. This could reflect actual variations in the level of need – i.e. some areas may be dealing with a higher incidence of SEN than others; or it may be that action to reduce reliance on statements, for example by increased delegation of SEN resources and capacity-building in mainstream schools, may have also helped to reduce non-statemented SEN.
Which children are most affected by reductions in statements?

20. Local authorities have two ways of reducing the number of statements they maintain: by issuing fewer new statements or by discontinuing existing statements. 
Trends in new statements 
21. The number of new statements issued by LEAs in England has fallen by almost 8 per cent over the last five years. However this hides a picture of great variation between LEAs, as shown in the graph below.
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Source: SEN2 (Jan 1999 – 2003)

22. Analysis of the latest data suggests a strong correlation between the overall number of statements maintained in each LEA and the number of new statements issued.
 A comparison between the thirty LEAs with the highest and lowest levels of statements confirms this trend: authorities with a high level of statements are still issuing twice as many new statements as authorities with a low level of statements.

	New statements issued per 1000 pupils

	Low-statementing LEAs
	High-statementing LEAs

	min
	0.8
	2.0

	max
	4.9
	9.0

	median
	2.8
	5.2

	average
	2.7
	5.1

	Source: SEN2 (January 03)


Trends in discontinuing statements
23. The trend in discontinuing statements is less clear as inconsistent data undermines year-on-year comparisons. Once again, there appears to be a wide variation in LEA practice and a marked difference between years – but we do not know how far this arises from changes in data collection.

	Number of statements discontinued by LEAs

	
	1999
	2001
	2003

	Minimum
	0
	0
	0

	Maximum
	668
	306
	1,172

	Mean
	29
	21
	229

	Average as % of total statements maintained
	2%
	0%
	13%

	Source: SEN2 (for the relevant years)


24. Although the data appear unreliable, we can nonetheless conclude that:

· the percentage of statements discontinued are a small proportion of the whole;

· authorities are reducing statements largely by issuing fewer statements, rather than discontinuing existing ones.

The changing profile of pupils with statements

Age profile

25. Analysis of the age profile of children with statements confirms our earlier conclusion that few statements are discontinued - most children keep their statement throughout their school career. Most new statements are issued for children of primary school age, but most statements are maintained for those of secondary school age.

	Age
	Percentage of new statements issued for age cohort 
	Percentage of statements maintained for age cohort

	0-5
	24%
	4%

	5-10
	50%
	37%

	11-15
	25%
	53%

	16-19
	1%
	6%

	Source: SEN2, January 2003 (average for LEAs in England)


26. The reduction in new statements issued is most marked for children of primary school age, and more so among the low-statementing authorities – where 46% of new statements are issued to pupils of primary school age, compared to 53% in the high-statementing authorities. The only age group for whom more new statements are being issued now than five years ago, are pre-school children. This may reflect improvements in early identification and the expansion of early years education. 
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Needs profile
27. Our survey of the 30 authorities that have most reduced statements in recent years throws some light on the needs profile of those most affected. Authorities were asked which groups they thought they maintained fewer or more statements for now, than in 2001.
 Twenty-four LEAs responded, indicating that:

· approximately four-fifths maintain fewer statements for pupils with specific learning difficulties and moderate learning difficulties;

· approximately half maintain fewer statements for pupils with behavioural, emotional and social difficulties, although one-fifth reported an increase on this front;

· over two-thirds said that they now maintain more statements for pupils with autistic spectrum disorder.

28. Pupils with ASD were the group most often highlighted in interviews with LEA and school staff in four authorities visited during fieldwork. Some suggested that the increase in statements for this group was linked to higher levels of anxiety among their parents, associated with a perceived lack of awareness about ASD in schools. They also linked reductions in the level of statements for particular groups of children with the expansion of support at school action plus, initiatives to development teachers’ skills and the development of resourced provision - discussed further in Chapter Three.
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Source: LEA survey (based on 24 responses).

Trends in reducing statements: key findings and conclusions

· There is great variation in LEA statementing practice – with a fourfold difference in the proportion of pupils with statements in different authorities. 

· There is no correlation between the socio-economic profile of local authorities and the level of statements they maintain.
 However there is a strong link between the socio-economic profile and the proportion of pupils with SEN overall (including those with SEN without a statement). This confirms the link between SEN and deprivation, but points to the influence of local policy on statementing practice.

· Over the last five years, twice as many authorities have increased the level of statements they maintain, than decreased them. Only five LEAs maintain statements for less than 2 per cent of pupils, while twenty maintain statements for over 4 per cent of pupils. 

· The proportion of pupils with statements has remained broadly constant over the last five years, but there has been significant reduction (almost 8 per cent) in the proportion of new statements issued.

· Very few statements are discontinued – statements are rarely used as a short-term intervention. Authorities are still issuing more statements than they are discontinuing, so there will be a time lag before the number of statements starts to fall, as the age cohort moves up through school. 

· Most new statements are issued for children of primary school age but most statements are maintained for children of secondary school age. 0-5 year olds are the only age group to have experienced a growth in the number of new statements issued over the last five years.

· Children with specific learning difficulties, moderate learning difficulties and behavioural, emotional and social difficulties are the groups most affected by reductions in statements, according to our survey of LEAs. By contrast, 70% of authorities responding reported increases in statements maintained for pupils with autistic spectrum disorder.

Chapter Two: Impact of Reducing Statements

What impact has reducing statements had on pupil outcomes?

- Pupil attainment 

- Entrance for tests and exams

What impact has reducing statements had on parental confidence?

- Appeals to the SEN & Disability Tribunal

What impact has reducing statements had on schools’ views of their LEA?

- Schools Survey

What impact has reducing statements had on LEA effectiveness?

- Ofsted judgements

- Comprehensive Performance Assessment scores

What impact has reducing statements had on LEA expenditure on SEN?

29. For several years now, reducing reliance on statements by delegating resources to schools and building their capacity to meet a wider range of SEN has been generally assumed to represent ‘good practice’. But what has this meant for pupils, parents and schools? We analysed a wide range of data to throw light on this question, using two research methods:

· looking for correlations between the level of statements maintained in each LEA and the outcomes achieved;

· comparing outcomes for the 30 LEAs with the highest and lowest levels of statements (listed in Annex A).

30. The level of statements maintained is just one of many variables, so it would be wrong to draw simplistic conclusions. While it is impossible to demonstrate cause and effect – for example, to say that reducing statements has improved pupil performance – we can nonetheless infer how far maintaining a low level of statements is associated with positive or negative outcomes. Moreover, by examining a wide range of data, from which a largely consistent trend emerges, we are able to attach some confidence to our findings.

What impact has reducing statements had on pupil outcomes?
Impact on pupil attainment

31.  There are many factors which impact on attainment, at the school and pupil level, which makes it difficult to isolate the impact of differing statementing policies on attainment.  It was not within the scope of this research to investigate the differing impacts of all these factors and therefore we cannot make a causal link between statementing practice and attainment.  However, we can look at levels of attainment in high and low statementing authorities to see whether there are any significant differences in their attainment levels which may be partly explained by their different statementing practices.  An important variable to bear in mind throughout this section is the differing socio-economic profile of these authorities – those which maintain more statements also have more pupils eligible for free school meals. The data used in this section drawn from the National Pupil Database (2002 results matched to PLASC pupil numbers for 2002), covering all pupils in maintained schools in the LEA where they took the test or exam.  Differing data sources may result in differences between the figures quoted in this research and those quoted in the Performance Tables. 

32. At key stage one, the results were very similar across both high and low-statementing LEAs, and much line with the average across all LEAs. While the differences are modest:

· pupils with statements perform marginally better in the high-statementing authorities; and,

· pupils with SEN without a statement perform marginally better in the low-statementing LEAs.

33. One explanation for this would be the higher needs profile of pupils with statements in authorities that have reduced statements, and investment in such areas to improve support for pupils with SEN without a statement. 

