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S.E.19 SEND Conversations - LAs & DfE
22nd March 2022
12:00 - 13:30

Notes of meeting

	Local Authority/ Organisation
	Attendees 

	Brighton and Hove
	Rhianned Hughes

	Buckinghamshire
	Hero Slinn

	East Sussex
	Nathan Caine

	Hampshire
	Alistair Hines

	Kent
	Rosemary Henn-Macrae

	Kent
	Paul Crulley

	Kent
	Steve Tanner

	Medway
	Wendy Vincent

	Milton Keynes
	Caroline Marriott

	Oxfordshire
	Catherine Clarke 

	Oxfordshire
	Kate Bradley

	Portsmouth
	Karen Spencer

	Portsmouth
	Liz Robinson

	RB Windsor & Maidenhead (Achieving for Children)
	David Griffiths 

	RB Windsor & Maidenhead (Achieving for Children)
	Clive Haines

	RB Windsor & Maidenhead (Achieving for Children)
	Kelly Nash

	Reading (Brighter Futures for Children)
	Hester Collicutt

	Slough
	Deborah Bowers

	Slough
	Chelsea Barnes

	Slough
	Claire Goss

	Southampton
	Kirsty Relton

	Surrey
	Julia Katherine

	Surrey
	Kathrine Everett

	West Berkshire
	Jane Seymour 

	West Sussex
	Helen Johns

	West Sussex
	Jo Hill

	Wokingham
	Jenny Hooper

	Wokingham
	Hannah Henderson

	NNPCF SE Steering Member
	Sarah Clarke

	S.E.19 SEND Advisor, DfE
	Liz Flaherty

	SESLIP Programme Manager
	Richard Tyndall

	S.E.19 SEND Network Co-ordinator
	Tracey Maytas



	No.
	Agenda item

	1.
	Welcome and background to meeting
Julia Katherine, Surrey, welcomed everyone and reiterated the online meeting protocols.
This is the last of these meetings with the current arrangements.

	2.
	Actions and matters arising from last meeting
The actions from the previous meeting were reviewed:
· SEND Network working groups: Action: Tracey to contact LAs regarding who they have signed up for these meetings. 
15/02/2022: In progress. Tracey will send a grid with who she thinks is attending on behalf of each local area for all the groups for LAs to review.  
22/03/2022: In progress. Tracey will send the grids of each LA's contact for the SE19 SEND Network groups to members of this group. Everyone to take responsibility that they are the current contacts for your areas.
· Elaine Munro to take the discussion around managing capacity and time allocated to EPs to PEPs in the South East and feed back - to find out if there are EP services that have approached this in a different way, any ideas, any learnings. 
15/2/2022: Carry action forward.
22/03/2022: Tracey to liaise with Elaine Munro for an update. Carry action forward.
· An action was agreed for Tracey and Nathan to convene a meeting with South East LAs and Benedict Coffin. 
15/02/2022: Nathan will raise it with Benedict.
22/03/2022: On agenda. Action closed.
· An action was agreed for Paul Crulley, Kent, to identify specific questions around their structure of tribunal teams for colleagues to answer and send them to Tracey to create a survey. 
15/02/2022: Carry action forward.
22/03/2022: Paul to take forward as part of Operations Managers meetings.
· Tracey to liaise with Heather Campbell about specific dates and invites for SIOD to join the SE19 SEND Network meetings. 
15/02/2022: Carry action forward.
22/03/2022: Heather is willing to join these meetings when she has a clearer idea on how SIOD will link with the regional networks. Action complete.
· Discussion: Impact of Staff Absence and Recruitment Challenges on the delivery of provision in EHCPs - regional experience of pressures: Action for Tracey to bring this item back to the agenda for next joint meeting in May.
22/03/2022: Action for next meeting.
· Tracey to forward to Liz Flaherty the names of the people who could provide her with information around tri-partite funding agreements for INMSS place costs: Sally Murray, David Griffiths, Rosemary Henn-Macrae.
22/03/2022: Action complete.

	3.
	DfE Update
Liz Flaherty, DfE SE Region SEND Advisor, tabled the embedded slides.


Regarding the SEND Review, the meeting felt it was important that there will be an implementation plan for it.
The SEND Advisor team has been increased. From 1st April, there will be two SEND Advisors in the SE region: Liz Flaherty and Mark McCurrie. Both will attend the SE19 SEND Network meetings.
Liz agreed to share the list of LAs which will be working with Liz and Mark. Embedded below.



	4.
	Feedback from HNF meeting with Benedict Coffin, DfE
Nathan Caine, East Sussex, explained that he met with Benedict Coffin for a further conversation around HNF. They discussed the following:
· How the system for high needs funding is incentivised. This might come out as part of the green paper. Nathan put forward at the meeting that at the moment the high needs funding does not do this effectively.
· Independent non-maintained sector. Some non-maintained schools can have the same top-up as independent schools or even more. There should be some parity around the expenditure in the independent non-maintained sector and the state sector, which Benedict agreed to look at.
· Problems in the funding for the state funded schools - top-up funding incentivises special schools to fill up very quickly. Benedict thought that DfE are willing to consider special schools to have some free spaces.
· There is a challenge around how the funding can work and willing to see what comes out of the green paper.
Julia commented that it reinforces the importance of working across the SE19 on funding issues because speaking with a collective voice we are going to be much stronger on our position. 
It was agreed that Tracey would invite Benedict Coffin to a future SEND Strategic Conversations meeting.

	5.
	Sharing SEND Review Activity
Liz advised not to make any assumptions of what is going to be in the SEND Review paper since there were still re-writes last week.

	6.
	Surrey Key Stage Transfer survey: Outcome
This survey was initiated by Nick King at Surrey. Six responses have been received so far. There is reasonable consistency across the figures. Anonymised version embedded below.


An action was agreed for Tracey to re-circulate it and members of this group to complete it by this time next week.

	7.
	[bookmark: _Hlk98773019]High Court Judgement re Annual Review timescales; Discussion 
Liz clarified that this item refers to the Devon Judicial Review. 
The previous understanding of regulations has been that four weeks after the annual review the LA needs to notify whether they are going to maintain, amend or cease the plan but that there is an unspecified amount of time for the proposed amendments to be shared in the EHCP. The High Court Judgement ruled that the duty of the LA following an annual review meeting where there is a proposal to amend is to issue the amendments with the copies of any evidence within four weeks of that meeting.
Liz read an email from André Imich, in which he stated that the DfE has not made a statement about the judgements. André is working with DfE colleagues to try to get a clarification. There are discussions at the DfE currently to add specificity around that time.
All LAs agreed the four weeks would be a challenge, as could another agreed timescale.
Wendy Vincent, Medway, explained that LAs struggle to get paperwork and advice back within four weeks. Any clarity the DfE could give would be helpful.
Liz agreed to respond to André on behalf of the SE19 that there is major concern and an interim holding statement around this would be helpful.
Alistair Hines, Hampshire, suggested to add a paragraph about this topic to propose a change in the SEND Review.
Karen Spencer, Portsmouth, said that there is a letter template on the IPSEA website for parents to fill in around dates when they should have the annual reviews amended. Liz agreed to feed this back as well.
Jo Hill, West Sussex, said that the content of ARs is often poor but developing LA capacity to either attend/challenge or train to improve quality is a massive challenge.
She added that 9 times out of 10 the issue is not actually what is written in the EHCPs, changing this wrongly becomes the focus of the annual review when actually it is challenging the failure to deliver what is already there that is needed.

	8.
	SEND Operations / Team Managers SEND Teams Benchmarking Survey: Outcomes 
Karen Spencer explained that this was initiated because the SEND Operations / Team Managers were interested in looking at how SEN teams across the region are organised, the types of roles, average number of cases and salaries. These inevitably have an impact on how they meet their duties.
A survey was created and a report has been put together with the responses. Embedded below.


The additional comments are very helpful in giving detail around the different types of roles. 
The SEND Operations / Team Managers agreed that some additional information might be helpful in relation to stability of teams and information around temporary / agency staff. A short survey with additional questions has been circulated to members of that group.
It was also felt that it might be helpful to share teams structures and job profiles, which will be published on the SESLIP website.
The following comments were made:
Julia thanked the group for pulling this together. It is helpful to anyone looking at the structure of their teams.
Deborah Bowers, Slough, commented that they have found that sometimes agency staff are not able to do the tasks sufficiently competently and there seems to be a lot of movement.
Hero Slinn, Buckinghamshire, suggested to take this forward to put recommendations for the SE19 region. Karen replied that they did not look at having recommendations but she agreed that it could be a good basis to look at how collectively make best use of this information. There was general agreement from the group.
The following actions were agreed:
· Members of this group to consider if there are any specific questions on the collected data and any preference on how the comparison is presented, e.g. look at spend compared with caseload levels.
· Operational managers group to consider the data at their meeting in May and come back to the SEND Strategic Conversations in June with any recommendations that might be universally helpful across the SE19.
· It was suggested to also look at the costs incurred by staff turnover.

	9.
	New Joint Inspection framework 
It is expected to come out shortly after the SEND Review. 
It was agreed to leave it as an item for future meetings to discuss the implications of the new inspection framework.

	10
	Changes for the SE19 SEND Network from April 2022; transitional arrangements and future working
Tracey went through the embedded slides, highlighting the key changes in the arrangements for supporting this network from 1st April.


Richard Tyndall, SESLIP Programme Manager, joined the meeting and presented background to the existing work of SESLIP programme across social care and education. The SE19 SEND Network is already attached to this but from 1st April SESLIP will now be funded directly by DfE to support regional SEND development. He shared the 7 key themes that the over-arching programme is working to: 
1. Workforce: Getting, keeping and developing permanent high-quality staff
2. Quality Assurance: beyond counting the number of interventions, how can we assure the quality.
3. Placement sufficiency and unregistered and unregulated placements
4. Post-covid/service priorities - How to acknowledge workforce fatigue and frame the context for the next phase
5. Co-production - focussed on improving social work and SEND practice and the visibility of successes
6. Demand/financial pressures including HNB and links to placement sufficiency
7. Partnerships: responding to health changes and promoting whole system leadership; anticipating changes in Education/SEND expectations
Details were also given on what is currently being done and what might be added to the programme.
Richard reported that the SE DCSs are fully aware about the SEND agenda with Kevin McDaniel (RBWM) acting as the lead in this. He felt that some of the general SESLIP funds might be directed to support SEND activity over and above the DfE grant.
He showed some of the content which can be found on the SESLIP website (link here), such as contacts for the region, news updated weekly. Most of the website is public access. Log-ins are required only for restricted material and that access will be granted on request by contacting Richard at richard.tyndall@richardtyndall.co.uk .
Julia remarked that this item is to give reassurance that the arrangements of the SE19 Network are changing but the work established will continue.

On behalf of the network, Julia thanked Tracey for all the work she has done in establishing, maintaining and keeping the work of the network. A round of applause was given to Tracey.

	11
	AoB
· Brief feedback from SE19 SEND Steering Group 16th March (notes to follow):
The notes are on the website. Tracey will circulate them.
· PfA Survey - more responses please:
A plea was made to respond to the PfA survey which went to the LA leads. The responses received so far suggest that having more information on that could be really interesting.

	Future meeting dates: 
· Tuesday 10th May 2022 - Joint meeting

	Future topics:
· SEND Review (standing item)
· New Joint Inspection framework (standing item)
· Impact of Staff Absence and Recruitment Challenges on the delivery of provision in EHCPs - regional experience of pressures (May joint meeting)
Please send any items or questions and queries you would like to discuss with colleagues to Tracey.




