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SEN AUDIT 

OPTIONS FOR REDUCING WORKLOAD

Background:

The SEN Audit was introduced in 2002 and made fundamental changes to the way in which mainstream schools are funded to make SEN provision.

The new audit system is based upon the assessment of individual pupils across a number of dimensions. This assessment builds up a comprehensive profile of the pupils in school at a particular point in time. The points generated by pupils are then aggregated to produce a whole-school SEN budget, which can be deployed by schools on a flexible basis.

The new model has been developed over time. Some significant changes were made to the audit criteria after the first year, following feedback from schools and in consultation with representative Headteacher groups and County Councillors. A full evaluation of the audit funding system will be carried out during the Summer Term 2004.

The guiding principles underpinning the audit approach are as follows:

1. Assessments are linked to the curriculum; this promotes and encourages good educational practice. Clear assessment for learning is essential if outcomes for pupils are to be maximised. The assessments can then be used to inform practice, set targets, monitor progress etc.

2. The system is fair and transparent and targets money towards the schools with the greatest need

3. The system promotes early and earlier intervention

4. It eliminates the perverse incentive to seek Statutory Assessment for resource reasons alone.

5. The system promotes the use of P scales, a system used nationally to recognise achievement below Level 1.

NB –The government is concerned about the patchy information available for pupils not entered for national tests. From 2005, it will be mandatory to report on progress below level 1 using P scales. There will be national collection of data which DfES and Ofsted will include P scale information in the PAT and PANDA (Removing Barriers to Achievement 3:22 –Feb. 2004)

The joint negotiating committee and schools themselves have asked us to consider ways in which the workload associated with carrying out the audit, could be reduced. A number of options are explored below, however, it is important to recognise that other factors such as management arrangements and organisational structures in schools, impact on the process. These also need to be given due attention. 

Traditional patterns of organisation, particularly in secondary schools, often with just a single SEN teacher / SENCO have remained largely unchanged for the last twenty years. Such arrangements may not be the most effective way of helping schools to respond to the current educational agenda, which has Excellence for All Children, Inclusion and Personalised Learning at its heart.

OPTIONS:
A. Audit criteria,

The set of SEN Audit criteria covers a range of dimensions; schools are required to make 6 separate assessments for each child:

Speaking & Listening 

Reading 

Writing

Mathematics (number)
Physical / medical banding

EBD (15 potential assessments against descriptors for conduct, learning and emotional development)

There are several of options for reducing the number of assessments required for each pupil:


Option
Reasons for:
Reasons against:

1.
Dispense with the  ‘speaking & listening’ scale
· Evidence over three years has shown that schools find it very difficult to evidence assessments for S & L

· S & L is given low weighting and therefore triggers a smaller number of points

· It is rare to see S & L featuring in IEPs, especially at secondary level
· This would not give a complete profile of the pupil’s attainment in English

· S & L appears to be given less weight than Reading or Writing, yet it is an important area of need that should receive due attention

· S&L is now being targeted within the Primary Strategy

2
Dispense with the numeracy scale
· Numeracy is given relatively low weighting and triggers a smaller number of points than other aspects of the audit criteria.

· Arguably, numeracy has less overall impact on curriculum access, than literacy
· Numerical skills are important and should be targeted for support where there is need.

· The Primary Strategy focuses on Wave Three support for both literacy and numeracy

· Schools have already argued that the thresholds are too low and discriminate against pupils that require (and are receiving) support.

· Removing this strand of the assessment sends a message that numeracy is less important

3
Reduce the EBD questionnaire to a few key descriptors, which would serve as an indicator of EBD rather than a full profile
· This would enable schools to focus on some key aspects of behaviour

· Would not need to provide evidence up to 15 descriptors
· It would restrict schools assessment of a wider range of behaviours

· It would encourage schools to focus in a narrow way on a few descriptors which may not capture the needs of the child

4
Dispense with the EBD questionnaire and use proxy measure(s) to allocate funding to recognise the impact this has for schools

e.g. Index for multiple deprivation

       Nos. of Statements for EBD 

       Nos. of Pastoral Support   

      Programmes
· It is extremely hard to be objective when trying to assess behaviour.

· The audit descriptors are subjective – there are no ‘standardised measures’ of behaviour

· Behaviour is a whole-school issue - the context of the school and the classroom impacts hugely on the presentation of poor behaviour

· Schools have concerns about how to produce sufficient / clear evidence for moderation 

· Collecting the evidence is time consuming

· It is difficult to moderate EBD consistently

· Interventions which schools put in place, tend to ameliorate EBD difficulties which makes it more difficult to ‘evidence need’ for the audit.

· Some behaviours as a result of social communication difficulties are already picked up through the ‘communication’ element of the physical / medical scale, this can lead to ‘double counting

· Some problem behaviours are as a result of unmet learning needs 
· Proxy measures may not be sensitive enough to pick up individual cases

· Using Statements as a measure of need introduces a perverse incentive to pursue Statutory Assessment

· During the initial consultation, EBD was the area of need most highlighted by schools as a priority for the audit.

· A balanced range of audit dimensions is needed to capture the complexity of pupils needs, in the Suffolk context with low numbers of pupils in special schools.