Average proportion of pupils achieving expected level (2 or more) at KS1

	
	ALL PUPILS
	SEN WITHOUT STATEMENTS
	STATEMENTS OF SEN

	
	Reading
	Writing
	Maths
	Reading
	Writing
	Maths
	Reading
	Writing
	Maths

	all LEAs
	84%
	86%
	90%
	54%
	60%
	73%
	26%
	25%
	31%

	low statement

LEAs
	84%
	86%
	91%
	53%
	60%
	72%
	25%
	23%
	30%

	high statement LEAs
	82%
	84%
	89%
	53%
	58%
	71%
	26%
	24%
	31%


Source: National Pupil Database, 2002

34. While the difference between the performance of low-statementing and high-statementing LEAs is slight, there is great variation in the performance of LEAs within each group, which would be worthy of further research:
· the greatest variation is in relation to pupils with statements. One might assume that this reflects differences in statementing practice, but there is greater variation among high and low-statementing LEAs, than between the two groups;

· there is less variation in relation to pupils with SEN without a statement and even less so in relation to all pupils;

· there are significant differences in the proportion of pupils reaching expected levels in each subject. These differences are most marked for pupils with statements and least marked for pupils without SEN. 

35. At key stage two, the picture is very similar. Once again we see that:

· marginally more pupils with statements reach the expected level in authorities that maintain a high level of statements; and 

· marginally more pupils with SEN without a statement reach the expected level in authorities that have reduced statements.
Average proportion of pupils achieving expected level (4 or more) at KS2

	
	ALL PUPILS
	SEN WITHOUT STATEMENTS
	STATEMENTS OF SEN

	
	English
	Maths
	Science
	English
	Maths
	Science
	English
	Maths
	Science

	ALL LEAS
	74%
	73%
	86%
	38%
	42%
	69%
	13%
	16%
	33%

	low statement LEAs
	75%
	74%
	85%
	39%
	42%
	71%
	13%
	15%
	31%

	high statement LEAs
	71%
	71%
	85%
	37%
	41%
	70%
	12%
	16%
	36%


Source: National Pupil Database, 2002

36. As at KS1, there is great variation in the proportion of pupils reaching the expected level in different LEAs. There is also a widening gap in attainment in different subjects – again, worthy of further research. These trends are illustrated in the graph overleaf.

37. At key stage three, a slightly different picture emerges. More pupils with SEN – including those with and without statements - reach the expected level in low-statementing areas than in high-statementing areas. However, so do more pupils overall, suggesting that factors other than SEN practice may be a exerting a stronger influence, such as socio-economic profile. Another explanation could be the different needs profile of pupils with statements at primary level and secondary level. As described in Chapter One, authorities are reducing statements mainly by controlling new statements. The greatest reduction in new statements issued has been for children of primary school age and this trend is stronger among the 30 low-statementing authorities.

Average proportion of pupils achieving expected level (5 or more) at KS3

	
	ALL PUPILS
	SEN WITHOUT STATEMENTS
	STATEMENTS OF SEN

	
	Reading
	Writing
	Maths
	Reading
	Writing
	Maths
	Reading
	Writing
	Maths

	ALL LEAS
	66%
	66%
	65%
	28%
	31%
	32%
	10%
	11%
	15%

	low statements LEAS
	68%
	68%
	67%
	28%
	32%
	33%
	10%
	11%
	15%

	high statements
	63%
	62%
	60%
	25%
	27%
	27%
	9%
	10%
	14%


Source: National Pupil Database, 2002

38. As at key stages one and two, there is great variation between individual LEAs – and more variation among the low-statementing LEAs and the high-statementing LEAs, than between the two groups. Once again, this variation is most marked in respect of pupils with statements and least so for those with no SEN. 
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Source: National Pupil Database, 2002

39. At key stage four, the picture is mixed. More pupils with SEN in low-statementing authorities – both those with and without a statement – gain 5 higher grades at GCSE or equivalent; but more pupils with SEN in the high-statementing areas gain 5 or more A*-G grades. These trends are the same as those for all pupils – again, pointing to the influence of other factors such as socio-economic status.  

Average proportion of pupils reaching the expected level (5+) at KS3

	
	All Pupils
	SEN without Statements
	Statements of SEN

	
	5 A*-C
	5A*-G
	5 A*-C
	5A*-G
	5 A*-C
	5A*-G

	ALL LEAS
	48%
	89%
	14%
	74%
	5%
	36%

	low statements LEAS
	50%
	89%
	15%
	72%
	6%
	35%

	high statements LEAS
	43%
	87%
	11%
	75%
	4%
	36%


Source: National Pupil Database, 2002

Year-on-year changes in pupil attainment
40. As suggested at the start of this chapter, factors other than statementing practice may exert a stronger influence on pupil achievement, in particular, the socio-economic profile of the local population. So while we are able to comment on the relative performance of pupils in high and low-statementing LEAs, we cannot separate out the impact that reducing statements has had on their results. To control for such variables, we compared the average performance of pupils in Maths and English in the low-statementing areas against the average for all LEAs over the last 3 years (1999/2000 – 2001/2002) for Key Stage 3 and over the last five years (1997/1998 – 2001/2002) for Key Stages 1 and 2.  We found:

· pupils with no SEN in the low-statementing authorities performed, on average, slightly better than the national average, in every year and at all key stages;

· pupils with SEN without a statement in the low-statementing authorities performed, on average, slightly better than the national average, in every year and at all key stages;

· at KS1, pupils with statements performed, on average, slightly worse,  than the national average, in maths and reading, from 1999 onwards; 

· at KS2, the average performance in maths fluctuated around the national average over the 5 year period. In English, it was above the national average in all years except 2001/02; and

· at KS3, pupils with statements performed, on average, worse in maths beyond 1999, but consistently better in English.

41. The consistently stronger performance of pupils with no SEN and with SEN without a statement in the low-statementing authorities could reflect their higher socio-economic profile and the impact of initiatives to build the capacity of local schools to meet a wider range of SEN. The trend in the performance of pupils with statements is more interesting, as it suggests that the needs profile of the group has increased over the period, particularly at KS1 and to some extent, at KS2. This would be consistent with the fact that authorities are reducing statements mainly by controlling new statements, and most markedly so at primary level.

Non-entry for tests and examinations

42. We also explored the extent to which pupils with SEN were absent or disapplied from tests and exams, and if there was any link to local statementing practice. This revealed a picture of massive variation between LEAs, particularly as regards children with statements. As for the attainment analysis, the differences among high-statementing LEAs and low-statementing LEAs were far greater than those between the two groups. The overall trend appeared to be:

· at key stage one, a higher proportion of children with statements were absent or disapplied in low-statementing areas on average, than in high-statementing areas. This was also true at GCSE or equivalent in terms of non-entry for GCSEs; but,

· at key stages two and three, the picture was more even.

43. The picture at key stage one is consistent with that emerging from the attainment analyses – suggesting a higher needs profile for pupils with statements, in the low-statementing authorities. However it is not obvious why there should be more pupils disapplied or absent from KS1 and not entered for any GCSEs in such areas, but not at other key stages.
44. Further research is recommended into the significant variation in practice in different LEAs. While this is most marked for children with statements, it is interesting to note that many pupils with SEN without a statement, and without SEN, are being disapplied or absent at KS3 and beyond – as illustrated in the graph overleaf.
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Attainment analysis: key findings and conclusions

· The level of statements maintained by LEAs does not appear to have an impact on the results achieved by their pupils with SEN (or overall). There is more variation in the proportion of pupils reaching the expected level among the 30 authorities with the lowest level of statements and the 30 with the highest, than between the two groups. This is true at every key stage and for pupils with and without statements.

· The clearest trends to emerge from our analysis of attainment data were that in the low-statementing authorities:

- 
more pupils with SEN without a statement reach the expected levels, at each key stage, than in the high-statementing authorities. This may reflect initiatives to build the capacity of local schools to meet a wider range of SEN and the higher socio-economic profile of these LEAs;

- 
fewer pupils with statements reach the expected level in primary school, than in the high-statementing LEAs. This may reflect the fact that the greatest reductions in statements have occurred at primary level, so pupils with statements in these areas probably have more significant needs. This trend is not apparent at secondary level.

