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Executive Summary

Introduction

This interim report on the costs of the proposed reform of the statutory
framework for children and young people with special educational needs is part
of a programme of action research to inform the evaluation of the Additional
Learning Needs Pilot projects. One of the objectives for the programme of action
research was to ‘review the overall management and implementation of the
pilots and identify features of good practice that can be used to inform future
implementation. This will include the practical aspects of delivery and a cost
benefit analysis’ (WAG, unpublished document a). At the request of the Welsh
Government, this cost analysis goes beyond the pilots to consider other
important aspects of the proposed reforms and focuses primarily upon the net

costs of reform.

The aim of the report is to identify the net costs of the proposed reform of the
statutory framework for children and young people with special educational
needs. The findings from the cost analysis will be used to inform the

development of the proposed reforms.

Context: the need for reform

3. Reviews of special educational needs provision in Wales, undertaken by the

Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills Committee (NAfW, 2004a, 2006, 2007),
Estyn (2003, 2004, 2007), the Audit Commission (2002a) and the initial Welsh
Government consultation with stakeholders (WAG, 2008) have identified a series
of weaknesses in relation to each stage of the process for meeting special
educational needs - identification, assessment, planning and review - and in
relation to quality assurance and evaluation of the process. Figure one below

provides a summary of the key weaknesses.

These weaknesses, in turn, contribute to poor outcomes for many children and

young people and contribute, to parents’ and carers’ dissatisfaction and, in some



cases, anger over problems such as delays, the poor quality of provision, and
the complexity of the process. The weaknesses also contribute to poor value for
money for the state. For example, failure to intervene early and effectively can
lead to problems escalating and becoming more expensive to deal with, parental
disaffection can lead to costly disputes and professionals’ time can become

disproportionately tied up in completing paperwork.

5. Arange of intended outcomes of reform have also been identified and are
summarised in figure two. This illustrates how improvements to each stage of the
process of identification, assessment, planning and review are expected to lead
to a range of intermediate outcomes, such as better partnership working with
parents and carers which are, in turn, intended to contribute to final or long-term

outcomes such as increased trust and confidence in the system.

Assessing the costs of the Additional Learning Needs Pilots

6. In 2009, four pilot projects (see boxed text below) started as part of a
programme of action research designed to inform and enable reform of the
statutory framework for children and young people with special educational
needs in Wales. This assessment of costs is based on the work of the pilot

projects.

The Additional Learning Needs Pilot projects

e pilot A, to develop and pilot a model for the quality assurance of provision made for children
and young people with additional learning needs (undertaken by Flintshire and Caerphilly local
authorities);

¢ pilot B, to develop and pilot an inter-disciplinary model for the identification, assessment,
planning and review of provision for children and young people with severe and/or complex
needs (undertaken by Carmarthenshire and Torfaen local authorities);

e pilot C, to develop and pilot a model for the identification, assessment, planning and review of
provision for children and young people with additional learning needs that are not severe
and/or complex (undertaken by Torfaen, Bridgend and Pembrokeshire local authorities); and

e pilot D, to develop the role of the Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator/Additional Learning
Needs Co-ordinator (SENCo/ALNCO) (undertaken by Cardiff and Newport local authorities).




Figure 1: overview of the shortcomings at each stage of the process*
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should be thought of as a cycle.



Figure 2: intended outcomes of reform

Intermediate outcomes

> Improved participation of learners in individual assessment, planning [and review]

processes

> Better partnership arrangements between agencies and ‘third sector’ organisations

» Better partnership working with parents and carers

\_

Identification:
more needs are
identified, and
needs are
identified more
swiftly

NS

AN

-

Assessment and
planning: needs are
diagnosed more
effectively, provision is
better matched to needs;
and the process is more
inclusive and better co-

\ordinated

~

J

NS

AN
KReview: more
inclusive
process, more
robust evaluation
of provision,
means provision
IS more cost-

effective

~

J

NS

> Greater consistency of outcomes and quality between schools and between local
authorities

D

Outcomes are based upon those outlined in Direction of Change (WAG, unpublished document b).

Final Outcomes

» A more inclusive
education system

» Improved learner
outcomes

> Increased trust
and confidence in
the system

> Greater efficiency
in the use of
resources




7. The analysis undertaken for this report considers three types of costs:

e start-up costs - the costs of establishing the elements of reform;
e operational costs - the cost of operating the reformed elements; and

e consequential costs - the net impact of reform on the costs of other services.