	Summary of Actions

	· SEND Network working groups: Action: Tracey to contact LAs regarding who they have signed up for these meetings. 
22/03/2022: In progress. Tracey will send the grids of each LA's contact for the SE19 SEND Network groups to members of this group. Everyone to take responsibility that they are the current contacts for your areas.
· Elaine Munro to take the discussion around managing capacity and time allocated to EPs to PEPs in the South East and feed back - to find out if there are EP services that have approached this in a different way, any ideas, any learnings. 
22/03/2022: Tracey to liaise with Elaine Munro for an update. Carry action forward.
· Paul Crulley, Kent, to identify specific questions around their structure of tribunal teams for colleagues to answer and send them to Tracey to create a survey. 
22/03/2022: Paul to take forward as part of Operations Managers meetings.
· Tracey to invite Benedict Coffin to a future SEND Strategic Conversations meeting.
· Key Stage Transfer survey: Tracey to re-circulate it and members of this group to complete it by this time next week.
· High Court Judgement re Annual Review timescales - Actions: 
· Liz agreed to respond to André on behalf of the SE19 that there is major concern and an interim holding statement around this would be helpful.
· She also agreed to feed back to the DfE that there is a letter template on the IPSEA for parents to fill in around dates when they should have the annual reviews amended.
· SEND Teams benchmarking survey - Actions:
· Members of this group to consider if there are any specific questions on the collected data and any preference on how the comparison is presented, e.g. look at spend compared with caseload levels.
· Operational managers group to consider the data at their meeting in May and come back to the SEND Strategic Conversations in June with any recommendations that might be universally helpful across the SE19.
· It was suggested to also look at the costs of staff turnover.
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1. The SEND Review

2. Covid recovery - Support the full return to school and college

3. SEND business as usual

Supporting Children and Young People with SEND: Current Priorities







The SEN system – more….

1,083,083 pupils on SEN Support: increasing since 2015

Increase in total number of EHCPs held: +11% (2019-20)

The highest number of EHC plans: 430,697 children and young people aged 0-25 

20 week timeliness of assessments: 58% in 2020 (down from 60% in 2019). And wave data showing circa 51%

95% of all EHC needs assessments lead to a EHC plan

Increase in numbers of specialist placements

More appeals to SENDIST.

LA high needs budget challenges





The SEND Review

The SEND review is committed to finding ways to: 

improve the outcomes of children and young people; 

support mainstream education to fulfil their responsibilities;

It aims to 

Reduce local variation

Improve early intervention 

Make clearer the support and services everyone should be able to expect 

Have funding and accountability systems in place which support this 

Make sure changes proposed are supported and understood across health and care services, as well as education providers
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The Review – moving forward

Supported by a steering group that includes government departments with reps of parents, schools, colleges and early years, local government, health and care and independent experts. 

The Review team is continuing to work with a wider range of organisations to hear further from young people, parents and those who work with them so they can inform and challenge our thinking.

Aiming to publish proposals in the first quarter of 2022 (Hopefully next week, no promises)







Impact of the pandemic on children and young people – Research evidence

The impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on primary school children’s learning (Juniper Education, Feb 2021).

SEND: old issues, new issues, next steps (Ofsted, June 2021).

Special schools' and colleges' experiences of the Covid-19 pandemic, May 2021 (NFER/ Ask Research, July 2021).

‘Then there was silence’ - The Impact of the Pandemic on Disabled CYP and their Families, Pears Foundation and Disabled Partnership (DCP) Publication (Sept 2021).
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2. Covid recovery - Support the full return to school and college





Attendance as at 3 Feb 2022

Primary schools: 91.9% (was 89.1% on 20 Jan)

Secondary schools: 86.2% (was 85.9% on 20 Jan) 

Special schools: 80.5%  (was 78.4% on 20 Jan)

Alternative provision: 57.1% (was 50.8% on 20 Jan)

EHCPs: Primary 89%; Secondary 80%

3.9% of all pupils on roll did not attend school for COVID-19 related reasons
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To promote excellent attendance, schools and local authorities should continue to:

Communicate clear and consistent expectations around attendance to families.

Work with pupils who are reluctant or anxious about attending or who are at risk of disengagement.

Use measures such as the additional recovery funding, attendance staff, resources and pupil premium funding, as well as existing pastoral and support services

Work closely with other professionals

Have contingency/ outbreak management plans in place
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Remote education

Individuals should only be asked to stay home for Covid-related reasons if they are symptomatic or have tested positive

Schools should support those who need to self-isolate

Remote education provided should be equivalent in length to the core teaching pupils would receive in school.

Not a panacea in itself - schools should work collaboratively with families and put in place reasonable adjustments.

Issues from parent point of view

Does not have ability to concentrate and learn at home

Struggles because of the lack of routine 

Struggles because of lack of interaction with other children 

As a parent, not confident to support my child with school work
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Delivery of therapies

OT Survey (Sept 2021) - Barriers to OT delivery cited include: restricted access to schools; workforce issues, inc. understaffed teams; increased demand; backlog.

Sept 2021 – DfE published  “Delivery of specialist 1:1 and group interventions for CYP in education settings”

Emphasises:

a return to providing interventions as usual.

education settings to welcome all specialist staff and to facilitate their work with CYP.

the need for health, education providers and LAs to actively engage with families.
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Recovery support across education sector 

Support since June 2020 has included: 

A universal £650 million catch-up premium to help all pupils make up for missed learning.

National tutoring programme – 3 routes: tuition partners; academic mentors; school-led tutoring 

An oral language intervention programme for reception-aged children

A 16 to 19 tuition fund (focus on SEND)

Summer school programmes

Funding allocations greater for specialist settings

Spending Review 2021: £1 billion Recovery Premium for next 2 academic years for schools “to help schools to deliver evidence-based approaches to support the most disadvantaged pupils”.
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Identifying pupils with SEND (March 21) 

The primary school a child attends makes more difference to their chances of being identified with SEND than anything about them as an individual, their experiences or what LA they live in.

Over half of all variation in SEND identification is explained by which school child attends. 

True for EHCP as well as School Support.

Disadvantage matters, and is associated with higher levels of SEND.
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3. SEND business as usual





Inaccurate identification of SEND

Underachievement, sometimes due to a poorly designed or taught curriculum, is sometimes wrongly labelled as ‘SEND’. 

Pupils who are not taught to read well in the early stages of their primary education are particularly susceptible to being wrongly identified as having SEND because they cannot access the curriculum.

A risk that some children may be wrongly labelled as having SEND simply because they are struggling having had extended periods away from the education setting





SEND: old issues, new issues, next steps (Ofsted 2021)
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Equality Act 2010 and disability

Schools are allowed, and are expected, to treat disabled pupils more favourably than non-disabled pupils, and in some cases are required to do so, by making reasonable adjustments to put them on a more level footing with pupils without disabilities.

A school must not discriminate against a disabled pupil because of something that is a consequence of their disability – for example by not allowing a disabled pupil on crutches outside at break time because it would take too long for her to get out and back.
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What examples are there of reasonable adjustments that don’t cost anything?







Reasonable adjustments - examples

		Wearing a hoodie and being able to put up his hood if he has sensory overload		Round neck version of school tee shirt instead of polo shirt collar

		Time out cards		Laptop

		Walk around when needing a break		Writing slope

		Going to sensory room when needed		Sitting next to best friend

		Going to toilet at any time		Can walk out of assembly if need to

		Later starts		Choice of where to eat dinner

		Arriving late without interrogation		Changing for PE is optional

		No homework		Being able to sit on a chair instead of carpet

		Teacher to talk through homework tasks		







Children’s Commissioner – Big ASK Survey (I)

No differences between children with and without SEN in:  

happiness, 

important factors for their future, 

worries for the future, and 

perceptions about life compared to that of their parents. 

Children with SEN placed high importance on having: 

a good job or career, 

enough money to buy the things they need, and 

a good education in the future.
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Children’s Commissioner – Big ASK Survey (II)

Aspects of their lives that children with SEN were most unhappy with were: 

their mental health, 

choice of things to do in local area, and 

life at school or college.

Children with SEN wanted teachers to have more training to equip them with learning materials and teaching approaches that would work for them.

They also wanted easier routes to diagnosis within school, easier access to treatment, and more awareness within school of different types of SEND. 
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% of pupils with identified SEN – Range across individual LAs (2021 census)

				England Average		Range across LAs

		EHC plans		3.7%		1.7% - 5.5%

		SEN Support		12.2%		7.7% - 16.9%



		Total SEN		15.8%		10.9% - 21.3%







Assessments/ reviews

Annual review – timeliness of completion.

School phase transfers (e.g. Y2, Y6) by 15 Feb.

Post-16 transfers - LAs must have issued final EHC plans in line with 31 March timescales. 

Essential for all phase transfers to be completed on time so that preparations for Sept can be finalised.

Reminder of importance that provision sections of EHC plan “must be detailed and specific and should normally be quantified”.
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Supporting transition to post-16

12% secondary teachers surveyed were involved with supporting pupils with SEND transition to post-16 provision. 

When asked about specific barriers faced: 

70% cited young people being very unsure of what they want to do when they transition 

63% cited COVID-19 restrictions limiting opportunity for transition visits. 

18% reported experiencing no barriers













Funding

Spending Review - committed £2.6 billion over the next three years for school places for children and young people with SEND

An additional £1.6bn for schools and high needs in 2022-23

High needs funding will be c£9b in 2022-23





Priorities: At the core of recovery

Business as usual – getting it right.

High quality teaching and support for pupils with SEND - Evidence-based practices and interventions.

Encouraging attendance; reducing exclusions; preventing bullying; applying reasonable adjustments.

Co-production with parents and young people.

Effective use of SENCo knowledge and skills.

An inclusive school culture – thinking SEND across the Board.
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Knowing your population

		 		SEN Support
						EHC plans
				

		 		18/19		19/20		20/21		18/19		19/20		20/21

		 England		11.9%		12.1%		12.2%		3.1%		3.3%		3.7% 

		 My LA		??%		??%		??%		??%		??%		??%

		 My school		??%		??%		??%		??%		??%		??%
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[bookmark: _Toc69146701][bookmark: _Toc373392871][bookmark: _Toc511903637]Executive Summary


This report presents findings from the third wave of the School Snapshot Panel (run in March 2021), a panel run by IFF Research on behalf of the Department for Education.


It covers key issues affecting schools during the COVID-19 pandemic, including:


Catch-up education;


Support for pupils with SEND; and


Mass testing in schools.


[bookmark: _Toc69146702]A note on the reporting


The report covers questions asked about the individual experiences of teachers and leaders, and others asked of leaders at the school level.


Two types of weighting were applied to the data, depending on whether questions were asking for school-level or individual-level answers from leaders and teachers. Where responses from ‘leaders’ and ‘teachers’ are referred to in the report, individual-level weighting has been applied. Where responses from ‘schools’ are referred to, leaders have answered the survey question and a school-level weighting has been applied so the findings are representative of the school population as a whole. Further detail on the weighting approach can be found in the methodology section on page 12.


Findings from each wave should be interpreted in the context of the schools Covid-19 guidelines in place at that time. From 8th March 2021, schools were fully reopened to all children, and the survey explored the experiences of school leaders and teachers since the reopening.


Caution should be taken when comparing results between waves as any changes and patterns to reported behaviours or attitudes may be impacted by the guidelines in place at each timepoint.


[bookmark: _Toc69146703]Early Career Teachers (ECT)


From September 2021, early career teachers (ECT) will be expected to complete a two-year induction process. 68% of school leaders were Aawareness of the changes to the ECT statutory induction process was mixed, with one-in-three (32%) schools unaware of the changes. This is an increase of 20% from the snapshot survey in February. A similar proportion (31% of schools) had started making preparations for the changes, while one-in-five (21%) were not expecting an ECT to join the schools in September 2021 and one-in-10 (12%) had not started making preparations, despite being aware that the process was changing.	Comment by BLURTON, Frances: Please can we phrase this in the positive- I wouldn't describe 68% as mixed! 


Confidence relating to implementation of the changes to the ECT induction process was high among schools expecting to host an ECT in September 2021. The vast majority (83%) of schools reported feeling confident; around one-in-ten (9%) were not confident.


[bookmark: _Toc69146704]Educational technology


Schools reported whether pupils at their school had been given access to laptops, tablets and the internet during the COVID-19 pandemic. Access to laptops or tablets was more prevalent than access to the internet: nearly all (97%) schools reported that some pupils at their school had been given access to laptops or tablets, and around two-thirds (63%) of schools had given some pupils help to access the internet. These findings were echoed by teachers, nine-in-10 (91%) of whom reported that pupils had been given access to laptops or tablets, and just under half (48%) reported pupils been given help to access the internet.


Teachers reported that access to educational technology had helped them in a range of ways, most prominently in teaching pupils the curriculum remotely (48% reported this had helped to a great extent) and increasing engagement with remote learning (45%).


Schools that had provided pupils with access to laptops and tablets were asked about their plans for these as pupils returned to school. Most (73%) schools planned to request either some (35%) or all (38%) laptops and tablets to be returned, with a minority (12%) planning to continue to loan them out to all pupils that received them.