5
Abandon the audit criteria and develop a simpler banding, which is linked to Code of Practice Stages (A / P / S)

as per the Hampshire model
· This model is based on traditional thinking, developed over years which focuses directly on support needs

· This system matches closely with the SEN Code of Practice – it therefore complements existing procedures e.g. IEPs

· Statements are written in this way, specifying ‘amounts’ of support
· It is based on the medical model of ‘within child’ deficits

· It is not sufficiently linked to issues of teaching and learning and does not necessarily encourage schools to seek curriculum solutions

· It promotes the drive for Statements of SEN

· This approach is out of step with recent initiatives about removing barriers to learning -  the ‘problem’ rests with the child  

· It does not support schools to develop assessment practice using the P scales

· It will be mandatory from 2005 to report on attainment below level 1 using the P scales.

· Assessments are less objective and there is an incentive to ‘fit’ pupils into the higher bands

6
Dispense with the audit altogether and use proxy indicators or a formula as a basis to allocate SEN funding
· Managed at an LEA level

· No additional workload for schools
· Lack of transparency

· Proxy indicators are crude measures and do not reflect the complexity of individual schools

· The SEN audit data has shown some very significant changes for some schools across the last two audits – this demonstrates that year on year fluctuations can be great. A system of proxy indicators may not be responsive enough to reflect this.

· We are planning to introduce Early Years and Special School audits, to provide a seamless assessment process for all pupils

B. Moderation

Each year, moderation has reduced the overall number of audit points quite considerably. This year (2004) the effect of moderation was to reduce the total sample points by (14%?), last year the figure was 20%. Experience has shown that most school samples are adjusted. The scale of these adjustments varies not only year on year, but also across the different dimensions of the criteria, for example, schools could be very consistent in assessing literacy and numeracy, but be out of step with EBD or the physical / medical criteria.

The moderation sample is 100% for the first 10 pupils and 20% of the total number:

e.g.

A school entering 16 pupils would have a sample of:


10 + (20% of 16) 3 = 13

A school entering 35 pupils would have a sample of:


10+(20% of 35) 7 = 17

Headteachers have not wanted to reduce the sample size because of the potential impact on the overall budget. However, because of the large number of small schools, we are currently auditing over 50% of the total number of pupils entered.


Option
Reasons for:
Reasons against:

7
Reduce the sample size e.g.

First 5 pupils and 15% of the total:

For a school with 16 this equates to:

5+2 = 7

For a school with 35:

5 +5 = 10
· Produces a more manageable sample size

· Moderators can deal more easily with the evidence submissions

· Schools have now had three years experience and understand better what is required
· The school’s SEN budget is affected by the overall moderation of the sample, since points are scaled down proportionately

· The random sample may be unrepresentative

8
Schools who have proved to be consistently accurate over the past two audits could have ‘light touch’ monitoring, with an even smaller sample

First 5 pupils and 8%

For school with 16 this equates to:

5 +1 = 6

For a school with 35:

5 + 3 = 8
· The light touch response rewards effective practice

· There would be an incentive to become more accurate with assessment 
· Staff change and school results can vary significantly year on year

· A smaller sample may be unrepresentative

· An adverse moderation factor could have a disproportionate effect on the overall SEN budget 

9
A smaller moderation sample could be supplemented (or replaced) with a visit from an LEA monitoring team
· Members of the LSS will be reconfiguring their role to focus more on whole school assessment and provision

· ATs could be given the initial audit results and could carry out a ‘spot check’

· Initial judgements could indicate whether a more in depth moderation is required.
· Schools would need to be prepared for monitoring visits and make staff available in school

· Less opportunity for cross-area moderation

· More opportunities for ‘special pleading’

· The system is less transparent and possibly less consistent

· Requiring a team of LEA staff to undertake this work, means there is less time for more traditional support activities

· The time scale of the autumn audit is tight – field visits would have to be fitted in within this time frame in order to produce the budget by end Feb.

10
Moderation could be undertaken in pyramid groups, supported by LEA team
· Moderation happens locally

· Evidence does not have to be ‘posted off’

· Moderation events more manageable and involve more schools
· This still requires objective moderation and is likely to be time consuming

· No opportunity for cross phase moderation

· May not be so objective / consistent

· Lacks transparency across the County

11
Moderate ‘accurate’ schools over a longer cycle e.g. only every 2-3 years 
· Rewards good practice 

· Schools do not take time in proving what has already been demonstrated
· Staff can change and practice can vary year on year

· Insufficient monitoring for a significant level of delegation

C. Reducing the size of the audit

12
Pupils with Statements are not required to be entered into the audit. Levels of support specified in Statements could be agreed, outside the audit process.
· Statements are the result of a detailed assessment process – the audit duplicates work

· Not entering pupils with Statements would reduce workload

· This would enable schools to concentrate on pupils whose needs may be less well known
· This is contrary to the notion of the ‘whole school budget’ since money would again be linked to individual pupils

· There would be a dual system – some pupils audited and some not.

· Statements are not always as up to date as they could be and do not always accurately reflect current levels of performance

· Such a system would reintroduce the perverse incentive to apply for a Statement

· Statements for OLEAs do not reflect local arrangements and levels of delegation and cannot easily be translated into a Suffolk context

· It may promote the notion that support must be delivered on an individual basis and could reduce a school’s ability to make flexible arrangements

· Annual review forms already require schools to enter P scale and audit assessments, so the work has already been done

13
Reduce the number of audits – audit schools on a two yearly cycle and replicate the SEN budget for a two year period

 
· Schools would be allocated to cycle A or B, with just one group audited per year

· This would reduce the size of the of moderation
· Tracking at individual pupil level would be much less frequent

· There would be an incomplete record of pupil progress

· The profile of SEN from year to year can vary considerably. Money would be allocated by proxy and would not match need
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