· These trends hide a picture of great variation in different LEAs, worthy of further research. The variations are most marked in respect of pupils with statements, even though one might expect them to be a fairly homogeneous group (at LEA level) compared to pupils with SEN without statements and all pupils. The variation cannot be explained by differences in statementing practice, as it is equally apparent among the high and low-statementing LEAs. Further research is recommended to explore the great variation:

- 
in the proportion of pupils with SEN reaching the expected level in different subjects

- 
in the proportion of pupils not entered for tests and exams (as disapplied or absent).

What impact has reducing statements had on parental confidence?
45. Research by the Audit Commission suggests that statements fulfil three roles: 

· providing a detailed assessment of a child’s needs

· allocating resources to meet those needs

· providing assurance to parents.

46. Authorities that have reduced reliance statements have developed alternative ways of achieving the first two functions, without recourse to the statutory process. But how confident have parents felt about this? We analysed appeals to the SEN and Disability Tribunal as an indicator of parental confidence, looking at both the level of appeals overall and appeals against refusal to assess. This showed that authorities with a high level of statements have on average, a slightly higher level of appeals to the SEN Tribunal. This may be because if more children have statements, more parents have a right of appeal.
 However, there is not a strong link between these two factors. Looking across all LEAs in England, we found almost no correlation (0.12) between the level of statements maintained and the level of appeals per 10,000 pupils. 

	 
	Average appeals to the SEN Tribunal 

(per 10,000 pupils)

	Low-statementing LEAs
	4.18

	High-statementing LEAs
	4.31


Sources: SENT (2001/02) and SEN2 (Jan 2002)

47. Analysis of appeals against LEA refusal to assess showed a much clearer relationship – revealing a positive correlation [0.6] between the number of new statements issued and the number of appeals against refusal to assess - i.e. there are more appeals against refusal to assess in authorities which issue more new statements, than in areas which issue fewer new statements. Again, this was the opposite of what we expected to find, suggesting that LEAs which have reduced statements have also succeeded in reducing demand for statements. Another explanation would be that some authorities have consistently maintained a low level of statements and perhaps, good relationships with parents. Further analysis to compare appeals against refusal to assess in the 30 LEAs with the highest and lowest level of statements confirms this trend: 

	
	Av. new statements per 1000 pupils
	Av. appeals against refusal to assess per 10K pupils

	Low-statementing LEAs
	2.84
	1.31

	High-statementing LEAs
	5.18
	1.8


Sources: SENT 01/02 data and SEN2 Jan 02 data.
What impact has reducing statements had on schools’ views of their LEA?
48. To throw light on the impact that reducing statements has had on schools’ views of their LEA, we analysed data gathered by the Audit Commission in their School Survey 2002. Schools are asked to rate their LEA in terms of:

· the quality of the SEN strategy

· planning SEN provision to meet identified needs 

· clarity of rationale for the deployment of SEN funding

· efficiency with which statutory assessments are made

· effectiveness in developing school capacity to meet the needs of pupils with SEN

· effectiveness in monitoring school support for pupils with SEN

· effectiveness of learning support

· effectiveness of behaviour support

· effectiveness of educational psychology support

· and overall capacity to support SEN.

49. This provides a rich source of information about schools’ views of their LEA. However the data are collected on a confidential basis, which meant that we could not explore the correlation between these indicators and the level of statements maintained by each LEA. However, we were able to compare trends for those authorities which maintain the lowest and highest levels of statements, using anonymised data for the two groups.
 This showed that on average, low-statementing LEAs had a better mean point score across 9 out of 10 indicators of SEN effectiveness. The exception was the effectiveness of learning support, which the high-statementing LEAs scored better on. The differences between the average point scores for the two groups were modest, with the greatest margins in respect of:

· effectiveness of monitoring pupil progress in schools (+0.26 points)

· effectiveness of developing schools capacity to meet pupil needs (+0.2 points)

· and quality of the LEA SEN strategy (+0.19 points). 

50. This is of interest only because all of these areas emerged in our fieldwork as key elements of LEA strategies to reduce reliance on statements, as discussed in Chapter Three. 

What impact has reducing statements had on overall LEA effectiveness?

51. There are a wide range of indicators of LEA performance on SEN, however none in isolation provide an overall picture of LEA effectiveness. We therefore drew on two broader sources of evidence – Ofsted inspection judgements and Comprehensive Performance Assessment score.

52. Ofsted inspection findings are quantified in ‘JRS’ – judgement recording scores, which rate LEA performance on a scale of one (very good) to seven (poor). There are four JRS relating to SEN, three of which are published:

· the effectiveness of the LEA’s strategy for SEN

· the effectiveness of the LEA in taking steps to meet its statutory obligations in respect of SEN

· the effectiveness of the LEA in exercising its SEN functions to support school improvement.

53. While there was no correlation between any of the scores and the level of statements maintained in each LEA, a comparison between the 30 LEAs with the highest and lowest level of statements showed that on average, low-statementing authorities performed better across all three indicators. 

Analysis of JRS scores for LEAs with the highest and lowest levels of statements

	Effectiveness of LEA:
	strategy for SEN
	taking steps to meet its statutory obligations on SEN
	exercising its SEN functions to support school improvement

	Low-statementing LEAs
	Average score = 3 (highly satisfactory)

Median = 4

Same range of results


	Average score = 3 (highly satisfactory)

Median = 3

Range 1-5 (higher than for other group)


	Average score = 3 (highly satisfactory)

Median = 3

Same range of results

	High- statementing LEAs
	Av. score = 4 (satisfactory)

Median = 4

Same range of results
	Av. score = 4 (satisfactory)

Median = 4

Range 2-6 (lower than for other group)
	Av. score = 4 (satisfactory)

Median = 4

Same range of results


Source: Ofsted inspections, 1999-2003. Where more than one inspection took place, latest judgements were used. Key to judgements: 1=very good, 2=good, 3=highly satisfactory, 4=satisfactory, 5=unsatisfactory, 6=weak, 7=poor.
54. The same trend was evident in our analysis of the SEN score awarded to LEAs in the Comprehensive Performance Assessment exercise. Once again, authorities with a low level of statements scored slightly better, on average, than authorities with a high level of statements.
 However there was not a significant correlation (only 0.14) between CPA score and the level of statements maintained.

	
	Average CPA score (SEN element only) where 1 is excellent and 5 is poor.

	Low-statementing LEAs
	2.4

	High-statementing LEAs
	2.85


Source: CPA exercise, 2002

Analysis of outcomes data: key findings and conclusions

Authorities that maintain a low level of statements appear to be marginally more effective than those that maintain a high level of statements, across a range of indicators. On average:

· they have fewer appeals overall to the SEN and Disability Tribunal and fewer appeals against refusal to assess – contrary to what is commonly assumed. This suggests that they have been successful in reducing demand for statements;

· local schools judge them to more slightly more effective, across nine out of ten indicators of their performance on SEN;

· Ofsted inspectors judge them to be more effective, across all three of the published inspection scores on SEN; and

· they scored marginally better on SEN in the 2002 Comprehensive Performance Assessment exercise.

While the differences between high-statementing and low-statementing authorities are modest and we should not place undue reliance on any single dataset, a consistent pattern emerges across all the analyses. This leads us to conclude with some confidence that maintaining a low level of statements is associated with effective LEA practice.

What impact has reducing statements had on LEA spending on SEN?
55. Although extensive analyses were carried out to explore the link between LEA strategies to reduce reliance on statements and their pattern of expenditure, it is difficult to draw any firm conclusions because serious concerns emerged about the reliability of the section 52 budget data (our main source). We found implausibly wide ranges within individual budget headings, medians and averages which pointed to different trends and many ‘zero’ entries. These concerns are echoed in a recent Capita investigation into SEN funding and reporting.
 With that important proviso, the following trends emerged. We have not included findings where we had significant doubts about the validity of the data.