Schools that planned for at least some laptops and tablets to be returned to the school planned to use them in three main ways:


To distribute them for remote education use on a flexible basis in the event of further school disruption (74%);


For general in-school learning (72%); and


To support catch-up education (70%).


[bookmark: _Toc69146705]Catch-up education


Teachers reported how far behind their pupils were in their learning. They most commonly reported that their pupils were, on average, either 1-3 months (30%) or 4-6 months (29%) behind in their learning, but one-in-seven (14%) reported that their pupils were more than 6 months behind. Primary teachers generally felt that their pupils were further behind (19% reported their pupils were more than 6 months behind, compared with 9% of secondary teachers).


Teachers were also asked which resources they would find most helpful in supporting their pupils’ academic recovery. Of the list covered in the survey, access to programmes designed to engage children needing additional support was considered a helpful resource by the highest proportion of teachers (63%). Set texts were considered a helpful resource by the lowest proportion (17%).


Schools reported the measures they were taking to help pupils catch up on lost learning. The most common measure provided by schools was targeted interventions. This encompassed a range of strategies, including teachers leading intervention groups while supply teachers covered lessons, interventions for key year groups (e.g., Year 10 and 13) and interventions for specialist subjects or skills areas (e.g., engineering or phonics). 


Relatedly, schools were asked if they were delivering the same range of subjects since schools reopened as they would typically, with the majority (88%) reporting that they were (12% reported they were not).


[bookmark: _Toc69146706]Attendance


Leaders and teachers were asked how concerned they were about various factors relating to school attendance. Both groups tended to be most concerned about pupil disengagement from learning – 15% of leaders, and 34% of teachers were concerned about this to a great extent.	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: @SCHOFIELD, Eve flagging for info



[bookmark: _Toc69146707]Special Educational Needs and Disability (SEND)


Both schools and teachers were significantly more likely to agree that they could support pupils with SEND in the March survey than previously (87% and 54% of leaders and teachers agreed with this statement in March, compared with 73% and 49% in the late and early February surveys respectively).


The barriers to supporting these pupils centred around capacity in the workforce (85% of leaders reported this as a barrier), and 78% reported a lack of time as a barrier.


[bookmark: _Toc69146708]Mass testing


At the time of the March 2021 survey, most (70%) secondary schools reported that their pupils were administering COVID-19 tests at home, either only at home (51%) or mostly at home (20%). Roughly one-in-five (22%) reported that their pupils were administering tests in school (with 13% reporting mostly, and 9% reporting only in school). 


Having enough staff to oversee the tests represented the biggest challenge to schools: the vast majority (81%) of secondary schools reported this had been challenging. Other key challenges included testing on site when pupils returned to school (69%) and collating test information and results from pupils (68%). 


[bookmark: _Toc69146709]The school day


Schools were asked how long pupils were expected to be in school for each day prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. The average school day pre-COVID-19 was relatively consistent in length, with 93% of schools reporting the school day lasted between 6 and 7 hours. The average school day across all schools was 6 hours and 29 minutes, with two-thirds (64%) of schools having a school day that lasted between 6 hours 20 minutes and 6 hours 35 minutes.


[bookmark: _Toc69146710]Introduction


This report details findings from the March 2021 wave of the School Snapshot Panel, a panel of leaders and teachers sampled from the Schools Workforce Census to provide rapid feedback to the Department for Education during the COVID-19 pandemic. 


The five-minute survey covered a range of topical issues in education following the reopening of schools to all pupils from the 8th March. This involved all pupils returning to school and education being delivered in the classroom.


[bookmark: _Hlk67037726]In this report there is occasional reference to findings from previous School Snapshot Surveys (including the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey run in May 2020). Due to differences in methodology between the School Snapshot Survey and the School Snapshot Panel, direct comparisons should be treated with caution.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The School Snapshot Survey was administered to one leader and three teachers at each school sampled, whereas the School Snapshot Panel is a randomised sample of leaders and teachers taken from the schools workforce census data. Therefore, teachers are invited from schools that may not have been sampled for a leader survey. ] 



[bookmark: _Toc69146711]Methodology


The School Snapshot Panel consists of a group of teachers and leaders that have agreed to participate in short regular research surveys on topical issues in education. Teachers and leaders agreed to be part of the panel in late 2020 and early 2021. They were recruited from school workforce census data provided by the Department for Education. One leader from each chosen school was invited to take part. Teachers were selected from the full population of teachers, meaning at some school multiple teachers were invited to participate.


The survey was administered online, and the fieldwork period was one week, from the 19th March to the 26th March 2021. Leaders and teachers received an email invite and two reminder emails as required.


The tables below show the response rate for leaders and teachers, within each school phase, for the survey.






[bookmark: _Toc69146461]Table 1. Response rate by key group


			


			Leaders


			Teachers





			


			Primary


			Secondary


			Primary


			Secondary





			Starting sample 


			1,372


			754


			969


			866





			Complete surveys


			755


			291


			694


			568





			Response rate


			55%


			39%


			72%


			66%








[bookmark: _Toc69146712]Weighting


[bookmark: _Toc4160220][bookmark: _Toc4941094][bookmark: _Toc7449646][bookmark: _Toc7450133]Two types of weighting were applied to the data, depending on whether questions were asking for school-level or individual-level answers from leaders and teachers.


School-level weighting 


At the analysis stage, the school-level/leaders’ data was grossed up to the overall population of schools. This process corrects for the over-sampling of secondary schools (relative to the proportion of the population that they represent) so that the findings can be interpreted as being representative of all (in scope) state-funded schools.


[bookmark: _Toc4160221][bookmark: _Toc4941095][bookmark: _Toc7449647][bookmark: _Toc7450134]The population data for weighting was drawn from Get Information about Schools (GIAS). 


Teachers / individual weighting 


For the analysis on a teacher rather than a school base, the responses from leaders and classroom teachers were combined and weighted together to the overall population of teachers. The population data for the teachers weighting was taken from the Schools Workforce Census based on November 2019 data (the most current available data). 


[bookmark: _Toc4160169][bookmark: _Toc7449589][bookmark: _Toc7451151][bookmark: _Toc26368487][bookmark: _Toc28860056][bookmark: _Toc36132767][bookmark: _Toc37949241][bookmark: _Toc38894911][bookmark: _Toc41989190][bookmark: _Toc42258291][bookmark: _Toc44059180][bookmark: _Toc44078996][bookmark: _Toc44530264][bookmark: _Toc46848814][bookmark: _Toc48893818][bookmark: _Toc48913245][bookmark: _Toc69146713][bookmark: _Toc49442653]Interpreting the findings	


[bookmark: _Hlk38272783]Data presented in this report is from a sample of teachers and senior leaders rather than the total population of teachers and leaders. Although the leader sample and the teacher sample have been weighted to be nationally representative (by school type and by teacher demographics), the data is still subject to sampling error. The extent of sampling error depends on the sampling approach (the closer it is to a random sample the less the sampling error), the sample size (the larger the sample the lower the likely sampling error) and the survey result (the closer to 50% the less confident statistically we are in the finding).


Given the sample size in the research (2,263), statistically we can be 95% confident that for a survey finding of 50% based on all respondents, the ‘true’ value (if all leaders and teachers had answered rather than a sample of 2,263) lies within a +/- 2.1% range of this figure (i.e. 47.9% - 52.1%). Results based on a sub-set of schools interviewed are subject to a wider margin of error. For example, for results among school leaders, we can be 95% confident that for a survey result of 50% the sampling error is +/- 3.0%.


Differences between sub-groups and previous waves are only commented on in the text if they are statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, unless otherwise stated, i.e. statistically we can be 95% confident that the differences are ‘real’ differences and not a result of the fact that the findings are based on a sample of schools rather than a census of all schools


[bookmark: _Hlk530359967]Free School Meal (FSM) entitlement is used as a proxy for deprivation levels at the school. All schools in England were listed in ascending order of the proportion of their pupils that are entitled to FSM. This ordered list was then split into five equal groups (or quintiles). Quintile 1, which is referred to as the ‘lowest proportion’ throughout the report represents the schools with the lowest proportion of pupils entitled to FSM. This group thus equates to the schools with the least disadvantaged/deprived pupil population. The proportion of pupils entitled to FSM increases progressively as the quintiles increase. In the report, significant differences tend to be tested between schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils and schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils. 


Due to rounding to the nearest whole number, percentages may not total to exactly 100% or precisely reflect statistics provided in the data tables.


In this report there is occasional reference to findings from previous School Snapshot Surveys (including the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey run in May 2020). It should be noted that due to differences in methodology between the School Snapshot Survey and the School Snapshot Panel, direct comparisons should be treated with caution.





[bookmark: _Toc69146714][bookmark: _Hlk61611046]Early Career Teachers


From September 2021, as part of government reforms, early career teachers (ECT) will be required to complete a two-year induction process. The reforms are part of the government’s teacher recruitment and retention strategy, which aims to improve the training and development opportunities available to teachers. In this context, the SSP March survey covered:


Whether schools and had started making preparations for the changes to the ECT statutory induction process (and whether they were aware of the changes); and 


How confident schools were that they will be able to implement the changes from September 2021.


[bookmark: _Toc69146715]Preparations for changes to the ECT induction process


Schools were in a range of situations in relation to their awareness of, and preparation for, the changes to the ECT induction process (see Figure 1):


· 68% hadOne-in-three (32%) had not heard that the induction process was changing;	Comment by BLURTON, Frances: Again can we frame in the positive- 


· One-in-three (31%) had started making preparations for the changes – although they were more likely to need further guidance (24%) than not (7%);


· One-in-five (21%) were not expecting an ECT to join the schools in September 2021;


· One-in-10 (12%) had not started making preparations, despite being aware that the process was changing; and


· A minority (4%) had already made all necessary preparations as they were part of the ECT early rollout of the Early Career Framework reforms.


There were notable differences by phase. Secondary schools were significantly more likely to have started making preparations for the changes to the ECT induction process, with over half (55%) reporting this (36% needed and 19% did not need further guidance). This compared with around a quarter 26% of primary schools (22% needed further guidance, 5% did not).


Primary schools, on the other hand, were significantly more likely to report they did not expect to have an ECT joining the school in September (25% vs. 3% of secondary schools).








[bookmark: _Ref68766439][bookmark: _Toc69146751]Figure 1. Schools’ preparations for the changes to the ECT induction process from September 2021


[image: ]


Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. A1/A2: All schools (n=1,046); Primary (n=755); Secondary (n=291). * Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary schools.


The following schools were more likely to report that they had started making preparations for the changes to the ECT induction process:


· Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils (35%, compared with 25% of schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils); and


· Urban schools (37%, compared with 14% of rural schools).


[bookmark: _Toc69146716]Confidence in implementing changes to the ECT induction process


Schools that expect an ECT to join in September were asked how confident they felt that they would be able to implement the changes to the ECT induction process from September 2021.


The vast majority (83%) of schools reported feeling confident; around one-in-ten (9%) were not confident.


Confidence was strongly correlated to whether schools had started to prepare for the change to the ECT induction process (see Figure 2).


Schools in the following situations were particularly confident they would be able to implement the changes (significantly more than the 83% average):


· Schools that were part of the ECT induction early rollout (100%); and


· Schools that had started preparing for the changes and did not need further guidance (99%).


On the other hand, schools that had not started preparing were significantly more likely to report that they did not feel confident (20%, compared with 9% on average).


[bookmark: _Ref68786273]



[bookmark: _Toc69146752]Figure 2. Confidence among schools that they will be able to implement the changes to the ECT induction process from September 2021


[image: ]


Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. A3: Schools that expect to have early career teachers join in September 2021 (n=520). * Indicates a significant difference between school types in relation to their preparations for changes to the ECT induction process.


There were differences by phase, with primary schools significantly more likely to report they were not confident (10%, compared with 5% of secondary schools). These differences reflect differences explored earlier in this section of the report: secondary schools were significantly more likely to have begun making preparations for the changes to the ECT induction process than primary schools.


[bookmark: _Toc69146717]Educational technology


Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, pupils engaging in remote education have been supported to access learning through educational technology (i.e., physical devices such as laptops and tablets, as well as internet access).	Comment by WILLIAMS, Kim: @SHANKS, Leonie and Peter Woodcock – could you please add any further policy background here?



In this context, questions in the March survey covered:


· Whether pupils at their school had been given access to laptops or tablets, and the internet;


· The benefits of this access to teachers; and


· Schools’ future plans regarding how to use laptops or tablets that had been given to pupils.