8. In order to assess the net costs of reform, where possible, for each of the above

costs, we identify:

e the cost of provision where there is an existing statutory duty, but existing
resources will need to be redeployed. The costs here are not additional to
existing costs, but mean that there is an opportunity cost, because alternative
uses of the resources are forgone?. For example, if a teacher attends a training
course, they cannot teach during the period of training;

e the cost of provision where there is an existing statutory duty, but where,
because the duty has not been consistently or fully met, the reforms may result
in increased expenditure;

e the cost of provision where there is no existing statutory duty; and

e cost savings where existing provision can be decommissioned, re-assigned or
rationalised. A distinction is also made between short and long-term cost
savings, as in some cases it may not be possible in the short-term to
decommission provision, meaning that there will be a temporary duplication of
provision, with parallel systems operating, until existing provision can be

decommissioned.

9. There are some important limits to this cost analysis:

e although key elements of the proposed reforms, such as individual development
plans (IDPs), have been developed, they have not been fully piloted. Therefore,

2 The HM Treasury Green Book recommends that when assessing the costs of options, “Costs should
be expressed in terms of relevant opportunity costs”. It provides the example of the alternative use of
an employee’s time and recommends that cost estimates should include basic salaries, pensions,
national insurance and allowances (HM Treasury, 2011, 20). This is the approach adopted here.



the majority of the costs of reform cannot be measured empirically and must be
estimated,;

e the proposal for reform of the statutory framework for special educational needs
have not yet been finalised, and the formal consultation process on the proposals
is not scheduled to begin until June 2012. Therefore, the proposals, and the
consequential costs are necessarily provisional;

e the estimates of cost were made by people directly involved in the pilot projects.
They were committed to the reforms and may, therefore, have tended to be more
optimistic than pessimistic when calculating estimated costs®;

e the extent to which estimates of costs based upon work in pilot areas, can be
generalised to non-pilot areas, is uncertain;

e the analysis does not include those costs that are related to reform of the
statutory framework but which are not part of the Additional Learning Needs Pilot,
such as costs associated with, for example, reforming family support, advocacy
and complaint resolution arrangements, costs associated with reforming Initial
Teacher Training (ITT) and Continuing Professional Development; and

e in many cases it is not possible to estimate the net costs of reform, because
detailed data on the current service costs are not available. This means, for
example, while it may be possible to estimate the cost of introducing reformed
systems, it is not always possible to estimate the cost savings generated by

decommissioning existing systems.

10. Therefore, the cost estimates need to be treated with an appropriate degree of
caution and do not represent a comprehensive estimate of the total costs of

reform.

11. Tables one and two summarise the net costs that have been identified at this

stage.

® This is described by the HM Treasury Green Book as ‘optimism bias’, the ‘demonstrated, systematic,
tendency for project appraisers to be overly optimistic’ (HM Treasury 2011, 29).

10



Table 1: start-up costs

All figures relate to the cost for Wales as a whole and are round up or down to the nearest £500

Type of cost Estimates of the net Nature of Notes
start-up costs the costs
Delegating Cost neutral: can be done | Covered by | Analysis of costs is based upon the experience of one LA
resources to ‘in house’ using existing existing (Pembrokeshire) which ran one of the Additional Learning Needs
schools resources. statutory (ALN) Pilot projects and whose approach is credited by Estyn and
duties. the Wales Audit Office with ‘leading to improved outcomes for
pupils with additional learning needs’ (Estyn and the Wales Audit
Office, 2011, 13). However, the impact of delegation upon pupil
outcomes in other local authorities has historically been more
mixed (WAOQO, 2007).
Improving the Unknown: the total cost of | Covered by | It is not possible to estimate the cost of improving the capacity of
capacity of school | training is likely to be high | existing school staff to meet the needs of all learners, as the nature and
staff to meet the but could potentially be statutory extent of training needs will vary across schools and local
needs of all covered by existing duties. authorities, and can only be identified by undertaking audits of
learners resources for training and need. It is thought that audits could be undertaken by existing local
professional development. authority officers.
The more effective LAs have been in developing capacity (and
fulfilling their statutory duties), the lower the overall cost.
In meeting that child’s or young person’s need, in addition to
education services’ in-house capacity, there are a number of
grants, resources and initiatives which could be used, including the
School Effectiveness Grant/Pupil Deprivation Grant.
Training for those | Modest net cost in the Covered by | In principle, everyone involved in the IDP process would need
who will short-term and cost existing training (which would include training in person-centred planning).
contribute to an neutral over the long- statutory Although the total number of people who would need to complete
IDP term: the training is duties”. this training would be very high, it is estimated that four trainers in