56. There were no significant correlations between level of statements maintained by individual LEAs and any section 52 spending heading, including totals. We do not know how far this reflects real variations in practice or inconsistency in section 52 reporting. 
57. A comparison of spending in the last financial year (2002/03) by authorities with the lowest and highest level of statements indicates that high-statementing LEAs are spending more on …
· SEN overall – in absolute terms (£22.23M on average compared to £18.30M); as a proportion of spending on schools (14.21% compared to 11.95%); and as a proportion of total education revenue expenditure (13.41% compared to 11.36%). However, spending on SEN has grown more in the last three years in those authorities that have a low level of statements;

· the educational psychology service, statutory assessment and statementing (£1.16M compared to £1.15M). Spending on this area has also risen faster, in the last 3 years, among high-statementing authorities; and

· special schools
– average £9.75M compared to £8.27M in low-statementing LEAs. This has also grown faster among high-statementing LEAs, in last 3 years.

Meanwhile, low-statementing LEAs are spending more on …

· specialist support overall (for children with and without statements) – this was significantly higher in low-statementing LEAs (£1.5M compared to £921K), but had grown more in high-statementing areas, over last 3 years. Interestingly, low-statementing authorities are also spending more on provision for children with statements (including specialist support services) - £1.82M compared to £1.61M in high-statementing authorities.

Three year trend in SEN spending

58. We also analysed expenditure trends over the last three years – from 2001/02 to 2003/04 (provisional data), adjusting for inflation. This revealed:

· a general picture of rising expenditure on SEN, with over five-sixths of authorities (both low and high statementing) reporting increases; and a general picture of increased delegation – again, reported by five-sixths of authorities in both groups;

· low-statementing LEAs reported greater increases in overall spending on SEN – up 9.5% compared to 8.2% and delegation (to special and mainstream schools) - up 15.6% compared to 13%;

· high-statementing authorities increased spending more on the educational psychology service, assessment and statementing; and on specialist support (pupils with and without statements) and special schools (delegated spending and fees at independent schools and abroad). However some of this data looked suspect – see below.

59. For future reference, significant doubts were raised in our analysis about the following section 52 columns:

· delegated mainstream SEN (‘notional SEN budget’)

· provision for pupils with statements (overlap between these headings)

· specialist support for pupils with statements

· specialist support for pupils without statements

· fees for pupils and independent special schools and abroad

· inter-authority recoupment

· collaboration and integration

· parent partnership.

60. A particular priority for improvement, should the section 52 budget form be revised, would be to provide a clearer picture of the extent of delegation of SEN resources to schools.

Expenditure analysis: key findings and conclusions

It is difficult to draw any firm conclusions about expenditure patterns and how these relate to statementing practice in individual LEAs, using the data that is currently available. Perhaps the most significant finding for the purposes of this project, is that in recent years, authorities with a low level of statements have increased SEN spending more than those with a high level of statements. This counters the common assumption that authorities are seeking to reduce statements as a means of cutting costs.  

Research in fieldwork authorities – described in Chapter Three – suggests that this increase in spending may reflect investment in building the capacity of schools to respond to a wider range of pupil needs, and as well as the short-term costs associated with moving from one funding system to another.

Chapter Three: Learning from Local Experience

How LEAs have reduced reliance on statements?

How well it is working?

– benefits

- downsides

Policy implications for central and local government
61. This final chapter draws on two main sources of evidence: a survey of the 30 authorities that have most reduced statements since 2001, providing a snapshot of the change process (80% response rate); and fieldwork in 4 authorities, including interviews with LEA officers, school SENCOs and parents. The authorities were chosen because they have maintained a relatively low and falling level of statements for several years and because they looked to be effective across a range of indicators. Further details of the survey and fieldwork samples are provided in Annexes B and C.

How have authorities reduced reliance on statements?
62. Our research suggests that there are four key strands to LEA strategies to reduce reliance on statements. These are:

· developing a clear strategic approach, engaging all partners

· realigning resources and responsibilities

· capacity-building in schools 

· monitoring progress and providing assurance to parents.

Developing a clear strategic approach, engaging all partners

63. Our research suggests that agreeing a clear strategy in partnership with local schools, parents and other agencies is the single most important factor in reducing reliance on statements. Almost nine-tenths of the LEAs that responded to our survey said that reducing statements was an explicit strategic aim; this was also the case in three of the four authorities visited in our fieldwork. They described the same initial process:
· concerns about how well statements were working. Key concerns included an inequitable distribution of SEN resources through statements, failing to reflect the pattern of needs in local schools and failing to benefit to a great many children with SEN; the amount of officer time consumed by statementing-related work, limiting their capacity to pursue other strategic aims; and the growing capacity of schools to respond to a wider range of needs themselves; 

· going back to first principles – asking ‘what do we want statements for?’ and ‘is there a better way of achieving some of these objectives?’; 

· having established a consensus around the principles, working in partnership with local schools, parents and voluntary organisations to develop a new approach to distributing SEN resources, and redefining the role of statements within their local context.

64. One of the authorities visited had not gone through this process. Officers there had agreed that maintaining a low level of statements was desirable, but they had not sought to engage schools and parents in exploring alternative approaches, nor communicated their rationale more widely. Interviews with parents and SENCOs in this area were far more negative – revealing a high level of anxiety and a perception that reducing statements was largely a measure to control costs.

65. The other three authorities each described an extensive consultation process to develop their strategic approach, and in particular, the detail of the new funding system. This had invariably taken place over a number of years, seeking to build consensus and develop new models in an open and consultative manner [case study]. Key partners were:

· schools – actively engaged in exploring alternative funding models, piloting and refining them (described in further detail below);

· parents – involved at both the strategic level, through representatives on working groups and consultative conferences, and individually, as the new system was implemented. All invested much time in meeting parents individually where concerns were raised and seeking to reach agreement with them. Parent partnership officers in these authorities spoke positively about the LEA’s approach to communicating with parents;

· voluntary organisations – through representation on key working groups;

· health and social services – involved at the strategic level and needing to adapt some of their systems to align them with the new approach.

66. Elected members had provided valuable support in two of the authorities, prioritising SEN resources to smooth the transition from one system to another. In all three areas, training sessions on had been run for members to ensure that they understood and, as far as possible, supported the new approach.

Working in partnership to develop policy and practice in Somerset

Somerset LEA maintains a low and falling level of statements – 2.2%, down 17% since 1999. The SEN policy was developed by the Somerset Inclusion Development Group (SIDG), a multi-agency group established in January 1999 to shape local policy on inclusive education, involving representatives of: 

- elected members and LEA officers

- heads, SENCOs and governors

- parents and voluntary agencies

- health and social services.

The Group consulted widely, developing an early consultation paper and following further consultation with all parties, the Somerset Inclusion Development Plan (Access and Achievement for All, April 2001) was published. This sets out the framework of principles and policies, interpreting national policy in the local context. The following elements are linked to this:

- the creation of the Somerset Framework Governing the Interpretation of the SEN Code of Practice.  This sets out the graduated response adopted in Somerset, which governs the deployment of SEN resources – as a basic entitlement, school action, school action plus and LEA action. The framework has also been mirrored at the Early Years stage to align the arrangements;

- increased delegation of SEN resources, in line with the approach set out above. Most resources are distributed by formula, through basic entitlement or School Action funding. A top-up element is delegated on the basis of an audit of proven need without requiring a statement.  This is with regard to pupils in mainstream schools with severe and complex SEN, at School Action Plus. Statements are issued when in the light of the evidence collected, the LEA decides (via the Complex Cases Panel) that it needs to determine special educational provision, given the Somerset SEN Resourcing Strategy (Age Weighted Pupil Unit, School Action and School Action Plus) and/or when provision cannot reasonably be made within the resources normally available to mainstream schools and early years settings locally.  The approach was developed and is regularly reviewed by a funding sub-group, involving heads and SENCOs.  

Given the great differences between LEA practice, particularly as regards the use of statements, officers recognise that there are no “quick fixes” and recommend that a consultative ‘home-grown’ approach is developed and owned by all responsible for its delivery. 

[Approved by Michele Hitchcock - MLHitchcock@somerset.gov.uk – comments taken on board but slightly cut down to reduce overall length of case study]
Realigning SEN resources and responsibilities

67. Delegating a greater share of SEN resources to schools emerged as the most important lever for change. 23 of the 24 authorities responding to our survey said that they had delegated more SEN resources to schools and two-thirds highlighted this as a significant change in terms of reducing reliance on statements. The next most significant change was ‘strategies to improve transparency in SEN resource use by schools and the LEA’.