[bookmark: _Toc69146718]Supporting pupils’ access to educational technology (schools)


[bookmark: _Hlk68883295]Schools providing access to laptops or tablets was more prevalent than providing access to the internet, although both were common. Nearly all (97%) schools reported that some pupils at their school had been given access to laptops or tablets, and around two-thirds (63%) had given some pupils help to access the internet (see Figure 3).


Laptops and tablets were more likely to be provided through a government scheme than through the school directly (81% vs. 67%, respectively), whereas access to the internet was just as likely to be provided through the school (39% vs. 40% through a government scheme).


[bookmark: _Ref68851730][bookmark: _Toc69146753]Figure 3. Whether pupils had been given access to laptops or tablets and help to access the internet (schools)


[image: ]Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. B4/B5: All schools (n=1,046).


Secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to report that pupils were given access to laptops or tablets (100% vs. 96%) and help to access the internet (90% vs. 57%).


Significantly more schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils had provided access to laptops or tablets through a government scheme (88% vs. 71% of schools with the lowest proportion). Access to the internet was also more frequently seen at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils (through either the school or a government scheme) (87% vs. 42% of schools with the lowest proportion).






[bookmark: _Toc69146719]Benefits of access to educational technology 


Teachers were also asked about the extent to which providing pupils with access to educational technology (laptops, tablets or the internet) had helped them with a range of issues relating to delivering remote education.


As shown in Figure 4, access to educational technology had a positive impact on all issues covered in the survey.


Providing access for pupils to educational technology was most likely to help teachers in the following ways:


· Teaching pupils the curriculum remotely (48% reported this had helped to a great extent);


· Increasing engagement with remote learning (45%); 	Comment by WARREN, Elizabeth: This says 43% in data tables?


· Monitoring engagement with remote learning (43%); and 


· Enabling teachers to communicate and interact with pupils (41%).


[bookmark: _Ref68776967][bookmark: _Toc69146754]Figure 4. Extent to which access to educational technology helped teachers with the following


[image: ]Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. B3: Teachers with pupils that have been given access to laptops/tablets or the internet (n=1,123).


Secondary teachers were significantly more likely to report that providing pupils with access to educational technology helped with: 


· Teaching pupils the curriculum remotely (53% vs. 43% of primary teachers reported access helped to a great extent); and 


· Tracking pupils’ progress (34% vs. 19%).


On the other hand, significantly more primary teachers felt providing access had helped with monitoring pupil wellbeing and welfare to a great extent (26% vs. 19% of secondary teachers).


[bookmark: _Toc69146720]Future plans for loaned laptops and tablets


Schools were asked about their plans for the laptops and tablets they had given to students during the COVID-19 pandemic.


Most (73%) schools planned to request either some (35%) or all (38%) laptops and tablets to be returned, with a minority (12%) planning to continue to loan them out to all pupils that received them.


Primary and secondary schools had markedly different plans (see Figure 5). Secondary schools were significantly more likely to continue loaning out at least some laptops and tablets, with 10% expecting all laptops to be returned, compared with 44% of primary schools.


[bookmark: _Ref68856211][bookmark: _Toc69146755]Figure 5. Whether schools will ask for loaned laptops and tablets to be returned


[image: ]Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. B6: Leaders with pupils that have been given access to laptops/tablets (n=1,016); Primary (n=725); Secondary (n=291). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.


Schools with the highest proportions of FSM pupils were significantly less likely to expect laptops and tablets to be returned; a quarter (27%) reported that all laptops and tablets would be returned, compared with half (50%) of schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils.


Schools that planned for at least some laptops and tablets to be returned were asked about how they would use these laptops. Schools planned to use them in three main ways (see Figure 6):


· To distribute them for remote education use on a flexible basis in the event of further school disruption (74%);


· For general in-school learning (72%); and


· To support catch-up (70%). 


Primary and secondary schools generally expected to use returned laptops and tablets in similar ways. However, significantly more primary than secondary schools reported that returned laptops would be used for in-school learning with a specific focus on building digital skills and literacy (44% vs. 33%).


[bookmark: _Ref68856646][bookmark: _Toc69146756]Figure 6. How returned laptops and tablets will will be used by schools


[image: ]Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. B7: If laptops/tablets will be returned to school (n=726); Primary (n=550); Secondary (n=176). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.


Schools with the highest proportions of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than to plan to use returned laptops and tablets in the following ways:


· To distribute them for remote education use on a flexible basis in the event of further school disruption (82% vs. 70% of schools with the lowest proportion);


· To support catch-up (83% vs. 65%); and


· For in-school learning focussed on digital skills and literacy (54% vs. 35%).


[bookmark: _Toc69146721]Catch up education	Comment by SCHOFIELD, Eve: Just FYI language around this has changed to 'education recovery' can you make sure it's changed throughout please	Comment by SCHOFIELD, Eve [2]: @ROWSON, Juliet @MCKINLAY, Polly @GILCHRIST, Dominic I think the policy para should go here, need 3-4 lines 


As a result of school closures during the past year, schools have engaged in various measures to help pupils catch up with education they may have missed. In the March survey, leaders and teachers were asked about:


How far behind in their learning pupils at the school were; 


Measures provided to help pupils catch up on learning they may have missed; and


Whether certain subjects or aspects of the curriculum had been prioritised since schools fully reopened on March 8th, 2021.


The Prime Minister committed to working with parents, teachers, and education providers to develop a long-term plan to help schools support pupils make up their learning over the course of this Parliament. These insights will support us to identify the best ways to support children who have missed learning as a result of school closures.


[bookmark: _Toc69146722]Length of time pupils are behind in their learning


Teachers most commonly reported that, on average, their pupils were either 1-3 months (30%) or 4-6 months (29%) behind in their learning, although one-in-seven (14%) reported that their pupils were more than 6 months behind (see Figure 7).


Primary teachers generally felt their pupils were further behind than secondary teachers; they were significantly more likely to report their pupils were: 


4-6 months behind (34%, compared with 24% of secondary teachers); and 


More than 6 months behind (19%, compared with 9% of secondary teachers).






[bookmark: _Ref68787897][bookmark: _Toc69146757]Figure 7 How far behind teachers think the pupils in their classes are, by school phase


[image: ]


Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. C2: All teachers (n=1,217); Primary (n=649); Secondary (n=568). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.


There were differences by FSM quintile. Teachers based at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to report that their pupils were further behind in their learning. One-in-four (23%) of these teachers reported that their pupils were more than 6 months behind, compared with one-in-10 (9%) teachers based at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils.


A similar question was asked in the December 2020 Teacher and Leader Panel, with a similar proportion (46%) of teachers reporting that their pupils were more than three months behind in their learning (compared with 43% in March 2021). In the December 2020 survey, however, teachers were significantly more likely to report their pupils were 1-3 months behind (45%, compared with 30% in March 2021). Due to differences in question wording (there were no ‘4-6 months’ or ‘more than 6 months’ options), and the makeup of that panel, differences should be treated with caution.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Please see the School Snapshot Panel Technical Report for more details on the differences between both panels: LINK TBC.] 



[bookmark: _Toc69146723]Resources to support pupils’ academic recovery


As a follow up, teachers were asked which resources they would find most helpful in supporting their pupils’ academic recovery.


Of the list covered in the survey, access to programmes designed to engage children needing additional support was considered a helpful resource by the highest proportion of teachers (63%). Set texts were considered a helpful resource by the lowest proportion (17%).


There were notable differences by school phase, with primary and secondary teachers considering different resources to be helpful (see Figure 8). Primary teachers were significantly more likely to consider the following useful:


· Access to programmes designed to engage those children needing additional support (71%, compared with 55% secondary teachers);


· Fiction books (45% vs. 15%); and


· Set texts (20% vs. 14%).


Secondary teachers, on the other hand, were significantly more likely to consider the following useful:


· Workbooks (51%, compared with 34% primary teachers); and 


· Textbooks (37% vs. 25%).








[bookmark: _Ref68710554]



[bookmark: _Toc69146758]Figure 8 Resources teachers would find helpful to support pupils’ academic recover, by school phase


[image: ]


Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. C9: All teachers (n=1,217); Primary (n=649); Secondary (n=568). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.


Teachers based at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to report that a range of resources would be helpful, most notably:


· Access to programmes designed to engage those children needing additional support (69%, compared with 58% of teachers at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils);


· Workbooks (49% vs. 30%); and


· Fiction books (36% vs. 26%).






[bookmark: _Toc69146724]Measures to help pupils catch up on remote education


[bookmark: _Ref64462075]Schools were asked about their experiences providing measures to help pupils catch up on lost learning: 


· During the school closures of spring term 2021; and


· When schools had fully reopened on 8th March 2021.


[bookmark: _Toc69146725]Measures provided during school closures (spring term 2021)


Two-in-three (68%) schools reported that they were able to provide measures to help pupils learning remotely catch up on learning they may have missed during school closures in the spring term. While there were no differences by phase, there were key differences by academy status, with primary academies significantly more likely to report they had been able to provide measures (72%, compared with 64% of primary non-academies).


[bookmark: _Toc69146726]Measures provided since schools fully reopened (from 8th March 2021)


Schools’ plans to help pupils catch up on any learning they may have missed following the reopening of schools on 8th March were wide-ranging.


Targeted interventions


By some margin the most common measure provided by schools to help pupils catch up on any learning they may have missed was targeted interventions. This encompassed a range of strategies, including teachers leading intervention groups while supply teachers covered lessons, interventions for key year groups (e.g., Year 10 and 13) and interventions for specialist subjects or skills areas (e.g., engineering or phonics). Primary schools were more likely to report this than secondary schools.


“[We’ve provided] additional targeted support for children with the biggest gaps in the form of before and after school classes.”


Leader, primary school






“We are not planning extra lessons for most pupils as we continued with full online lessons throughout. We are offering bespoke support for key individuals who we were not able to engage during lockdown or had difficulty in accessing the provision.”


Leader, secondary school


Assessments to identify knowledge gaps


Another common measure provided by schools was assessments or reviews to identify gaps in pupils’ knowledge. This was most likely to be provided by schools with a view to developing suitable strategies to address knowledge gaps during the summer term. Schools adopted various means of assessing need, from formal gap analysis tools and learning provider tests (e.g. NFER tests) to more informal teacher assessments in the classroom. Primary schools were more likely to be providing this measure than secondary schools.


“Following initial assessments of pupils, we have planned in opportunities to cover missed learning and gaps in pupil learning. Summer term units have been altered accordingly.”


Leader, primary school


“We have led CPD on assessment to identify individual needs and have talked about ways of filling gaps identified.”


Leader, secondary school


Tutoring or mentoring programmes


A similar proportion of schools reported that they had provided support to pupils through tutoring or mentoring programmes, although secondary schools were more likely to be providing this than primary schools. Schools most frequently cited the National Tutoring Programme and academic mentors to support their students catch up with learning they may have missed. For many, these were programmes they were already engaging with, but others were planning to engage with the tutoring programme for the first time.


“We have already engaged two very experienced teachers through the National Tutoring Programme they began with us on the 8th March.”


Leader, primary school


Other plans


Other, less common, plans schools reported included adapting timetables or providing extra classes, adapting the focus of the curriculum, and providing additional staff support.


“Subject-specific arrangements such as Saturday workshops for practical subjects, after school catch up for small groups, access to subscription services on-line.”


Leader, primary school


[bookmark: _Toc69146727]Subjects delivered since schools fully reopened


As well as understanding plans schools have made to help pupils catch up on learning they may have missed, schools were also asked if they had been able to deliver the same range of subjects since schools fully reopened on March 8th, 2021 as they would normally.


The majority (88%) of schools reported that they were delivering the same range, with one-in-eight (12%) reporting that they were not delivering the same range. Primary schools were three times more likely than secondary schools to report they were not delivering the same range of subjects (14% vs. 3%).


As a proportion of schools that usually offer each subject, the subjects schools were most likely not to be teaching this term were:


Food (7% of those that usually teach the subject were not currently offering it);


Modern Foreign Languages (MFL) (4%);


Computing (4%); and


Design and Technology (3%).


Figure 9 shows a full breakdown of subjects not being taught by schools since schools fully reopened, as a proportion of schools that usually offer each subject.