* There are existing duties covering training, although nothing specifically requires person-centred planning.
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expected to be relatively
short and simple (one
day) and can be delivered
using existing resources.
This would replace
training for existing
planning processes, such
as the Individual
Education Plan (IEP).

each local authority area (n=88 in total) could deliver the one day
training course in contributing to an IDP, and the two day training
course in co-ordinating IDPs (outlined below).

Each trainer would need to go through the IDP training (one day)
and training for support co-ordinators (two days) and would need
another two-three days to consolidate their experience. Once this
was completed, they would be ready to train others.

The cost of delivering training is likely to be low. In-house trainers
would be used and where possible, low cost, LA venues would be
used.

Over the longer-term, new entrants to the professions would be
trained in contributing to the IDP (at present they would be trained
in using tools like the IEP, making it cost neutral).

Training for IDP Modest net cost in the Covered by | Everyone involved in co-ordinating an IDP will need to go on a two
co-ordinators short-term and cost existing day training course. Although the total number of people who would
neutral over the long- statutory need to complete this training would be high, as outlined above, it
term: the training is duties. is estimated that four trainers in each local authority area (n=88 in
expected to be relatively total) could deliver this training.
short and simple (two
days) and can be Over the longer term, new entrants to the professions would be
delivered using existing trained in using the IDP (at present they would be trained in using
resources. This would tools like the IEP, making it cost neutral).
replace training for
existing planning
processes, such as the
IEP.
Training for IDP Very modest net cost in Covered by | Itis envisaged that existing statementing teams could be retrained
administrators the short-term and cost existing as administrators and would need minimal training in order to fulfil
neutral over the long- statutory this role.
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term: only minimal training
is required and can be
delivered using existing
resources. This would
replace training for
existing statementing
processes.

duties.

Establishing new
planning
processes,
structures and
protocols

Estimated net cost of
£300,000-£375,000.

Covered by
existing
statutory
duties®.

The estimated costs are based upon a pilot programme that
established limited key working protocols systems and processes in
seven local authorities. In each case, the process of establishing
the new protocols, systems and processes, which have some
similarities to those proposed as part of the ALN reforms, was
managed by a co-ordinator and overseen by a multi-agency
steering group.

The ALN Pilot projects will have developed the planning processes,
structures and protocols, such as an individual assessment,
planning and review process for children and young people with
ALN needed. The costs, therefore, relate not to their design and
development, but to the implementation of these processes,
structures and protocols across Wales. Crucially, it is very unlikely
that the processes, structures and protocols developed by the pilots
can be simply ‘taken off the shelf by other local authorities and
introduced without any cost. For example, the processes,
structures and protocols developed by the pilots may need
adaptation to local contexts. Changing existing cultures and
working practices to enable these new processes, structures and
protocols to work, may also be challenging (and involve costs).

Multi-agency
panels and

Cost neutral: covered by
existing resources.

Covered by
existing

The costs of multi-agency strategic planning groups and multi-
agency complex needs panels are considerable in terms of staff

® There is an existing duty to have assessment and planning processes, structures and protocols. However, it is likely that these will need to be revised or

refreshed.
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steering groups

statutory
duties.

time, given the frequency of meetings (often monthly) and the
seniority of those who attend. However, such panels and groups
already exist in most areas so this would not be an additional cost.

Establishing the
guality assurance
and support and
challenge
framework

Modest net costs: training
is simple and can be done
‘in house’ using existing
resources.

Covered by
existing
statutory
duties.

IT costs will be free for most local authorities and while there are
training costs, the volume of training required is not great and it is
expected that this can be delivered ‘in house’. In summary:

¢ a half-day training course is required for a SENCo and
Assessment, Recording and Reporting (ARR) co-ordinators to
enable them to use the provision map. This training could be
delivered by two trainers in each LA (n=44 in total). It is
proposed that LA advisory teachers could take on this role. In
order to perform this role, they would need to attend a one day
training course on the provision map, with a further day required
to experiment with, and gain experience of using the provision
map;

e training in the use of the ‘outcome grids’ is more extensive. Pilot
A has suggested that training should cover the rationale of the
grids and how they should be interpreted and scored. This
should be done on a phased basis over a period of about a year,
with an estimated three training sessions of two-three hours
each in each school; and

e no training is thought to be required for the capacity measure
because it is self-explanatory and based on the Estyn guidance.