68. Three of the fieldwork authorities had delegated a high proportion of their SEN budget to schools. They had worked in close partnership with local schools to develop a fair and effective funding model, but it was clear that this was no easy task. Key elements of the process were:

· agreeing the principles of the approach, that all could sign up to (for example, promoting early intervention, developing inclusive practice in schools, delegating as much as possible to school level);

· establishing working groups of LEA officers, heads and SENCOs to develop the detail of the new funding system, support its introduction and review its effectiveness;

· training for heads and SENCOs to explain the implications of the new funding system for them;

· a phased introduction, involving a pilot stage and fine-tuning of the model before rolling it out more widely;

· on-going review and refinement of the funding model, working in partnership with schools and sharing ownership of both problems and solutions. This had resulted in some fairly major changes in all but one of the authorities visited – but this was a strength of the process.

69. It was also evident from the fieldwork authorities that a number of other changes need to be made in parallel with increasing delegation. These include:

· greater clarity about the role of the statements (and by implication, the role of the LEA) in meeting children’s needs. Nearly all the authorities (23/24) responding to our survey had introduced guidelines for statutory assessment, to clarify for which children and in what circumstances the LEA would generally expect to determine SEN provision through a statement.
 Three of the four areas visited had gone one step further, breaking the link between statements and resources by setting up mechanisms (e.g. a multi-agency panel) to agree additional funding for children with severe and/or complex needs, without having to undergo a statutory assessment. Increasingly, they were only issuing statements for children in special provision. 

· greater clarity about the role of schools in meeting children’s needs and the resources available for that purpose. All of the authorities visited had placed much emphasis on developing a graduated response in local schools, some using tools such as ‘provision maps’ to demonstrate the range of responses in school to meet children’s needs [case study].

Developing a graduated response in Sefton schools 

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council is one of highest-delegating LEAs in England, delegating 85% of the SEN budget to schools. Demand for statements has fallen steadily in recent years and the LEA has placed much emphasis on helping schools to develop their skills and capacity to respond to a wider range of SEN.

SENCO training sessions on the new SEN Code of Practice were used to encourage schools to think about their graduated response to meeting children’s needs. This was further developed through a moderation exercise around the needs profile of pupils in each school – which is used to determine the amount of delegated SEN funding they receive. To ensure a fair and consistent approach, SENCOs were asked to complete a proforma, setting out their graduated response in terms of the provision made for pupils at school action, school action plus and with statements; and the number of pupils at each level. 

The results were moderated by a panel of headteachers and fed back to schools in an anonymised form, enabling them to compare their profile with others – and to reflect on their own practice. Visits were made to schools where the profile was above or below average, to explore the reasons for this and to discuss the provision made at each level. Schools were also encouraged to include details of their graduated response in their SEN policy, to give parents a clearer picture of the range of SEN provision available.

In future, new PLASC data will enable the LEA to repeat the exercise without seeking additional information from schools on their needs profile.  

[Approved by Colin Oxley (colin.oxley@education.sefton.gov.uk)]

· moderation procedures to ensure a fair distribution of any needs-led funding. Most of the delegation models initially introduced involved an audit of pupil needs. However this perpetuated some of the inequity of the old system, as some schools would overstate the needs of their pupils and thereby gain more funding. Moderation procedures were therefore introduced in all three areas to ensure fair and consistent funding allocations. Where these had involved heads and SENCOs, they had proved a valuable learning experience – enabling them to see what other schools considered to be exceptional needs, requiring additional funding.

· some contingency funding to provide extra resources to schools to cope with unplanned demands on their budgets – for example, the arrival of a new pupil with significant needs or a sudden deterioration in a pupil’s condition.

Capacity-building in schools
70. Building the skills and capacity of local skills to meet more children’s SEN (and with delegation, from within their own resources) is another central plank of LEA strategies to reduce reliance on statements. This was reflected in the survey responses of those LEAs that have most reduced statements since 2001. Of the 24 who responded:

· 23 had taken action to develop the skills of school staff

· 19 had increased support for children at school action and school action plus 

· 20 had promoted collaborative working between schools; and

· 13 had developed resourced provision in mainstream schools.

71. They indicated that skills development and extending support to children without statements were the two most significant changes in reducing reliance on statements, after delegation and improving transparency. This was consistent with our fieldwork findings. Interestingly, the one area that had not embarked on a positive strategy to reduce reliance on statements, suggested that statements might be low in their area because of their emphasis on preventative work and the availability of support at school action plus. All of the authorities visited had placed great emphasis on capacity-building initiatives. Key elements included:

· developing the role of SENCOs – through training and networking opportunities and involvement in strategy development. In two areas, SENCOs told us how their role had been transformed by reducing statements – enabling them to spend less time on statement-related administration and more time on classroom observation, supporting colleagues and individual pupils (they were extremely positive about these changes).
 Over two-thirds of authorities responding to our survey said they had implemented strategies to reduce SEN-related bureaucracy in schools;

· providing support from the educational psychology service and specialist teams to develop staff skills and whole school / whole class inclusive practice. In three of the areas visited, this was highlighted as a key benefit of reducing statements, as specialist staff now had more time to work directly with teachers and pupils [case study]. The emphasis was strongly on developing schools’ capacity to respond to a wider range of needs themselves. All of the authorities visited said they had actively tried to target more advice and support for pupils at school action and school action plus;

Support for early intervention and inclusive practice in Southampton

Southampton LEA has a positive strategy of reducing reliance on statements, developed in partnership with local schools, dating back to 1997. The number of statements has fallen significantly – down to 1.7% of pupils in 2003. As a result, the number of cases that the educational psychology service (EPS) deals with has fallen dramatically, enabling them to spend far more time working in schools.

All schools are allocated a number of days from the EPS, based on a formula which takes into account their size and pupil profile. The head and SENCO agree how they want to use this time with their link educational psychologist, at the start of the school year. About 40% of EPS time is allocated in this way.

In addition to this, schools are able to bid every term – either individually or in groups – for further support to develop inclusive practice. ‘Inclusion bids’ do not provide support for individual pupils, but instead focus on wider policy and practice, such as staff training, parental involvement and group work. The emphasis is strongly on developing school practice and in making a bid, schools are asked to demonstrate how they will sustain the benefits beyond the official end date. 10% of EPS time is spent in this way. Other local priorities – each allocated 11-12% of EPS time – include emotional literacy, early years, and multi-agency working. 

Both SENCOs and LEA officers highlighted the changed role of the EPS as a key benefit of reducing statements. SENCOs reported that they had more involvement – and valuably, on-going involvement - from the EPS, more discretion over how to use this time, and were able to do more for pupils without statements. The SENCOs described a similar change in their own role – spending less time on paperwork and more on advising colleagues and working with pupils. Both SENCOs and EPs reported improvements in job satisfaction.

LEA officers recognised the benefits of effective, multi-disciplinary team work, particularly the support that has been made available to SENCOs to promote inclusion.  The advice and support over time of the SEN adviser role underpinned and facilitated the development of a joint approach in this respect.  Officers from the SEN team supplemented and supported this work.

[Approved by Liz Herrick, PEP (e.herrick@southampton.gov.uk)]

· developing special school outreach and resourced provision to increase the availability of specialist support for children at school action plus. Behaviour and autistic spectrum disorder were the two types of need that were most often mentioned in this respect;

· multi-agency training, particularly around speech and language therapy, to improve the availability of support for pupils with complex needs. However, interviews with parents and SENCOs in 3 areas suggested that there was still some way to go – and that the shortage of therapies remained a compelling reason to seek a statement.

Monitoring progress and providing assurance to parents.

72. As we have already seen, reducing reliance on statements necessarily results in changes to the role of the LEA and local schools in meeting children’s needs. Previous research (e.g. DfES 2001, Audit Commission, 2002) has highlighted the importance of realigning accountability structures to reflect increased delegation of SEN resources and to give parents more confidence that their child’s needs will be met, whether or not they have a statement. 