[bookmark: _Ref64544213]



[bookmark: _Ref68788496][bookmark: _Toc69146759]Figure 9. Proportion of schools not offering the following subjects, as a proportion of schools that normally teach each subject, by school phase
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. C5/6. All schools that teach: Food (n=397); MFL (n=571); Computing (n=1,005); Design and Technology (n=1,012); Music (n=1,024); Drama (n=501); History (n=1,033); Geography (n=1,032); RSHE (n=960); Art (n=1,030).


[bookmark: _Toc69146728]Aspects of the curriculum taught since schools fully reopened


As well as understanding if schools had prioritised certain subjects since schools fully reopened, teachers were asked whether they had needed to prioritise certain aspects of the curriculum. 


More teachers reported they had needed to prioritise certain aspects of the curriculum than had been able to teach all aspects (57% and 42%, respectively). There were no prominent subgroup differences, suggesting a similar proportion of teachers in all school types needed to prioritise certain aspects of the curriculum.


Teachers that had prioritised certain aspects of the curriculum were asked how they had done this, with clear differences between primary and secondary teachers.


[bookmark: _Toc69146729]Curriculum prioritisation (primary teachers)


Primary teachers’ approach to curriculum prioritisation centred on development and consolidation of core skills. They most commonly reported that they were focusing on pupils’ numeracy and literacy skills, or core skills taught in PSHE. A minority reported that they were focusing on the catch up premium or were offering fewer practical classes or fieldwork opportunities.


“We have prioritised writing, especially presentation of handwriting. We have also had to build up the children's independence and have had a real focus on reading as not many children were accessing the online books during lockdown.”


Teacher, primary school


“We have had to prioritise key skills in English and maths. English - phonics, basic sentence construction and punctuation. Maths - number place value and addition/subtraction.”


Teacher, primary school


[bookmark: _Toc69146730]Curriculum prioritisation (secondary teachers)


By contrast, secondary teachers’ approach to curriculum prioritisation centred around specific styles of teaching and preparation for assessment. They most commonly reported that they were offering fewer practical classes and fieldwork opportunities. They were also more likely than primary teachers to report that they were offering less collaboration and group work, as well as increased focus on exam materials and topics.


“We have prioritised theory work - practical work takes longer and involves pupils being out of their seats so this is harder to manage should track and trace be needed.”


Teacher, secondary school


“With exam classes, I am focusing on topics that we have covered previously and making sure that the skills associated with those topics are useful for the students' further education. For other classes, we are prioritising getting back into extended writing, reading with comprehension and learning new vocabulary.”


Teacher, secondary school





[bookmark: _Toc69146731]Attendance 


This section of the report looks at leaders and teachers’ concerns about aspects of school attendance since the wider opening of schools following the third lockdownschools fully reopened on 8th March, 2021. Understanding concern related to attendance and engagement is a priority for DfE and will inform guidance and best practice products for schools and local authorities, and policy development during the medium-term covid-recovery period.   	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: Policy colleagues check/ re-word intro line about WHY this is of value / use to DfE


From 8th March 2021, all schools and colleges were permitted to open to all pupils, however not all schools and colleges opened on this date. The exact opening date was flexible, to allow for set up of COVID-19 measures, including asymptomatic testing. Shielding guidance was in place between January 6th and March 31st 2021 and advised that clinically extremely vulnerable pupils did not physically attend school between (covering the period during the third lockdown and initial weeks following the wider-opening of schools). The survey fieldwork was undertaken between19th March to the 26th March 2021.	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: Policy colleagues to check and re-word of this intro / background context as appropriate. 


[bookmark: _Toc69146732]Concerns regarding school attendance (leaders)


Most leaders were concerned about each aspect of school attendance explored, with at least three-quarters concerned with each aspect to at least a small extent.


They were generally most concerned about teacher absence and pupil disengagement from learning (17% and 15%, respectively, were concerned about these aspects to a great extent) (see Figure 10).


[bookmark: _Ref68766424][bookmark: _Toc69146760]Figure 10. Leaders’ concerns since schools fully reopened in March 2021
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. D1: All leaders (n=1,046).


There were some differences by school phase. Secondary leaders were significantly more likely than primary leaders to say that they were concerned to at least a small extent about pupil attendance due to unauthorised absence (84% vs. 69%), and about disengagement from learning (90% vs. 81%).


A similar question was asked throughout the DfE Teacher and Leader Panel surveys in 2020, and comparisons between the two datasets highlight key changes in leaders’ concerns over time. Concern has generally decreased over time, with concern about the following aspects of attendance significantly decreasing since the December 2020 survey:


Pupil attendance due to authorised absence (down from 96% in December 2020, to 83% in March 2021).


Teacher absence (down from 96% in December 2020, to 79% in March 2021).	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: @SMITH, Chloe is there another team needs to be made aware of this e.g. in TAD – teacher workforce 


Pupil attendance due to unauthorized unauthorised absence (down from 85% in December 2020, to 74% in March 2021).


However, concern about disengagement from learning has significantly increased (from 79% in December 2020 to 84% in March 2021).


Due to differences in question wording (a different number of statements were covered with leaders and teachers in the DfE Teacher and Leader Panel surveys), and the makeup of that panel, differences should be treated with caution. 


[bookmark: _Toc69146733]Concerns regarding school attendance (teachers)


Compared to leaders, concern with each aspect of school attendance was more variable among teachers (between 90% and 69% were concerned with each aspect to at least a small extent – see Figure 11).


Teachers were most concerned about pupil disengagement from learning (34% were concerned about this to a great extent). Unlike leaders, they were least concerned about teacher absence (12% were concerned about this to a great extent). 	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: Great concern about disengagement from learning was 21% in Dec and 20% in Sept 20 – final section comments on sig diff / decreases between waves. It’s worth looking at the concern to great extent for teachers and leaders separately – for all 4 components of this section. Yes, need to be cautious making comparisons as context has changed (and in Dec it was part of a much longer list of concerns) 

Also – for omnibus team to note – I saw you’d omitted the concern questions for April and there was discussion of omitting disengagement from learning in future. This does support worth in keeping these tracker questions. 


[bookmark: _Ref68766400][bookmark: _Toc69146761]Figure 11. Teachers’ concerns since schools fully reopened in March 2021
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. D1: All teachers (n=1,217).


Secondary teachers were generally more concerned than primary teachers about school attendance. They were significantly more likely to report being concerned to a great extent about:


· Pupil disengagement from learning (40%, compared with 28% of primary teachers); 


· Pupil attendance due to authorised absence (20% vs. 13%); and


· Pupil attendance due to unauthorised absence (16% vs. 11%).


As with findings for leaders, compared with the DfE Teacher and Leader Panel surveys, teachers were generally less concerned about aspects of school attendance, including:


· Pupil attendance due to authorized authorised absence, which decreased significantly form 94% in December 2020 to 81% in March 2021; and 


· Teacher absence, which decreased significantly form 89% in December 2020 to 69% in March 2021.


Similarly, due to differences between the two surveys, differences should be treated with caution. 





[bookmark: _Toc69146734]SEND


This section of the report focuses on support for pupils with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND), and the barriers to effectively supporting these pupils. It also covers whether these barriers were considered to be short or long-term barriers. It looks at this from schools’ and teachers’ perspectives.


Under the Children and Families Act 2014, a child or young person has Special Educational Needs (SEN) if they have a learning difficulty or disability which calls for special educational provision to be made for them. A child of compulsory school age or a young person has a learning difficulty or disability if they: 


· Have a significantly greater difficulty in learning than the majority of others of the same age, or 


· Have a disability which prevents or hinders them from making use of facilities of a kind generally provided for others of the same age in mainstream schools (or mainstream post-16 institutions).


[bookmark: _Toc69146735]Schools’ experiences of supporting pupils with SEND


The majority (87%) of schools agreed that they were able to effectively support pupils with SEND since the full reopening of schools on 8th March 2021. This was significantly up from the late February survey (when schools were closed to most pupils) – roughly three-quarters (73%) agreed with the statement in that survey (see Figure 12).


[bookmark: _Ref68796937]



[bookmark: _Toc69146762]Figure 12. The extent to which schools were able to effectively support pupils with SEND since 8th March 2021
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. E1: All leaders (n=1,046). School Snapshot Panel, late February 2021 survey. B1: All leaders (n=1,178). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between waves.


While there were no differences in levels of agreement with the statement by school phase, academy status had some bearing. Primary academies were significantly more likely than primary non-academies to agree that they could effectively support SEND pupils (90% vs. 85%).


Additionally, the following schools were significantly more likely to strongly agree with the statement:


· Schools with the lowest proportions of FSM pupils (47% vs. 36% of those with the highest proportion);


· Schools with an outstanding Ofsted rating (47% vs. 31% of those requiring improvement).






[bookmark: _Toc69146736]Barriers to meeting needs of pupils with SEND (schools)


Schools that did not feel they could effectively support pupils with SEND were asked about the barriers to meeting the needs of these pupils.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  In order to compare between waves of the survey, the question has been rebased to include all schools – this is because the number of schools that reported their school could not effectively support pupils with SEND reduced by over 50% between waves (from 162 to 66) which affects the proportion reporting each barrier substantially.] 



The most common barrier, reported by 5% of all schools, was a lack of capacity in the school workforce. Lack of access to specialist services or professionals (4%) and supporting a large number of pupils with differing needs (4%) were other common barriers.


There were key differences between the late February and March surveys (see Figure 13). Due, in principle, to the proportion that did not report any barriers (94% in March and 87% in late February), schools in the late February survey were significantly more likely to report a range of barriers including:


· Lack of access to specialist services or professionals (8%, compared with 4% in March);


· Supporting a large number of pupils with differing needs (6% vs. 4%); and


· Pupil access to appropriate technology and equipment (5% vs. 1%).


Other barriers (including capacity in the school workforce) were just as likely to be reported in March and late February, suggesting that, as a proportion of schools that felt they could not effectively support pupils with SEND, these were more likely to be barriers in March.


In the March survey, schools were also asked to indicate whether they felt the barriers they reported were short-term or long-term barriers. As shown by Figure 13, with the exception of a lack of access to specialist services or professionals, all the barriers reported were long-term issues for the majority of schools.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Please note, some iterations at this question have a low base size, so findings should be treated with caution.] 



A lack of parental engagement (100% of schools who saw any barriers to meeting the needs of SEND pupils), pupils not having access to appropriate equipment or technology (81%), and a lack of access to specialist services (80%) were seen to be the greatest long-term barriers.


[bookmark: _Ref68777218][bookmark: _Toc69146763]Figure 13. Barriers for schools in meeting the needs of pupils with SEND, by wave
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. E2/3: All leaders (n=1,046). School Snapshot Panel, Late February 2021 survey. B2: All leaders (n=1,178). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between waves.



[bookmark: _Toc69146737]Teachers’ experiences of supporting pupils with SEND


The teacher perspective on supporting pupils with SEND was less positive than the school perspective. Although over half (54%) of teachers agreed (45%) or strongly agreed (10%) that they felt personally equipped to support SEND pupils, around one-in-five (22%) disagreed.


There was, however, a significant increase in the proportion that agreed with the statement since the early February wave (49% agreed in early February vs. 54% in March).


[bookmark: _Toc69146764]Figure 14. Extent to which teachers felt personally equipped to support pupils with SEND since schools fully reopened


[image: ]Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. E4: All teachers (n=1,217). School Snapshot Panel, Early February 2021 survey. D1: All teachers (n=1,266). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between waves.


In terms of subgroup differences, primary teachers were significantly more likely to strongly agree than secondary teachers that they felt equipped to support pupils with SEND (12% vs. 8%).






[bookmark: _Toc69146738]Barriers to meeting needs of pupils with SEND (teachers)


As with schools, teachers that disagreed with the statement about supporting pupils with SEND were asked about the barriers to supporting these pupils, and whether these were short- or long-term barriers.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  As with the school findings, in order to compare between waves of the survey, the question has been rebased to include all teachers.] 



The most common barrier reported was that it is difficult for staff to support a large number of pupils with differing needs (17% of all teachers). Other common barriers reported by teachers included a lack of time to provide additional support (15%) and having to implement new restrictions as a result of COVID-19 (11%). 


With the exception of barriers relating to implementing COVID-19 restrictions and social distancing, the majority of teachers felt the barriers to supporting pupils with SEND were long-term barriers. The barriers considered to be long-term by the largest proportion of teachers were: 


· Pupils not having access to appropriate equipment or technology (83% of those who saw any barriers to supporting SEND pupils);


· Supporting a large number of pupils with differing needs (78%); and 


· Not having enough time to provide additional support (78%).