Training SENCos/
ALNCos

Net costs estimated to be
£945,000, although this
could be spread over a
number of years.

New duty
(extends
existing
duties
related to
SENCOS).

The costs are based upon the cost of training all those with less
than 12 months’ experience, at a cost of £3,500 per person trained.
The costs thereafter will depend upon the numbers of SENCos/
ALNCos entering and leaving the profession.
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Table 2: the operational and consequential costs of reform

All figures relate to the cost for Wales as a whole: where no figure is specified for net costs or cost savings, figures are not

available.

Costs related
to:

Estimates of the net
operational costs

Nature of the
costs

Estimates of the net
consequential costs*

Notes

Quality
assurance
system (QAS)

Modest net cost: requires
schools and LAs to
reallocate existing
resources (which should
be cost neutral) and the
establishment of a central
support structure.

Covered by
existing
statutory
duties.

Expected to be either cost
neutral or generate net cost
savings: it will require schools
and LAs to reallocate existing
resources to meet new needs
(e.g. where poor practice is
identified) and should enable
schools to reallocate
resources from less to more
cost-effective provision.

LAs that do not use the Schools
Information and Management
System (SIMS) will need to adapt
the framework to the data system
they use.

There is a need to establish a
central (i.e. national) technical
and business support for the
QAS. Although it is expected that
LA business support and IT teams
will provide day-to-day support to
those using the QAS, a central
support structure is needed to
provide back-up if there are
guestions or problems that LA
teams cannot answer and to help
ensure that, over time, the QAS
develops in a consistent way. The
estimated annual cost of an IT co-
ordinator, to fulfil this role, is
£26,000
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Individual
planning (IDPs)

Likely to generate a
modest increase in net
costs in the short-term and
to be cost neutral over the
longer-term: IDPs are
expected to be somewhat
more expensive than IEPs
to produce, but less
expensive to produce than
statements of special
educational needs. The
expected reduction in the
numbers of statements
needed is likely to offset
some of the increased cost
of IDPs, compared to IEPs.
A central support structure
is also required.

Changes
existing
statutory
duties related
to planning
for an
individual
child or
young
person’s
ALN.

Net saving: more efficient
administration, planning and
provision should all reduce
costs. Interventions should be
more cost-effective. There
should be reductions in the
numbers of (costly) disputes
between parents and carers
and schools and local
authorities.

Based on the assumption that
everyone who has an IEP will
have an IDP (which will replace
the IEP). In the short-term it is
expected that fewer statements
will be required and that at some
point in the future, statements will
also be replaced by IDPs.

Costs for IDPs are greater than
those of IEPs because more
information is required and there
iS greater emphasis upon person-
centred planning. This is likely to
offset cost savings generated by
efficiencies in the production of
plans.

There is a need to establish
central (i.e. national) technical
and business support for the on-
line IDP. Although LA business
support and IT teams will provide
day-to-day support to those using
the IDP, a central support
structure is needed to provide
back up if there were questions or
problems that LA teams could not
answer. Having a central support
structure will also help ensure that
over time, the IDP develops in a
consistent way by, for example,

16




enabling decisions about changes
to the IDP to be co-ordinated, so
that different IDPs do not evolve
in different areas (as could
happen if individual LAs or
consortia made changes to the
IDP in their area).

Review of IDPs Expected to generate net | Changes Net saving: more efficient Although the frequency of IDP
costs savings: IDPs are existing administration, planning and | meetings is likely to be
likely to be less expensive | statutory provision should all reduce comparable to IEP meetings,
to review than IEPs or duties related | costs and more robust review | once established IDPs require
statements. to review. should increase the cost- less time to update compared to
effectiveness of provision. IEPs and statements and are
easier to update and change,
suggesting costs of reviewing the
IDP will be lower.
SENCo0/ALNCo Increase in net cost. New duty Net savings: expected to If SENCos/ALNCos are required
role (extends contribute to improvements in | to become members of the senior
existing the quality of provision, which | management team (SMT) in

duties under
the SEN code

should increase cost-
effectiveness. Should also

primary schools, this could
increase the cost of employing

of practice contribute to better SENCos/ALNCos who are not

related to partnerships with families currently part of the SMT.