73. Our survey of LEAs that have reduced statements in recent years showed that all have either strengthened arrangements for holding schools to account or expected to do so imminently. There was much activity on this front in all our fieldwork authorities – key elements of which were:

· strengthening arrangements for monitoring the progress made by pupils at school action plus. In one area, this had involved training on the use of IEPs, in another, the main focus had been the annual review;

· monitoring performance on SEN/inclusion within the wider framework for school self-evaluation;

· scrutinising performance data and working closely with inspection and advisory service/school improvement colleagues to identify and follow-up on any concerns;

· improving data to measure the performance of pupils working below age-related expectations. Two of the authorities were developing value-added measures and running training around the use of P-Scales or PIVATs;

· increased involvement in schools by the educational psychology service and central support services, meaning that the LEA had a much clearer picture of current practice. This tended to be supplemented by an annual or biannual planning meeting to review their work and consider future priorities;

· protocols for intervention/concern were being developed in two areas.

74. No authority was systematically monitoring the use of SEN resources, but this was consistent with their overall approach of encouraging schools to think creatively about how best to use the available resources, rather than relying so much on one-to-one support. That said, in one authority there was an on-going research project into how schools were using their SEN resources, and two were using provision-mapping (or similar) to encourage schools to demonstrate to parents how they used the available resources. 

How well is it working?
75. This section draws together the key benefits of reducing reliance on statements, drawing on the experience of the four fieldwork authorities, together with aspects that were not working so well. It draws particularly on interviews with parents, parent partnership officers and school SENCOs in three of the authorities visited.

Key benefits of reducing reliance on statements appear to be …

· a fairer distribution of SEN resources, better reflecting the pattern of needs in local schools; 

· more support for more children – including those at school action and school action plus, as support is targeted at a wider group of children and schools are able to use their resources more creatively;

· greater stability and flexibility in school funding, with most SEN resource distributed through formula funding and a smaller share of the budget being tied to individual pupil needs. Pupil-specific funding was moderated to ensure a fair and consistent approach to providing additional resources to support the inclusion of pupils with more severe and complex needs;

· increased transparency about the available resource and the responsibility of the LEA and schools in meeting children’s needs;

· less paperwork and SEN-related bureaucracy – this was an important benefit for SENCOs, educational psychologists and other LEA teams. Linked to this was:

· increased involvement in schools by the educational psychology service and specialist staff; and,

· a more positive role for SENCOs, spending more time on classroom observation, advising colleagues and working with children (and less on administration).

· improved relations with parents and schools – markedly less adversarial than in the areas visited in previous research projects.

Elements that worked less well were …

· a high level of anxiety about reducing statements in one area, where the authority had not made this an explicit strategic aim, nor engaged schools and parents in developing an alternative approach. Here, reducing statements was perceived to be a cost-cutting exercise, rather than achieving a fairer distribution of the available resource;

· continued variation in the capacity and commitment of local schools to meeting children’s SEN, across all areas. Parent partnership officers felt that having a statement increased the scope for challenging poor practice and parents valued the additional assurance a statement brought;

· concerns that some children, particularly those with less visible or demanding needs (for example moderate or specific learning difficulties)  would receive less attention if they did not have a statement;

· shortfalls in the availability of health and social services, particularly therapies (as highlighted in previous research).
 This was the only area where the views of LEA officers compared to those of parent and SENCOs differed on the whole – the former being much more positive than the latter;

· concerns about the loss of ‘passported benefits’ linked to statements – including access to some health services, priority in school admissions and so on.

Learning from local experience: policy implications 

76. This research project confirms the benefits highlighted in previous research of reducing reliance on statements and raises a number of issues which require careful consideration in implementing such approaches, such as the importance of improving information to parents. This final section makes recommendations to central and local government on how to take this agenda forward.

Government should …

1. provide a clearer national steer on the role of statements in meeting children’s needs and the desirability of promoting early intervention and whole school inclusive practice; 

2. disseminate practical guidance and cases studies on effective approaches to:

· delegating SEN resources

· LEA monitoring of school performance on SEN

· improving information to parents about the provision made for children with SEN by local schools and the LEA

· reducing SEN-related bureaucracy in schools and the LEA.

3. stimulate practice through the SEN regional partnerships and the proposed new outreach service, providing networking opportunities and expert advice;
 

4. provide schools and LEAs with improved performance data on the progress made by pupils with SEN in school, especially those working below age-related expectations (the National Performance Framework should address this for LEAs); 

5. consider the implications of reducing statements for other aspects of policy – such as school admissions; 

6. monitor progress and consider whether new statutory guidance or legislative change may be needed to align the statutory framework with the roles now played by schools, local authorities and other agencies in meeting children’s SEN.

Local authorities seeking to reduce reliance on statements should …

1. develop a clear strategic approach, in partnership with local schools and parents and underpinned by clear rationale about the benefits sought;

2. work in partnership with local schools, being open about the shortcomings of the present system and a developing a shared commitment to implementing a new approach; 

3. develop greater clarity and consensus about the role of schools and the LEA in responding to the full range of pupil needs, and the role of statements within the local context;

4. develop a phased approach to delegation in line with this, piloting approaches and reviewing progress on an on-going basis, in partnership with local schools;

5. moderate any pupil-specific elements of SEN funding to ensure a fair distribution of resources. This is most powerful when headteachers and SENCOs are involved;

6. help schools to develop a graduated response, mapping out the provision they make across the full range of pupil needs and sharing this information with parents;

7. support schools to build their skills and capacity to respond to a wider range of pupil needs, linked to the strategy to reduce reliance on statements; 

8. redeploy the educational psychology service and SEN support services to support early intervention and the development of whole school inclusive practice; 

9. improve arrangements for monitoring schools’ performance on SEN, ensuring a clear focus on pupil outcomes. This may be most effectively achieved by sharpening the focus on SEN/inclusive practice within the existing framework for school self-evaluation and the work of the inspection and advisory service (or equivalent), keeping new information requirements to the minimum;

10. improve information to parents, both in respect of their child’s needs (if fewer go through the statutory assessment process) and more generally, in respect of the provision that should be made by the school and the LEA. The parent partnership service may play a valuable role in helping schools and the LEA to improve communications with parents; 

11. recognise the anxiety that reducing statements may cause for some parents, taking a flexible approach to responding their concerns and ensure that they have access to support from the parent partnership service, where appropriate;

12. consult health and social services so that they understand the implications of the new approach and continue to provide support to those children who need it, regardless of if they have a statement.

Chapter Four:  An executive summary

How many authorities have reduced statements – and which ones?

1. There is great variation in LEA statementing practice – with a fourfold difference in the proportion of pupils with statements in different authorities. 

2. There is no correlation between the socio-economic profile of local authorities and the level of statements they maintain.
 However there is a strong link between the socio-economic profile and the proportion of pupils with SEN overall (including those with SEN without a statement). This confirms the link between SEN and deprivation, but points to the influence of local policy on statementing practice.

3. Over the last five years, twice as many authorities have increased the level of statements they maintain, than decreased them. Only five LEAs maintain statements for less than 2 per cent of pupils, while twenty maintain statements for over 4 per cent of pupils. 

4. The proportion of pupils with statements has remained broadly constant over the last five years, but there has been significant reduction (almost 8 per cent) in the proportion of new statements issued.

5. Very few statements are discontinued – statements are rarely used as a short-term intervention. Authorities are still issuing more statements than they are discontinuing, so there will be a time lag before the number of statements starts to fall, as the age cohort moves up through school. 

Which children are most affected?

6. Most new statements are issued for children of primary school age but most statements are maintained for children of secondary school age. 0-5 year olds are the only age group to have experienced a growth in the number of new statements issued over the last five years.

7. Children with specific learning difficulties, moderate learning difficulties and behavioural, emotional and social difficulties are the groups most affected by reductions in statements, according to our survey of LEAs. By contrast, 70% of authorities responding reported increases in statements maintained for pupils with autistic spectrum disorder.

What impact has reducing statements had on pupil achievement?

8. The level of statements maintained by LEAs does not appear to have an impact on the results achieved by their pupils with SEN (or overall). There is more variation in the proportion of pupils reaching the expected level among the 30 authorities with the lowest level of statements and the 30 with the highest, than between the two groups. This is true at every key stage and for pupils with and without statements.