There were changes in the barriers mentioned since the question was last asked to teachers in early February (see Figure 15). Owing to increase in the proportion reporting no barriers, there was a significant decrease in the proportion of teachers reporting a range of barriers, most notably pupils not having access to appropriate equipment or technology (14%, compared with 6% in March).


[bookmark: _Ref68859324]



[bookmark: _Ref69146335][bookmark: _Toc69146765]Figure 15. Barriers for teachers in meeting the needs of pupils with SEND, by wave
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. E5/6: Teachers that do not feel able to support SEND pupils effectively (n=274). School Snapshot Panel, early February 2021 survey. D2: Teachers that do not feel able to support SEND pupils effectively (n=386). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between waves.


[bookmark: _Toc69146739]Mass testing


In March 2021, secondary schools and teachers were asked questions about COVID-19 mass testing at school. This section of the report covers: 


· How COVID-19 mass testing is currently administered to pupils; 


· Who oversees the administration of tests in schools; 


· The challenges faced by schools when implementing COVID-19 testing; and


· The impact of mass testing on pupil behaviour.


[bookmark: _Toc69146740]Administration of mass testing


When schools were asked to implement mass testing, they were asked to facilitate the administration of 3 tests per pupil at school and then to issue them with packs to administer the tests at home. At the time of the March 2021 survey, most (70%) secondary schools reported that COVID-19 tests were being administered at home, either only (51%) or mostly (20%). One-in-five (22%) schools were administering tests in school, either only (9%) or mostly (13%).


[bookmark: _Toc69146766]Figure 16. How COVID-19 testing is currently administered to pupils
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. F1. Secondary leaders asked this question (n=248).


Secondary schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to report that COVID-19 testing was being administered only at home (56%, compared with 31% of schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils).





[bookmark: _Toc69146741]Organisation of the administration of mass testing


Secondary schools reported two main approaches for organizing the administration of COVID-19 tests in school. Over half (55%) reported that the administration of tests was overseen by a designated member of staff, and two-in-five (43%) reported it was overseen by a group of designated staff who shared responsibility. A small minority (1%) of schools reported administration of tests fell to whichever members of staff were available.


These findings are in line with findings in early February survey, suggesting schools’ approach to administering COVID-19 tests remained consistent.


[bookmark: _Toc69146742]Challenges faced by schools implementing mass testing


Secondary schools were asked how challenging, if at all, they had found the following when implementing COVID-19 testing at the school:


Collecting and recording consent from parents;


Collecting and recording consent from pupils (for schools with pupils over the age of 16);


Having enough staff to oversee the tests;


Testing on site when pupils returned to school;


Collating test information and results from pupils; and


Moving to home testing.


Having enough staff to oversee the tests represented the biggest challenge: the vast majority (81%) of secondary schools reported that this had been either very (42%) or fairly (38%) challenging. Almost seven-in-ten schools also reported that testing on site when pupils returned to school (69%) and collating test information and results from pupils (68%) had been challenging. 


On the other hand, less than one third (30%) of schools had found moving to home testing challenging (see Figure 17).


[bookmark: _Ref68766530][bookmark: _Toc69146767]Figure 17. Challenges faced by secondary schools when implementing COVID-19 testing
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. F2: Secondary leaders asked this question (n=248).


In early February 2021, secondary schools were asked to predict how challenging the following would be when implementing COVID-19 testing after schools fully reopened:


Collecting and recording consent from parents;


Collecting and recording consent from pupils (for schools with pupils over the age of 16);


Having enough staff to oversee the tests; and


Ensuring pupils conduct their tests properly.


In line with trends from the March survey, schools expected having enough staff to oversee the tests would represent the biggest challenge: 91% of secondary schools reported that this would be either very (58%) or fairly (32%) challenging. In reality, slightly fewer schools found this aspect of administering mass testing challenging when schools fully reopened (81% reported this, down from 91% in early February).





[bookmark: _Toc69146743]Impact of mass testing on pupil behaviour	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: @RHODES, Rebecca @SMITH, Charlotte9 this wasn’t a behaviour question but please note the responses to the qual follow-up question on change in pupil behaviour and disruption! – I think lines to take do need to bring in behaviour policy because of SoS coverage
	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: @MAWER, Matt for info see above
	Comment by WARREN, Elizabeth: Don’t think this is strictly mass testing impact, but rather operating in a COVID-19 secure way?


In the March 2021 survey, secondary teachers were asked how easy or difficult they found it to ensure that pupils: 


· stayed in their bubbles in school; and 


· wore a mask. 


Secondary teachers were more likely to consider these aspects of pupil behaviour difficult to manage than easy – for instance, 52% reported they found it difficult to ensure pupils wore a mask if and when they should, compared with 32% that reported they found this easy.


They also reported that these aspects of pupil behaviour were similarly difficult to manage (52% found it difficult to manage mask wearing and 48% considered it difficult to manage keeping pupils in their bubbles).


[bookmark: _Toc69146768]Figure 18. How difficult secondary teachers have found it to ensure pupils do the following
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. F4. Secondary teachers asked this question (n=504).


Secondary teachers from schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to say they found it very difficult to ensure that pupils wore a mask when they should (32% vs. 5% of teachers from schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils).


Teachers were also significantly more likely to say they found this difficult if they were from schools with Ofsted rating of requires improvement (63%, compared with 38% of teachers from outstanding-rated schools).


Secondary teachers were also asked to indicate in an open-text question in what ways, if at all, they thought pupil behaviour had changed as a result of mass testing in the two weeks prior to the March survey.


[bookmark: _Toc69146744]No change in pupil behaviour


Of the themes emerging, the most frequently reported was that testing has not resulted in changed behaviour on the school premises. Teachers instead reported that pupil behaviour had changed as a result of lockdown and the subsequent changes to routines, rather than as a result of testing.	Comment by BREUER, Zoey: Was this def mentioned in the responses? Seems to be ref an aside rather than direct response to the qn being asked. The quote does not ref this. And assumption is that ’change’ means it got worse… change could be change for better or worse.



“I don't feel the testing process has had a direct impact on behaviour.  Behaviour has been impacted more by changes to routines to ensure students remain in bubbles and avoid mixing as much as possible.”


Teacher, secondary school


[bookmark: _Toc69146745]Greater disruption during lesson time


Of those teachers that did report changes to pupil behaviour as a result of mass testing, the most common theme was that testing had caused more disruption to lessons and led to lost learning time. Specifically, teachers reported that testing disrupted the lesson during which it takes place and that pupils take a long time to settle after returning from testing.


“It has inevitably disrupted lessons and students come back from testing not focused and takes a long time to settle down. Therefore, sending regular tests home for them to do was a really good idea.”


Teacher, secondary school


[bookmark: _Toc69146746]Reluctance to wear masks


Teachers also reported that, as a result of testing, pupils think that they no longer need to wear masks or continue social distancing. This included some teachers who had encountered pupils who were confrontational about not wanting to wear masks.


“Students have become more complacent and are obeying social distancing guidance less than in the Autumn term - this is particularly true of mask wearing as students are certain they do not have the virus, even if they have not been tested for a couple of days.”


Teacher, secondary school


[bookmark: _Toc69146747]The school day


Among several measures as part of the national catch-up strategy in England, the government is considering lengthening the school day. To better understand the situation in schools prior to COVID-19, as part of the March survey, schools were asked:


When the school day started on a typical day;


When the school day finished on a typical day;


How many hours of lessons pupils had on a typical day; and, for comparative purposes,


How many hours of lessons pupils have this term.


[bookmark: _Toc69146748]Length of school day


At an overall level, prior to COVID-19, the vast majority of schools started and finished the school day within two half-hour windows:


92% of schools reported that the school day started between 8:30 and 9:00 in the morning; and


92% reported that the school day finished between 15:00 and 15:30.


Secondary schools generally started and finished earlier than primary schools:


· 17% reported pupils were expected to arrive at school prior to 8:30 (compared with 1% of primary schools); and


· 12% reported pupils finished school prior to 15:00 (compared with 1% of primary schools).


The length of the average school day was also consistent, with 93% of schools reporting the school day lasted between 6 and 7 hours. Secondary schools were significantly more likely to report the school day lasted more than 7 hours (12%, compared with 1% of primary schools). 


The average school day across all schools was 6 hours and 28 minutes, with three-quarters (75%) of schools having a school day that lasted between 6 hours 15 minutes and 6 hours 35 minutes (see Figure 19). 






[bookmark: _Ref68718851][bookmark: _Toc69146769]Figure 19 Length of school day
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. G1/2: All schools that knew when pupils started and finished school (n=1,010).


The difference in average length of school day between primary and secondary differed by 10 minutes (6 hours 35 minutes for secondary schools and 6 hours 26 minutes for primary schools).


[bookmark: _Toc69146749]Hours of lessons


Schools were also asked about the number of hours of lessons pupils had on a typical day:


· Before the COVID-19 pandemic; and


· In the spring term 2021 (i.e., during the COVID-19 pandemic).


Overall, there was little change in the number of hours of lessons pupils had on a typical day at both points in time, suggesting schools were able to deliver as many lessons during the COVID-19 pandemic as they had before. The average number of hours of lessons schools delivered was:


· 5 hours 9 minutes before the COVID-10 pandemic; and


· 5 hours 8 minutes in the spring term 2021.


There was also no difference in the average number of hours of lessons delivered by primary and secondary schools before or after COVID-19.


Figure 20 shows the spread of the number of hours of lessons delivered across all schools before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. As shown, schools were most likely to report that they delivered five hours of lessons per day before (46%) and during (44%) the COVID-19 pandemic.


[bookmark: _Ref68862129][bookmark: _Toc69146770]Figure 20 Number of hours of lessons delivered by schools before and during the COVID-19 pandemic
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. G3/4: All schools that knew how many hours of lessons there were before (n=992) and during (n=988) COVID-19.



[bookmark: _Toc69146750]Support for pupils and parents offered by schools before the COVID-19 pandemic


Schools were also asked about the support they provided to parents and pupils before, during and after school (e.g., extracurricular activities, academic support and childcare) before the COVID-19 pandemic.


As shown in Figure 21, schools most commonly offered after school support (98% offered some form of after school support) with 94% of schools offering after school extracurricular activities. They were least likely to after during school support (66% of schools offered this).


There were notable differences by school phase, with secondary schools significantly more likely to offer extracurricular activities and academic support at all points of the school day (before, during and after) than primary schools. The most pronounced differences were in relation to academic support – for instance, two-thirds (68%) of secondary schools offered academic support at lunchtime, compared with one-in-five (19%) of primary schools.


Primary schools, on the other hand, were significantly more likely to offer childcare before and after school (e.g., 65% of primary schools offered childcare after school, compared with 22% of secondary schools).


[bookmark: _Ref68863383]



[bookmark: _Toc69146771]Figure 21 Types of support offered by schools before the COVID-19 pandemic, by school phase
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Source: School Snapshot Panel, March 2021 survey. G5: All schools (n=1,046); Primary (n=755); Secondary (n=291). * Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary schools.


There were prominent differences in relation to childcare support by FSM eligibility. Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to offer childcare support before school (88%, compared with 72% of schools with the lowest proportion) whereas the reverse was true for after school childcare support (68% of schools with the lowest proportion, compared with 46% with the highest proportion).
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		LA		Region		Current SEN adviser		SEN adviser from 1-04-2022

		Bracknell Forest		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Brighton and Hove		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		Buckinghamshire		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		East Sussex		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Hampshire		SE		André Imich		Mark McCurrie

		Isle of Wight		SE		André Imich		Mark McCurrie

		Kent		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Medway 		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Milton Keynes		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		Oxfordshire		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		Portsmouth		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		Reading		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Slough		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Southampton		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		Surrey 		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		West Berkshire		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		West Sussex		SE		Liz Flaherty		Liz Flaherty

		Windsor and Maidenhead		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie

		Wokingham		SE		Liz Flaherty		Mark McCurrie
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				Key Stage Transfer decision performance  as of 15th Feb 2022

				LA Name		A				B				C				D				E				F				G

						Number		%		Number		%		Number		%		Number inc EYS cases		%		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

				Number of Cases		1476		100.0%		225		100.0%		284		100%		320		100.0%		107		100%		407		100%		101		100.0%

				School/Institution named by 15th Feb		1291		87.5%		185		82.3%		283		99.6% 1 case outstanding; open tribunal case		266		83.1%		103		96%		393		96.60%		88		87.0%

				Type named by 15th Feb		184		12.5%		0		0.0%		0		0%		53		16.6%		4		3.70%		14		3.40%		13		13.0%

				New Independent School Placements named by 15th Feb		1		0.1%		0		0.0%		4		1%		1		0.3%		0		0%		0		0%		2		2.0%

				Type/Provision not provided for EHCP finalisation 		0		0.0%		40		17.7%		0		0%		0		0.0%		0		0%		0		0.00%		0		0.0%
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Responses have been received from 13 LAs 


Local Authority Name 


Buckinghamshire Hayley Nowley 


Brighton and Hove Rhianedd Hughes 


East Sussex Tanya Mason 


Hampshire Claire Campling & Alistair Hines 


Isle of Wight Anita Pitman 


Oxfordshire Cathy Clarke 


Portsmouth Karen Spencer 


Reading Nikki Stevens 


Slough Harpreet Deo 


Surrey Kathrine Everett & Jo McSherrie 


West Sussex Jo Hill 


Windsor and Maidenhead David Griffiths 


Wokingham Jenny Hooper 


 


Overview 


How are your teams organised? 
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Of your staff that hold cases, how many cases do each hold on average? 