SENCOS). and, therefore, fewer costly

disputes. Pilot D has considered the option
of clustering, whereby schools
share the ALNCo role, which, if
adopted, would mean that the
total number of SENCos/ALNCos
would fall.
Establishing a Net cost estimated to be: Extends Potential for net cost savings, | Estimates of costs are based
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non-designated
key worker
service

£880,000-£1,144,000 per
year.

existing
statutory
duties®.

but this is unproven: should
improve planning and
outcomes and reduce conflict
and disputes with families.
However, evidence from the
forthcoming cost benefit
analysis of the transition key
worker pilots (Holtom et al.,
forthcoming a) suggests net
consequential cost savings
are likely to be modest.

upon the cost of a key working
service manager and
administrative support. There are
already key working services in
many areas, for some children
and young people, and it may be
possible to extend these, reducing
the net costs.

It is assumed that IDP co-
ordinators and other professionals
could act as non-designated key
workers; that the IDP planning
process/meetings could cover
multi-agency care planning and
review meetings to facilitate
planning at case level and the
multi-agency steering group
(which would oversee the service)
role, could potentially be fulfilled
by the existing complex needs
panels. Key workers would also
be responsible for addressing
barriers to joint working identified
by key workers and raised by the
service manager.

* These assessments are based upon the contribution each element of the reform package is expected to make to outcomes, such as improved provision and
consequent costs. It is important to remember that other elements will also contribute to these outcomes and consequent costs.

® There are existing general duties relating to support, but not specifically key working, although the National Service Framework for Children, Young People
and Maternity Services in Wales (NAfW, 2005) includes duties relating to key workers for disabled young people aged 14-25.
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Conclusions

12. The final report on the developmental phase of the Additional Learning Needs
Pilot projects (Holtom et al., forthcoming b), identified a broad consensus that
the status quo is untenable and the existing system, particularly in relation to
statements, is not cost-effective and needs reform. The system fails to meet the
needs of many children and young people, their parents and carers and is
costly, complex and bureaucratic to administer. Therefore, there is a strong
case for reform, provided the proposed reforms are cost-effective.

13. This interim cost analysis indicates that the start-up costs of key elements of
reform, most notably in terms of training SENCos/ALNCos, are likely to be
considerable.

14. The analysis indicates that once established, costs are estimated to be
comparable to existing arrangements and may generate net cost savings in
some areas. It is likely that the reformed system will mean more needs are
identified, increasing demands upon services. However, it is expected that this
will be offset by earlier identification of need and improvements in
administration, planning and provision to meet those needs. This will mean that
more needs can be met and that needs can be met more effectively, without

increasing the overall cost to the system as a whole.

15. In assessing net costs, systems thinking is crucial, as net costs should be
calculated across the system (rather than for individual services) and over time.
This requires an analysis of the system as a whole, looking at, for example,
how the decisions of one service can impact upon the costs of another
service’. Itis also important to consider the impact of timing. For example,
earlier intervention and better planning, two key goals of the reform, may cost

more in the short-term but save money over the longer-term.

16. In general, the proposed reforms do not impose new duties upon schools, local

authorities or health boards and many of the costs could be covered by existing

"It can be contrasted with an approach, which, for example looks at the cost of each service
individually and in isolation from other services.
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grants and/or the re-allocation or realignment of existing structures and roles.
Where new duties are imposed, in the main, these extend or change existing

duties rather than creating entirely new duties.

Recommendations for further work

17.

18.

19.

The piloting phase of the ALN pilots should be used to provide additional
empirical evidence of the likely start-up, operational and consequential costs of
the quality assurance system, individual planning and review processes and the
establishment of the SENCo/ALNCo role. Where possible, systems analysis
should be used to consider the impact of different elements of the reforms upon

each other.

In order to more accurately estimate net costs, audits of existing provision and
need should be commissioned and the scope for redeploying and/or

decommissioning existing services should be rigorously assessed.