9. The clearest trends to emerge from our analysis of attainment data were that in the low-statementing authorities:

· more pupils with SEN without a statement reach the expected levels, at each key stage, than in the high-statementing authorities. This may reflect initiatives to build the capacity of local schools to meet a wider range of SEN and the higher socio-economic profile of these LEAs;

· fewer pupils with statements reach the expected level in primary school, than in the high-statementing LEAs. This may reflect the fact that the greatest reductions in statements have occurred at primary level – so pupils with statements in these areas probably have more significant needs. This trend is not apparent at secondary level.

10. These trends hide a picture of great variation in different LEAs, worthy of further research. The variations are most marked in respect of pupils with statements, even though one might expect them to be a fairly homogeneous group (at LEA level) compared to pupils with SEN without statements and all pupils. The variation cannot be explained by differences in statementing practice, as it is equally apparent among the high and low-statementing LEAs. Further research is also recommended to explore the great variation:

· in the proportion of pupils with SEN reaching the expected level in different subjects

· in the proportion of pupils not entered for tests and exams (as disapplied or absent).

What impact has reducing statements had on parental confidence, schools’ views and LEA effectiveness?

11. Authorities that maintain a low level of statements appear to be marginally more effective than those that maintain a high level of statements, across a range of indicators. On average:

· they have fewer appeals overall to the SEN and Disability Tribunal and fewer appeals against refusal to assess – contrary to what is commonly assumed. This suggests that they have been successful in reducing demand for statements;

· local schools judge them to more slightly more effective, across nine out of ten indicators of their performance on SEN;

· Ofsted inspectors judge them to be more effective, across all three of the published inspection scores on SEN; and

· they scored marginally better on SEN in the 2002 Comprehensive Performance Assessment exercise.

12. While the differences between high-statementing and low-statementing authorities are modest and we should not place undue reliance on any single dataset, a consistent pattern emerges across all the analyses. This leads us to conclude with some confidence that maintaining a low level of statements is associated with effective LEA practice.

What impact has reducing statements had on LEA expenditure on SEN?

13. It is difficult to draw any firm conclusions about expenditure patterns and how these relate to statementing practice in individual LEAs, using the data that are currently available. Perhaps the most significant finding for the purposes of this project, is that in recent years authorities with a low level of statements have increased SEN spending more than those with a high level of statements. This runs counter to the common assumption that authorities are seeking to reduce statements as a means of cutting costs. Research in fieldwork authorities suggests that this increase may reflect investment in building the capacity of schools to respond to a wider range of pupil needs, and as well as the short-term costs associated with moving from one funding system to another.

How have local authorities reduced reliance on statements – and how well is it working?

Key benefits of reducing reliance on statements appear to be …

· a fairer distribution of SEN resources, better reflecting the pattern of needs in local schools; 

· more support for more children – including those at school action and school action plus, as support is targeted at a wider group of children and schools are able to use their resources more creatively;

· greater stability and flexibility in school funding, with most SEN resource distributed through formula funding and a smaller share of the budget being tied to individual pupil needs. Pupil-specific funding was moderated to ensure a fair and consistent approach to providing additional resources to support the inclusion of pupils with more severe and complex needs;

· increased transparency about the available resource and the responsibility of the LEA and schools in meeting children’s needs;

· less paperwork and SEN-related bureaucracy – this was an important benefit for SENCOs, educational psychologists and other LEA teams. Linked to this was:

· increased involvement in schools by the educational psychology service and specialist staff; and,

· a more positive role for SENCOs, spending more time on classroom observation, advising colleagues and working with children (and less on administration).

· improved relations with parents and schools – markedly less adversarial than in the areas visited in previous research projects.

Elements that worked less well were …

· a high level of anxiety about reducing statements in one area, where the authority had not made this an explicit strategic aim, nor engaged schools and parents in developing an alternative approach. Here, reducing statements was perceived to be a cost-cutting exercise, rather than achieving a fairer distribution of the available resource;

· continued variation in the capacity and commitment of local schools to meeting children’s SEN, across all areas. Parent partnership officers felt that having a statement increased the scope for challenging poor practice and parents valued the additional assurance a statement brought;

· concerns that some children, particularly those with less visible or demanding needs (for example moderate or specific learning difficulties)  would receive less attention if they did not have a statement;

· shortfalls in the availability of health and social services, particularly therapies (as highlighted in previous research).
 This was the only area where the views of LEA officers compared to those of parent and SENCOs differed on the whole – the former being much more positive than the latter;

· concerns about the loss of ‘passported benefits’ linked to statements – including access to some health services, priority in school admissions and so on.

What are the policy implications from this research?

Government should …

· provide a clearer national steer on the role of statements in meeting children’s needs and the desirability of promoting early intervention and whole school inclusive practice; 

· disseminate practical guidance and cases studies on effective approaches to:

· delegating SEN resources

· LEA monitoring of school performance on SEN

· improving information to parents about the provision made for children with SEN by local schools and the LEA

· reducing SEN-related bureaucracy in schools and the LEA.

· stimulate practice through the SEN regional partnerships and the new outreach unit, providing networking opportunities and expert advice;
 

· provide schools and LEAs with improved performance data on the progress made by pupils with SEN in school, especially those working below age-related expectations; 

· consider the implications of reducing statements for other aspects of policy – such as school admissions; 

· monitor progress and consider whether new statutory guidance or legislative change may be needed to align the statutory framework with the roles now played by schools, local authorities and other agencies in meeting children’s SEN.

Local authorities seeking to reduce reliance on statements should …

· develop a clear strategic approach, in partnership with local schools and parents and underpinned by clear rationale about the benefits sought;

· work in partnership with local schools, being open about the shortcomings of the present system and a developing a shared commitment to implementing a new approach; 

· develop greater clarity and consensus about the role of schools and the LEA in responding to the full range of pupil needs, and the role of statements within the local context;

· develop a phased approach to delegation in line with this, piloting approaches and reviewing progress on an on-going basis, in partnership with local schools;

· moderate any pupil-specific elements of SEN funding to ensure a fair distribution of resources. This is most powerful when headteachers and SENCOs are involved;

· help schools to develop a graduated response, mapping out the provision they make across the full range of pupil needs and sharing this information with parents;

· support schools to build their skills and capacity to respond to a wider range of pupil needs, linked to the strategy to reduce reliance on statements; 

· redeploy the educational psychology service and SEN support services to support early intervention and the development of whole school inclusive practice; 

· improve arrangements for monitoring schools’ performance on SEN, ensuring a clear focus on pupil outcomes. This may be most effectively achieved by sharpening the focus on SEN/inclusive practice within the existing framework for school self-evaluation and the work of the inspection and advisory service (or equivalent), keeping new information requirements to the minimum;

· improve information to parents, both in respect of their child’s needs (if fewer go through the statutory assessment process) and more generally, in respect of the provision that should be made by the school and the LEA. The parent partnership service may play a valuable role in helping schools and the LEA to improve communications with parents; 

· recognise the anxiety that reducing statements may cause for some parents, taking a flexible approach to responding their concerns and ensure that they have access to support from the parent partnership service, where appropriate;

· consult health and social services so that they understand the implications of the new approach and continue to provide support to those children who need it, regardless of if they have a statement.

ANNEX A

Data analysis sample
Two approaches were used for most analyses:

· exploring the correlation between the level of statements maintained by each LEA in England and other datasets;

· comparing data for the 30 LEAs with the highest and lowest levels of statements – listed below.