 


Comments 


• ‘Case officers’ do new assessments and hold cases 


• Aim for 220 


• We have a 0-12 Team and a 12-25 Team. The overall casework numbers in the 12-25 Team are 


higher but the assessment numbers in the 0-12 Team are greater. 


• Caseloads are around 250 EHCPs plus new assessments (currently sitting at around 30 each 


which is high) 


• Caseloads in the post 16 team tend to be in the higher ranges due to the lack of assessments 


required in that cohort. In addition to the quadrant teams- SEND admissions work with KST 


admissions. In-year admissions, deal with changes to centre or specialist placements. The 


Learner's single point of access (LSPA) work with week 0-6. Tribunals team manage the tribunal 


legal process with support from the team on some consultations 


• Could be up to 170 due to staff turnover/vacancies/absences 


• 175 per case officer on average when fully staffed (but it's increasing) 


• Statutory assessment team 100 / AR team 500 


• 450 plus 


• 3 geographical hubs which cater for settings in that geographical area. We also split our 


independent and out of county cases within these hubs. Some of our EHCCos have primary 


caseloads, some PfA, some a mixture of both. We have EHCCos who cover a specific special 


school too 


• Team is split into a Pre-14 and Post-14 Team 


 


Responsibilities 


1. Administration of EHCP Processes 


Job title/s 


• Assistant case officer x 3 


1
1


5
2


2


2


Up to 150 Up to 200 Up to 250 Up to 300 Up to 350 Over 350







February 2022  4 


• Caseworker 


• SEN Casework Officer 


• Planning Co-Ordinator 


• SEND officers 


• Administration Support Officer 


• SEN Administrative Officer 


• Case officer 


• Administrators and SEN Casework Assistants 


• EHCCo 


• Business support, Assistant SEN Officers (Don't hold a caseload), SEN Officers 


• SEN Caseworker 


• SEND Officer 


Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 
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Any further comments 


• They are supported by Caseworkers who conduct only the clear admin elements i.e. issuing 


drafts, sending out consultations, issuing finals, etc. But the Planning Co-Ordinators 'tell' the 


Caseworker what admin support they need (Caseworkers are generally shared amongst 5-7 


Planning Co-Ordinators so some tasks are still done by Planning Co-Ordinators) 


• Both LSPA and area teams have administrative support mechanisms 


• New role as of February 2022 


• We have a carer graded EHCCO which includes on costs 


• Caseload includes all case. Statutory assessments are about 544 currently so around 25 average 


per SENO 


• 5 Caseworkers, 3 permanent = 1 full time and 2 part time 0.8 fte, 2 temporary fixed term for 2 


years 


 


2. Drafting of Plans 


Job title/s  


• Case officer 


• Caseworker 


• SEN Casework Officer 


• Planning Co-Ordinator 


• Assessment and Planning Officer 


• Assessment Coordinator 


• Senior case officer 


• SEN Caseworker, Senior SEN Caseworker 


• Education, Health and Care Coordinators (EHCCO) 


• Assistant EHCCos, EHCCOs 


• Assistant SEN Officers (Don't hold a caseload), SEN Officers 


• SEND Advisers 


• SEND Officer 
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Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Case officers have on average 20 new assessments on the go as well as up to 350 cases on caseload 


• SEN Casework Officers hold the case from the beginning of EHCNA to the completion and also have 


a caseload of schools according to age range 


• Caseload varies dependent upon the age group they work with (post 16 teams have a higher 


caseload as lower numbers of initial assessments in this age group) 


• Should be 150 but in reality could be up to 170 during staffing shortages 


• Our 6 x Assessment Coordinators hold SEN cases and write plans 


• Some of our Assistants Draft Phase Transfer Plans - their salary is between 40-45k which includes 


on costs 


• Caseload includes all case. Statutory assessments are about 544 currently so around 25 average per 


SENO 


• 5 SEND Advisers: 4 permanent (1 vacancy), 2 temporary fixed term for 2 years 
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3. Quality Assurance of Plans 


Job title/s 


• Senior case officer x 2 


• Special Needs Officer 


• SEN Management Team - SEN Casework Managers, SEN Business Manager and Head of SEN 


Statutory Service 


• Senior Planning Co-Ordinator and Team Managers 


• Senior case managers/SEND Quality managers 


• Team Leaders, Deputy Service Managers, Senior Service Manager, Senior Educational 


Psychologists, Principal EP, Deputy Principal EP 


• SEN Team Manager 


• Assistant team manager 


• Senior Special Needs Officer 


• Senior EHCCo, Area Team Manager, Quality Assurance Project Officer, SEND Improvement 


Programme Manager 


• Senior SENO, Lead Officers and Multi-Agency group 


• SEN Team Leaders 


• Team Leader 
 


Salary range/s 
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Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Senior case officers supervise case officers and assistant case officers 


• We have a QA Framework and at the moment the SEN Management Team are responsible for 


this with the support of the council performance team. We do aim to appoint a QA Officer. The 


over £55k above is for the combination management of roles 


• Senior Planning Co-Ordinators have the small caseload above (often complex in nature). TMs 


hold overall responsibility for a whole geographical area i.e 1000+ cases but all those cases have 


an allocated Planning Co-Ordinator (or Senior) 


• Tend to hold caseload of complex and LAC cases in their caseload-up to 20 each 


• This includes not just signing off of EHCPs but an ongoing QA cycle 


• Senior EHCCo £69-75k, Area Team Manager, £90-95k Quality Assurance Project Officer £40-45k 


SEND Improvement Programme Manager £75-80k 


• 3 (of 4) SEN Team Leaders 


• Team Leader's only hold complex cases, CLA, CME, NEET and Home Education cases 


4. Standard Decision Making (e.g. to assess, issue, amend a plan) 


Job title/s 


• Team manager 


• Special Needs Officer 


• SEN Head of Service and SEN Casework Managers 


• Team Manager 


• Area SEN Manager/Education and Inclusion Service Managers 


• Deputy Service Managers, Senior Service Manager, Senior Educational Psychologists, Principal 


EP, Deputy Principal EP, Senior Manager SEN Practice and Standards 


• SEN Manager 


• Senior case officer 


• Made by an SEN panel for assess and issue lead by Senior Special Needs Officer, Amend SEN 


Casework Officers and Senior SEN casework Officers 


• EHCCo, Senior EHCCo, Senior EP, Senior Specialist Teacher, Area Team Manager 


• Senior SENO, Lead Officer, Multi-Agency Panel 
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• SEN Team Leaders and SEN Service Manager 


• Group Manager - Inclusion 


Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Team manager holds complex cases 


• This is a shared responsibility. Predominately the SEN Casework Managers chair the decision 


making panel and also can make decision to assess internally 


• Senior Planning Co-Ordinators have the small caseload above (often complex in nature).  TMs 


hold overall responsibility for a whole geographical area i.e 1000+ cases but all those cases have 


an allocated Planning Co-Ordinator (or Senior) 


• Management oversite of up to 15 cases at a time for both Area SEN Managers and Service 


Managers 


• Decisions to Amend are made by Assessment and Planning Officers and Team Leaders and are 


not included here 


• Senior Special Needs Officer Assistant SEN Service Manager and SEN Service Manager 
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• Decisions to assess are made by our Seniors or Area Team Managers. Decisions to issue a plan or 


amend a plan are made by our EHCCos, Senior EP £85-90k, Senior Specialist Teacher £69/75k 


• Decisions to assess, issue and amend an EHCP are made by the LA SEND Panel 


5. Complex Decision Making (e.g. special/independent school, high level support) 


Job title/s 


• Special Needs Officer 


• Head of SEN, SEN Business Manager, Principal EP and SEN Casework Managers 


• Team Manager - with support of Panel process 


• Assistant Directors 


• Head of ISEND, Deputy Head of ISEND, Senior Managers, Deputy Service Managers, Senior EPs, 


Principal EP, Deputy Principal EP. 


• Decided by Panel - no single officer 


• Assistant team manager 


• Senior Special Needs Officer Assistant, SEN Service Manager and SEN Service Manager 


• Head of Service 


• Lead Officer, Operations Manager, HOS 


• SEN Team Leaders & SEN Service Manager 


Salary range/s 


 







February 2022  11 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Area Team Managers can agree provision up to £40K, salary £40- 46k. INMSS over this would go 


to panel 


• The over £55k is for the combined roles 


• Management oversite of up to 10 cases at a time 


• This is done by different managers through different panels, so there is further differentiation 


between decisions on INMSS (high cost) and Special schools placements. 


• Can be one or a mixture of the roles above making decisions 


• All decisions on special school, alternative provision, or independent settings are made via our 


Head of Service 


• Decisions to assess, issue and amend an EHCP are made by the LA SEND Panel 


6. Attending Meetings on behalf of the Local Authority 


Job title/s 


• Team manager and senior case officers. Sometimes case officers 


• Caseworker 


• Head of SEN, SEN Business Manager, SEN Casework Managers, SEN Casework Officers 


• Planning Co-Ordinators through to Service Leads (all are expected to attend meetings) 


• Case officers / Senior Case Officers / Area SEN Managers / Service Managers / Assistant directors 


• Assessment and Planning Officers, Team Leaders, Deputy Service Managers, Senior Managers 


• Annual Review Officer / Assessment Coordinator / Team Managers / SEN Manager / Tribunal 


Officer 


• ATM and Team manager, Senior officers 


• SEN Casework Officers and Senior SEN casework Officers or Senior Special Needs Officer, 


Assistant SEN Service Manager and SEN Service Manager. Depends on the meeting 


• Any member of the iSEND Service 


• Assistant SEN Officer, SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer, Lead Officer, Operations Manager, HOS 


• SEND Advisers, SEN Team Leaders & SEN Service Manager 


• SEND Officers, Team Leaders, Operational Team Manager, Group Manager 
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Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• The over £55k is for the combined roles 


• Varied  


• Average caseloads of 250 are for the Case officers and seniors only. If including senior managers, 


the average is brought down to about 150 


• Depends on the meetings. APOs hold cases, managers don't 


• Only the Assessment Coordinators hold cases 


• Decisions to assess are made by our Seniors or Area Team Managers. Decisions to issue a plan or 


amend a plan are made by our EHCCos, Senior EP £85-90k, Senior Specialist Teacher £69/75k 


• Only SEN Officers hold a caseload 


• Complexity & level of responsibility will determine which meetings are attended by individual 


team members i.e. SEND Advisers attend Annual Reviews and coproduction meetings; Team 


Leaders will attend more complex meetings such as Section 47 care proceedings; contentious 


annual reviews, mediations and tribunal planning meetings, panels and groups and deputise for 


SEN Service Manager as necessary. SEN Service Manager attends High Support Needs Panel, 
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strategic meetings including place planning, budget monitoring and decision meetings and 


regional meetings, etc. 


