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To The NUT Representative

Suffolk NUT Guidelines

WORKLOAD and the SEN AUDIT

As the SEN Audit is a Suffolk initiative, it is not specifically mentioned in NUT National Guidance on Workload (Beating Back Bureaucracy, etc.) or in the national guidance on Workforce Reform.   However, the work involved in the SEN Audit has to be undertaken, in Suffolk schools, with regard to the national conditions of service regulations, contained in the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document (STP&CD) and Guidance, including the new conditions re. “forbidden tasks“ and work/life balance.

Undertaking the Audit is not a statutory duty on schools (heads, SENCOs, governors or teachers).  However, the funding mechanism adopted by Suffolk LEA for Special Needs forces schools to undertake the work involved, in order to obtain an SEN funding allocation.  No audit = no SEN cash.  Staff may well therefore feel  pressurised into undertaking considerable workload, seeking to maximise SEN funding for the school and helping obtain support for individual Special Needs pupils.  In many cases, colleagues’ jobs also depend on that funding.

The NUT is seeking to reduce the workload involved to the absolute minimum and to ensure that adequate time off-timetable is allowed for the audit work to be done within reasonable limits to the hours worked in any particular day, week or more extended period (work/life balance).   


Initial advice from the NUT in Suffolk is:


- The assessments required by the Audit (P Scales, etc) should be incorporated and subsumed into a single, assessment policy for the school, avoiding duplication of effort / assessment / recording.

- Wherever there is potential duplication with other (statutory) forms of assessment (Foundation Stage Profile, IEPs, etc) the one should support the other. Eg. if the FS Profile is undertaken before the next audit, some FSP data could be automatically (e.g. with clerical/ICT assistance) transferred to the audit format.

- Teachers and headteachers are reminded that only pupils with significant special needs should be assessed.  A lot of time is wasted seeking evidence on pupils whose Audit score is 0.  This is wasted effort.  Except for new arrivals without documentation or a child who has started to exhibit previously unrecognised problems,  all those for whom audit assessment is made (and where moderation evidence may be required) will already either have an IEP or being considered for one (or PSP, IBP, IRP as appropriate).   The work done to write IEPs will provide a lot of the assessment required. (The NUT has asked the LEA to look at the format of IEPs to make cross-referencing with the Audit easier and as “automatic” as possible.) 

- The NUT will continue to press for the audit assessment criteria / categories to mesh in with other forms of assessment, statutory or otherwise.  (This was one of the major recommendations we made to the original consultation).

- The NUT advises members to support the campaign against SATs and to refuse in any case to agree to any “optional” assessments, such as “optional SATs“ or to use of the Foundation Stage Profile Booklets.  If the SEN audit is here to stay, Suffolk teachers have an added reason to resist unnecessary tests.

- Aspects of behaviour assessment may not always be recorded in other assessments (except for IEPs or Personal Behaviour Plans) and will have to be assessed and recorded separately.  However, this same information can be stored and used for other reports, including to parents and be used in evidence when employing disciplinary sanctions.  (The Union called for, and welcomes, the inclusion of behaviour assessments as an important factor in teacher stress.)

 
- Recorded audit assessment data should be retrievable for report-writing / IEPs, etc (and provided in a usable format for new purposes) to avoid duplication of effort.  For example, a teacher preparing the annual report to parents could have the audit assessments made available either in print or electronically, according to preference, to be incorporated as the teacher sees fits in the report.  (The Union’s national advice on reports encourages use of “report-writing” programmes to cut down on work.  The DfES also encourages this way of reducing the time spent on report writing. DfES circular 2/98 made it clear that one “crisp and concise“ report per year is all that is statutorily required.)

- All administrative and clerical tasks involved should be undertaken entirely by non-teaching support staff (e.g. entering data, collating, etc).  The task does not have to be mentioned specifically in the list of “forbidden tasks” to be one which headteachers should not allocate to teachers.  The test is whether the task requires “the professional skills and judgement” of a qualified teacher.  The assessment of pupils itself will normally require those skills and judgement, but the recording, collation and transfer of “scores”, etc., does not.

- Many schools report that some aspects of some assessments (e.g. social development assessments) can be undertaken by others such as a nursery nurse or teaching assistant.  We believe that this is down to the judgement of the class teacher.  Where adequate time is made available for assessment for the audit, it would be perfectly reasonable (and good practice) for the teacher and non-teaching support staff to discuss and determine the assessments collaboratively, particularly where the assessments are “observational”.

- The time needed to undertake the audit (by class teachers, SENCo, etc., for coordinating and managing, and by any teacher providing evidence for moderation) should be considered "Leadership and Management time".  Page 165 of the STP&C Document Guidance says that teachers are "entitled, as far as is reasonably practicable, to a reasonable allocation of time within school sessions ‘to support the discharge of their responsibilities’”.  The NUT would say that any class / SEN teacher involved in this particular work was being asked to undertake a management role in this instance.  The guidance goes on to say: “This is in addition to the contractual provision on work / life balance and guaranteed planning preparation and assessment time (to be introduced from Sept 2005).”

- Evidence required for moderation should be reduced to a minimum sample to reduce workload. Reports to the NUT indicate that this is the aspect of the audit which causes the greatest workload and work which cannot easily be delegated to a teaching or clerical assistant.  The NUT is seeking the cooperation of the LEA officers involved to ensure that teachers do not collect excessive amounts of  “evidence” to support moderation.  Moderation should be “light touch” and be based on the presumption of good faith. Only one piece of unaided writing is required, for example.  The NUT is proposing a smaller sample but one which includes examples from the highest and lowest scores. (Currently, the selection of the sample is entirely random, and Heads’ groups have therefore resisted a small sample, as being potentially “unrepresentative”.  If a smaller number of pupils are audited, saving work, they should be selected from appropriate bands to ensure accurate sampling).  Where there are no concerns, moderation should be rapid and light touch.  If a school appears to have misunderstood the criteria or there are particular concerns about their methodology, then, and only then, could there be a need to look at a larger sample to guarantee fairness.


- All work for the audit should be accounted for within the 1265 hours of directed time budget.  It is not appropriate (or contractually binding) to expect any audit work to take place in the teacher’s own time.  The school’s budget should include appropriate funding for teachers to be off-timetable in order to do the professional work involved in the audit, and sufficient support workers’ time should be budgeted for to enable the clerical and administrative tasks to be done by non-teaching staff. 

- Cover for teachers unavailable to teach their class because of remission
of teaching time (for assessment, moderation, etc.) should be provided by
qualified supply teachers following existing schemes of work (not cover
supervisors or other unqualified teachers requiring detailed lesson notes,
materials or supervision by the classroom teacher who is otherwise engaged).

- NUT Members should contact the Union in the event of any difficulties experienced in following these guidelines.
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