	30 LEAs with lowest level of statements
	compared to
	30 LEAs with highest level of statements

	Nottinghamshire
	1.08
	
	Halton
	4.83

	Nottingham
	1.18
	
	Lambeth
	4.77

	Southampton
	1.7
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	4.64

	Oldham
	1.78
	
	Tower Hamlets
	4.62

	Kensington & Chelsea
	1.82
	
	Lewisham
	4.46

	Bournemouth
	2.04
	
	Telford and Wrekin
	4.38

	Solihull
	2.06
	
	Cornwall
	4.37

	Poole
	2.15
	
	Reading
	4.34

	Hertfordshire
	2.2
	
	North Lincolnshire
	4.31

	Somerset
	2.21
	
	Staffordshire
	4.31

	Newcastle on Tyne
	2.29
	
	Durham
	4.28

	Essex
	2.38
	
	Leicester
	4.27

	Trafford
	2.39
	
	Merton
	4.22

	Kingston upon Thames
	2.41
	
	Wigan
	4.19

	Croydon
	2.51
	
	Torbay
	4.15

	Rutland
	2.51
	
	Middlesbrough
	4.14

	Hampshire
	2.54
	
	Birmingham
	4.12

	Richmond on Thames
	2.55
	
	Greenwich
	4.08

	Kingston on Hull
	2.56
	
	Lancashire
	4.08

	Redbridge
	2.56
	
	Rotherham
	4.08

	Sefton
	2.56
	
	Isle of Wight
	3.98

	Dudley
	2.59
	
	Knowsley
	3.95

	Havering
	2.68
	
	Doncaster
	3.94

	Portsmouth
	2.68
	
	Kirklees
	3.94

	Windsor & Maidenhead
	2.68
	
	North East Lincolnshire
	3.92

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	2.73
	
	Hackney
	3.9

	West Berkshire
	2.73
	
	Southwark
	3.9

	Wakefield
	2.74
	
	Wirral
	3.88

	Wandsworth
	2.76
	
	South Tyneside
	3.85

	Westminster
	2.76
	
	Hounslow
	3.79

	Source: SEN2 (January 2003) and Edubase
	
	
	


ANNEX B

Survey sample

Authorities that have most reduced statements since 2001 

	 
	% pupils with statements (Jan 03)
	% change 2001-2003
	absolute change 2001-2003

	Bournemouth 
	2.04%
	-38.5%
	-285

	Blackburn with Darwen 
	3.18%
	-20.4%
	-230

	Southampton 
	1.70%
	-20.2%
	-136

	Sheffield
	2.80%
	-18.9%
	-509

	Newham
	2.80%
	-17.3%
	-294

	Wigan
	4.19%
	-16.5%
	-416

	Poole 
	2.15%
	-15.0%
	-79

	Brighton and Hove 
	2.98%
	-13.9%
	-173

	Bristol, City of
	3.62%
	-13.8%
	-333

	Somerset
	2.21%
	-13.7%
	-284

	Luton 
	2.88%
	-13.3%
	-142

	Sefton
	2.56%
	-13.3%
	-199

	Camden
	2.79%
	-12.2%
	-112

	Blackpool 
	3.53%
	-11.5%
	-100

	Greenwich
	4.08%
	-11.4%
	-202

	Devon 
	3.08%
	-11.4%
	-415

	Doncaster
	3.94%
	-11.3%
	-250

	St. Helens
	3.65%
	-10.7%
	-131

	Brent
	3.33%
	-10.4%
	-152

	Leeds
	3.13%
	-10.1%
	-423

	Lambeth
	4.77%
	-9.6%
	-153

	Kirklees
	3.94%
	-9.6%
	-280

	Cornwall
	4.37%
	-8.5%
	-308

	West Berkshire 
	2.73%
	-7.7%
	-64

	Havering
	2.68%
	-7.6%
	-83

	Islington
	3.75%
	-7.6%
	-74

	Knowsley
	3.95%
	-7.5%
	-91

	Swindon 
	3.02%
	-7.0%
	-68

	Durham
	4.28%
	-6.5%
	-240

	Wakefield
	2.74%
	-6.5%
	-109

	Source: SEN2 (January 2001 - 2003) and Edubase
	
	


ANNEX C

Fieldwork authorities

Southampton City Council 

Somerset County Council

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council

London Borough of Camden

Scope of fieldwork

The visits took place over one or two days in September and October 2003. They involved:

· interviews with key LEA officers including the Head of SEN/Inclusion and Principal Educational Psychologist

· interview with the parent partnership officer

· structured discussion with parents

· structured discussion with school SENCOs.

In one area we were unable to carry out the full range of interviews due to staff shortages.

Key statistics on statementing practice in fieldwork LEAs

	 
	% pupils with statements (Jan 03)
	% change 2001-2003
	absolute change 2001-2003
	% change 1999-2003
	absolute change 1999-2003

	Southampton 
	1.70%
	-20.21%
	-136
	-39.53%
	-351

	Somerset
	2.21%
	-13.74%
	-284
	-17.22%
	-371

	Sefton
	2.56%
	-13.27%
	-199
	-15.19%
	-233

	Camden
	2.79%
	-12.24%
	-112
	-8.96%
	-79

	Source: SEN2
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� Under the Education Act 1996, local authorities are required to make and maintain statements for children for whom the authority needs to determine special educational provision.


� The project represents 36 days work in total, over this period.


� The proportion of pupils with statements was based on the number of pupils in each authority with statements (from SEN2) divided by the number of pupils educated in each authority (from Edubase – the Department’s database of educational establishments).  This was not ideal as SEN2 covers all pupils for whom the authority maintains a statement and Edubase covers all pupils who are educated in that LEA (so doesn’t include those that are educated out of borough) but Edubase was the best available pupil population data at the time of this research.  The figures for % of statements in each LEA used in this research may not match to those quoted in other sources (e.g. SEN Statistical Bulletin) due to different sources of data.


� These authorities are listed in Annex A.


� the correlation coefficient was 0.2 (not significant) in respect of all pupils and 0.1 in respect of pupils in maintained schools, using PLASC data for 2003.


� As the proportion of pupils with statements increases so does the proportion of pupils with SEN.


� The new SEN Code of Practice replaced a five-stage process for meeting children’s needs with action at two levels. Many children who would formerly have been identified at stage one would probably not now be counted the statistics.


� The correlation using Jan 03 data (SEN2) was 0.94.


� National data on type of SEN is currently not available, but will begin to be collected in January 2004.


�  Using % of children eligible for free school meals as an indicator.


� Statutory assessment and statements of SEN: in need of review? Audit Commission, June 02.


� Parents have a right of appeal if the LEA refuses to carry out an assessment or reassessment; refuses to issue a statement or decides to cease maintaining statement; or if they disagree with the contents of the statement, including the school it names.


� 21 authorities were included in each sample rather than the usual 30, as not every authority participates in the school survey. Where data was missing for an LEA in one of the sample groups, a matching LEA in terms of type and profile was removed from the other group.





� This is perhaps to be expected as the CPA score draws on Ofsted inspection findings as well as a best value performance indicator about the efficiency of the statutory assessment process. 





� The Capita team visited 18 LEAs and found that all had adopted different approaches to reporting SEN expenditure, and that all lines in the section 52 budget form were affected.


� Includes delegated special school spend and expenditure on independent schools and abroad, but not recoupment as this column seemed unreliable.


� Four-fifths of survey respondents reported that the guidelines had resulted either a slight or significant fall in demand for statutory assessments.


� Some authorities are moving away from needs-led funding approaches for this reason, relying increasingly on indicators of deprivation, pupil attainment and so on. 


� Half the authorities responding to our survey (12/24) reported that reducing statements had led to a decrease in paperwork and administration for SENCOs. 7 felt that it had made no difference, while 2 reported a slight increase.


� A joint DfES-Cabinet Office project is investigating strategies to reduce SEN-related bureaucracy in greater depth, and will report in 2004.





� In one authority, staff absence meant that we were unable to carry out the full range of interviews. 


� SEN: a mainstream issue, Audit Commission, November 2002 – and other studies.


� Many of the SEN regional partnerships are already working with LEAs on this front. Projects have included developing inclusive funding approaches, consistent statutory assessment guidelines, improving statement-writing and preparations for Tribunals.


�  Using % of children eligible for free school meals as an indicator.


� SEN: a mainstream issue, Audit Commission, November 2002 – and other studies.


� Many of the SEN regional partnerships are already working with LEAs on this front. Projects have included developing inclusive funding approaches, consistent statutory assessment guidelines across local authorities, improving statement-writing and preparations for Tribunals.


� Isles of Scilly and City of London were excluded from some analyses as atypical.
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