The costs associated with other aspects of the proposed reforms, such as
reforming family information and support services, advocacy and complaint
resolution arrangements and costs associated with reforming Initial Teacher

Training and Continuing Professional Development, should be assessed.
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1. Introduction

Special educational needs and additional learning needs

1.1. Section 312 of the Education Act 1996, provides the legal definition of special
educational needs. As outlined in the Special Education Needs Code of

Conduct for Wales:

‘Children have special educational needs if they have a learning difficulty

which calls for special educational provision to be made for them.

Children have a learning difficulty if they:

(a) have a significantly greater difficulty in learning than the majority of

children of the same age; or

(b) have a disability which prevents or hinders them from making use of
educational facilities of a kind generally provided for children of the same
age in schools within the area of the local education authority

(c) are under compulsory school age and fall within the definition at (a) or
(b) above or would so do if special educational provision was not made for

them.

Special educational provision means:

(a) for children of two or over, educational provision which is additional to,
or otherwise different from, the educational provision made generally for
children of their age in schools maintained by the LEA, other than special

schools, in the area.

(b) for children under two, educational provision of any kind.” (NAfW,
2004b, 1, adapted from Section 312 of the Education Act 1996).
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1.2. In 2006, the statutory guidance Inclusion and Pupil Support (NAfW, 2006)
introduced the concept of additional learning needs and provides the current
policy framework for children and young people with additional learning
needs. This guidance identifies children and young people as having
additional learning needs when their learning needs are greater than the
majority of their peers. Children and young people whose needs are
significantly greater than the majority of their peers are defined as having

special educational needs (ibid.).

1.3. The legal definition of special educational needs is not changed by the
Inclusion and Pupil Support guidance and the Special Educational Needs
Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW, 2004b) (discussed below) continues to
apply to those children and young people whose needs fall within the legal

definition of special educational needs.

The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales

1.4. The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW, 2004b)
outlines how services such as education, health and social care should

exercise their functions relating to children with special educational needs and

defines the standards that should be met (see boxed text below).
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The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales

The basic principles of the code are:
e all children with special educational needs should have their needs met;

e these special educational needs should normally be met in early years

settings and/or mainstream schools;

e the views of parents and their children will be listened to and taken into

account;
e parents have a vital role in supporting their child's education; and

e children with special educational needs should receive a broad, well-

balanced and relevant education.

Adapted from NAfW, 2004b.

1.5. As the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW, 2004b)
states:

‘Whenever settings, schools and LEAs decide how to exercise their
functions relating to children with special educational needs, and
whenever the health and social services provide help to settings, schools
and LEAs in this, those bodies must consider what this code says. These
bodies must fulfil their statutory duties towards children with special
educational needs but it is up to them to decide how to do so — in the light
of the guidance in this code of practice’ (ibid., ix).

1.6. The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW, 2004b)
outlines a step-by-step approach to meeting a child’s (or young person’s®)
needs. The first step, known as School Action, is to make additional provision
within school for a child identified as needing help, such as different ways of
teaching or through providing specialist equipment. If the child still struggles to
make progress, the second step, School Action Plus, involves seeking

specialist advice and support from someone outside the school, such as a

® The code refers to ‘children’, to denote children and young people up to the age of 18.
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speech and language therapist. If a mainstream school cannot meet a child’s
learning needs or the child is still struggling to make progress under School
Action and School Action Plus, the third step is a statutory assessment which
involves the local authority assessing the child’s needs and identifying the
type and quantity of specialist help they require. If the assessment indicates
that specialist help is required®, the child’s needs and the response to meeting
those needs are recorded in a statement of their special educational needs.
Schools are required to keep a register of all pupils that have been identified

as having special needs.

Person-centred planning

1.7.

Person-centred planning is at the heart of many of the proposed reforms of
the statutory framework for special educational needs. It has been described
as ‘a way of discovering how a person wants to live their life and what is
required to make that possible’ (NDA, 2011, 68). It reflects a ‘social’ (as
distinct from ‘medical’) model of disability, embodies a strengths-based
approach to planning and seeks to involve people as active participants in the
planning process. It typically involves exploring (and distinguishing between)
what is ‘important to’ and ‘important for’ a person and may also explore ‘what
is working’ and ‘what is not working’ for a person and their strengths,
achievements and the challenges they face, using a range of methods to
facilitate this. Crucially, it also involves planning to meet a person’s needs,
preferences and aspirations in a person-centred, rather than a service-centred

way.