• Various salaries 


7. Leading Meetings on behalf of the Local Authority 


Job title/s 


• Team manager 


• Special Needs Officer 


• Head of SEN, SEN Business Manager, SEN Casework Managers 


• Potentially all roles, however most often expectation to lead sits with Senior PCs through to all 


management roles 


• Area SEN Managers / Service managers / Assistant directors 


• Only SEN Officers hold a caseload 


• Team Managers / SEN Manager / Tribunal Officer 


• Team Manager/ service 


• SEN Casework Officers and Senior casework Officers or Special Needs Officer, Assistant SEN 


Service Manager and SEN Service Manager. Depends on the meeting 


• EHCCo Seniors or ATMs 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer, Lead Officer, Operations Manager, HOS 


• SEND Advisers, SEN Team Leaders & SEN Service Manager 


• Team Leaders, Operational Team Manager, Group Manager 


Salary range/s 
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Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Complex case dealt with by Area Team Managers (salary £40 - £46K) 


• The over £55k is for the combined roles 


• Varied  


• Up to 10 cases for management oversight 


• Depends on the meetings. APOs hold cases, managers don't 


• EHCCos hold the caseload, senior and ATMs do not  


• Only SEN Officers hold a caseload 


• Complexity & level of responsibility will determine which meetings are chaired by individual 


team members, i.e. SEND Advisers chair EHCP co-production meetings, SEN Service Manager 


chairs decision making panels, whole Team Meetings, strategic meetings with Team Leaders 


deputising as necessary 


8. Dealing with General Complaints 


Job title/s 


• Senior case officers and team manager 


• Special Needs Officer 


• Head of SEN, SEN Casework Managers 


• Team Manager and above 


• Senior case managers / Area SEN Managers / Service managers / ADs 


• n/a 


• Team Managers / SEN Manager 


• Team manager 


• SEN Casework Officers and Senior casework Officers or Special Needs Officer Assistant, SEN 


Service Manager and SEN Service Manager. Depends on the complaint 


• EHCCO Senior EHCCo, ATMs, Resolution Officers, Resolution Manager 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer, Lead Officer 


• SEN Team Leader 


• Operational Team Manager - SEND 
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Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• The over £55k is for the combined roles 


• Although managers deal with responses we do involve other staff members in preparing the 


response so that learning is passed on. 


• Senior case managers hold the complaint responses with management oversight by ASM/SM/AD 


• We don't have 'general' complaints. All our complaints are 'formal' 


• Resolution officers £45-50k, Resolution Manager £55k+ 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer, Lead Officer, Operations Manager, HO 


• 1 (of 4) Team Leaders has responsibility for disagreement and resolution 


9. Dealing with Formal Complaints 


Job title/s 


• Team manager 


• Special Needs Officer 







February 2022  16 


• Head of SEN, SEN Casework Managers 


• Operational Lead or Service Lead with support of Team Managers 


• Area SEN Managers/SM/AD 


• Deputy Service Managers, Senior Manager 


• Team Managers / SEN Manager 


• Team Manager 


• Assistant SEN Service Manager stage 1 and SEN Service Manager stage 2 


• EHCCO, Senior EHCCo, ATMs, Resolution Officers, Resolution Manager 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer, Lead Officer, Operations Manager 


• SEN Team Leaders and SEN Service Manager 


• Operational Team Manager - SEND 


Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Area Team Manager would check draft (Salary £40-46K) 


• The over £55k is for the combined roles 
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• ASM's hold the complaint responses with management oversight 


• All our complaints are 'formal' 


• Costs for roles as above resolution officers hold a small number of cases related to tribunals and 


complaints (25-50 cases - appeals no more than 10) 


• 1 (of 4) Team Leaders has responsibility for disagreement and resolution, liaising with other 


Team Leaders, SEN Service Manager, Corporate Complaints and Heads of Service 


10. Line Management Responsibilities 


Job title/s 


• Team manager / senior case officer 


• Special Needs Officer (16) /Area Team Manager (6) / Assistant Service Manager (4) / Service 


Manager (1) 


• Head of SEN, SEN Business Manager, SEN Casework Managers 


• Team Manager, Operational Lead and Service Lead 


• Senior Case mangers / Area SEN Managers / ADs 


• Team Leaders, Deputy Service Managers, Senior Manager 


• Team Managers / SEN Manager 


• Team manager/ ASM 


• Special Needs Officer Assistant, SEN Service Manager and SEN Service Manager 


• Business Support Coordinator, EHCCo Seniors and ATMS 


• Senior SEN Officer, Lead Officer, Operations Manager, HOS 


• Team Leaders and SEN Service Manager 


• Operational Team Manager - SEND, Team Leader 


Number of people they manage 


• 5/ 4/ 3/ 4 


• Up to 7 


• Between 6 & 9 


• Up to 6 staff 


• 4 - 6 depending on the role 


• Team Managers - 5 each. SEN Manager - 3 


• TM - 3, ATM - 5 


• Special Needs Officer 6, Assistant SEN Service Manager 9, but not all in SEN R and A 


• Business support 10 FTE, EHCCOs max of 4, Seniors EHCCOs max 8, Specialist Teachers 10-15, 


ATMS max 5 


• Between 3 and 6 


• 2 - 4 each 


• Direct line management - 5, indirect 12, 3 in Post 14 Team and 4 in Pre 14 Team 
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Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Team manager supervises and line managed 2x senior case officers. Senior case officers line 


manage and supervise 3 case officers each and 3 Asst case officers between them 


• The over £55k is for the combined roles 


• ADs generally line manage 3 staff, Service Managers 4 staff, ASMs 4 -5 staff, Senior Case 


managers 4-6 staff 


• SEN Service Manager 4 but not all in SEN R and A. There is a wider service such as SLT and STAR 


• EHCCo hold a case load. Resolution BSO - 25-30k 


• Team Leaders manage caseworkers and SEND Advisers (maximum of 4 / minimum of 2 staff 


members each). SEN Service Manager manages 4 Team Leaders 


11. Mediation Process 


Job title/s 


• Team manager / senior case officer 
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• Area Team Manager 


• SEN Casework Managers 


• Team Manager, Special Needs Officer 


• Senior Case managers 


• Assessment and Planning Officer 


• Team Managers / SEN Manager / Tribunal Officer 


• Senior officer for tribunal and mediation 


• Assistant SEN Service Manager 


• EHCCO Senior EHCCo, ATMs, Resolution Officers, Resolution Manager 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer, 


• Team Leaders 


• Operational Team Manager - SEND 


Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• The SEN Casework Officer retains the casework management 
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• Any decision making is taken to ASMs 


• Could be up to 170  


• EHCCo hold a case load. Resolution BSO - 25-30k 


• 1 (of 4) Team Leaders has responsibility for disagreement and resolution, supported by the SEN 


Service Manager as necessary. They will 'hold' the case throughout mediation process 


12. Tribunal Preparation 


Job title/s 


• Legal team under instructions from team manager with some admin assistance from case 


officers 


• Caseworker 


• SEN Casework Manager 


• Tribunal Officer with Team Manager and allocated solicitor 


• Tribunal officers 


• Team Leaders, Tribunal Officers, Junior Tribunal Officer, Deputy Service Managers 


• Tribunal Officer 


• Senior officer for tribunal and mediation 


• Assistant SEN Service Manager 


• Resolution BSO, EHCCO, Senior EHCCo, ATMs, Resolution Officers, Resolution Manager 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer 


• Team Leader & SEN Service Manager 


• Operational Team Manager - SEND 


Salary range/s 
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Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Supported by SNO and ATM 


• Cases are up to 12 active appeals 


• The Tribunal Officer is purely specialist admin - they prepare responses but all are checked by 


managers and the managers hold responsibility/decision making and presentation 


responsibilities 


• Only Tribunal Officers hold cases, i.e. tribunal cases 


• We also have a legal team of 2 solicitors 


• Resolution BSO 


• 1 (of 4) Team Leader has responsibility for disagreement and resolution in liaison with the 


Principal Solicitor - Education, Licensing & Litigation, supported by the SEN Service Manager as 


necessary. They will 'hold' the case throughout the appeals process 


13. Attending Tribunals 


Job title/s 


• N/A - SEND team do not attend 


• Legal Team Leader 


• SEN Casework Manager 


• Team Manager and Legal reps 


• Speech and Language Therapists / EPs / Tribunal officers 


• Tribunal Officers, Deputy Service Managers 


• Tribunal Officer / SEN Manager 


• Team manager 


• Solicitors 


• EHCCO, Senior EHCCo, ATMs, Resolution Officers, Resolution Manager, Legal 


• SEN Officer, Senior SEN Officer 


• Team Leader & SEN Service Manager 


• N/A - We have a legal team 







February 2022  22 


Salary range/s 


 


Average case number 


 


Any further comments 


• Would like a tribunal / mediation / complex cases officer 


• Cases are up to 12 active appeals. We secure counsel for any high cost INMSS cases 


• RTA appeals are held by TMs without legal support, all others have legal support and are 


commonly presented by the solicitor 


• They hold tribunal cases only, not 'casework' for statutory processes 


• Costs as above legal - 45-50k on average depends on seniority 


• The Team Leader with responsibility for disagreement and resolution will be available during the 


hearing in a supportive capacity for the LA's legal representative and witnesses, seeking advice 


from the SEN Service Manager as necessary. They will 'hold' the case throughout the appeals 


process 
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14. Are there any other posts you wish to tell us about that support the SEND processes? 
Please include title, salary and number/type of cases held 


• Admin and finance support (£17-25); Helpdesk Team, answer incoming calls (£17-25K); Data 


Manager, coordinates all data for service (£35-37K); data coordinator, supports data 


cleansing and information gathering for teams (£25-30K); LAC Caseworker, supporting liaison 


with Virtual Team and pushing through casework for LAC (£25-30K); INMSS Caseworker, PFA 


work with INMSS and YP (£25-30K); Helpdesk Supervisor (£25-30K); Tribunal Caseworker 


• SEN Casework Officer = £26,999 - £31,371. They hold approx. 250 cases. SEN Casework 


Assistants support the administration of the process = £21,748 


• SEND Development Officer, £23-25K, no cases. 


• 1 x Annual Review Officer - £30k-£35k - processing ARs, amending EHCPs, attending meetings. 


• SEN BSO salary 25/30K - no case load 


• Commissioning Manager 


• We also have a Tribunal Case Coordinator (£24 - 27K) and two Case Coordinators (£27 - 30K). 


They do not hold a caseload 


IT section 


What database do your SEND team use? 


 


* Liquid Logic:  


• Moving to liquid Logic May-September 22 


• Just moved to Liquid Logic from Capita One as of August 2021. Still awaiting full functionality 


7


1
1


3


1


Capita One Impulse Mosaic Liquid Logic PARIS
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Do you have a digital hub/case management system? 


 


If yes, which one? 


6 responses 


 


8


5


No 8 Yes 5


2


1
2


1


IDOX EHC Hub


Due to have a digital portal with a new version of Impulse Nexus


Liquid Logic


ONE/content server
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Is the digital hub/case management system expected to reduce posts? 


 


Any other comments: 


• We aim to increase posts to add capacity in line with increasing EHCPs 


• Mosaic is not an effective system - despite only moving to it in 2018. We are in the early 


stages of procuring an alternative system 


• We have recently moved from Synergy to Liquid Logic. This has increased EHCP writing time 


as it's not as easy with LL as it was with Synergy. However, LL has other benefits 


• It would be good to get a view of how other LAs find the Capita One database in terms of 


effectiveness and use 


 


7


1


No Yes
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SE19 SEND Network April 2022 onwards:
Known Knowns


DfE are ceasing the SEND Regional Co-ordination Grant (held by Portsmouth) from 31st March (£22K)

Funding for Regional Support will be provided to Regional Improvement Alliances for 2022-2025; SESLIP in S.E. Region (£114k total) 

Part of the funding will be a Grant, part will be subject to the submission of a SEND Regional Improvement Plan

Written confirmation of the Grant and details of the Ts&Cs has yet to be received by SESLIP

The DfE DBOT Contract (universal training) is ceasing, replaced by ‘RISE’: offering targeted support to individual LAs identified by DfE













Implications & Transitional Arrangements

Network Co-Ordinator Post, hosted by Portsmouth, will cease

SE19 SEND Network will remain as part of the DCS’s SESLIP program and receive DfE support through this channel

Kevin McDaniel (RBWM) will remain as the DCS lead for SEND and Chair the SE19 SEND Network Steering Group

Support and additional capacity for S.E.19 activity will be provided by SESLIP via their approved consultants, in line with the DfE funding when clarified

Transitional arrangements are in place for April/ May; consultants experienced in SEND will maintain current groups and meetings until SESLIP can put longer-term arrangements in place 
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S.E.19 SEND SESLIP Network Structure; transitional phase from April 2022
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