% As the guidance outlines, following an assessment, ‘The LEA may decide that the degree of the
child’s learning difficulty and the nature of the provision necessary to meet the child’s special
educational needs is such as to require the LEA to determine the child’s special educational provision
through a statement’. It goes on to say that ‘The LEA will make this decision when it considers that
the special educational provision necessary to meet the child’s needs cannot reasonably be provided
within the resources normally available to mainstream schools and early education settings in the
area’ (NAfW, 2004a, 94).
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Reform of the statutory framework for children and young people with special

educational needs in Wales

1.8.

1.9.

1.10.

The Welsh Government is seeking to reform the statutory framework for
children and young people with special educational needs (SEN). This
process of reform follows the review of special educational needs undertaken
by the Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills Committee (NAfW, 2004a,
2006, 2007), Estyn (2003, 2004, 2007), the Audit Commission (2002a) and
Welsh Government consultation with stakeholders (WAG, 2008). This is

discussed in detail in section two of this report.

In 2009, as part of the Welsh Government response to the reviews and

consultation, four pilot projects were established:

pilot A, to develop and pilot a model for the quality assurance of provision
made for children and young people with additional learning needs
(undertaken by Flintshire and Caerphilly local authorities);

pilot B, to develop and pilot an inter-disciplinary model for the identification,
assessment, planning and review of provision for children and young people
with severe and/or complex needs (undertaken by Carmarthenshire and
Torfaen local authorities);

pilot C, to develop and pilot a model for the identification, assessment,
planning and review of provision for children and young people with additional
learning needs that are not severe and/or complex (undertaken by Torfaen,
Bridgend and Pembrokeshire local authorities); and

pilot D, to develop the role of the Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator/
Additional Learning Needs Co-ordinator (SENCo/ALNCo) (undertaken by
Cardiff and Newport local authorities).

A number of other complementary pilot projects and initiatives were also
established. These included, the transition key working pilot projects and the
development of the Early Support programme for disabled children aged 0-5
and their families.
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1.11. In order to enable the proposed reforms of the statutory framework for
children and young people with special educational needs, new legislation is

proposed™® to:

e give a statutory footing to the concept of additional learning needs;

e impose a duty on the Welsh Ministers to issue a code of practice in relation to
the new statutory framework for ALN;

¢ replace statements of special educational needs with individual development
plans (IDPs);

e set out new duties for public bodies, including a duty to collaborate in respect
of additional learning needs provision; and

e set out the resolution process for any disputes.

1.12. Other key reforms include:

e reforming arrangements for quality assurance;

e introducing training for school Additional Learning Needs Co-ordinators in
Wales;

e developing provision pathways that clearly define roles, responsibilities and
minimum standards for service provision;

e making local authorities responsible for securing and funding specialist further
education provision; and

e reforming the Special Educational Needs Tribunal for Wales.

Analysis of the costs of reform

1.13. The People and Work Unit was commissioned in July 2010 to undertake a
programme of action research to inform evaluation of the developmental stage
of the ALN Pilot projects. One of the objectives for the programme of action
research was to “review the overall management and implementation of the
pilots and identify features of good practice that can be used to inform future
implementation. This will include the practical aspects of delivery and a cost

1% This will replace Part IV of the Education Act 1996, which currently sets out the statutory framework
for those with special educational needs, and which is outlined in appendix two.
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benefit analysis.” (WAG, unpublished document a) At the request of the Welsh
Government, this cost analysis goes beyond the pilots to consider other
important aspects of the proposed reforms and focuses primarily upon the net
costs of reform. It is intended to help inform decisions about the pilot projects
and the proposed reforms. A final report on the costs of reform will be
produced in August 2012, as part of the programme of action research to

inform evaluation of the piloting phase of the ALN Pilot projects.
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2.1.

2.2.

The need for reform of the statutory framework for children

and young people with special educational needs

In 2003, the National Assembly for Wales Education, Lifelong Learning and
Skills (ELLS) Committee started a policy review of special educational needs
(SEN). The review was initiated in response to recommendations made in
reports by Estyn (2003), the Audit Commission (2002a) and Cambridge
Education Associates (unpublished document). The review was conducted in
three phases, with reports focused upon early identification and intervention
(Part 1) (NAfW, 2004a), the Statutory Assessment (Statementing) Framework
for Children with SEN (Part 2) (NAfW, 2006) and Transitions (Part 3) (NAfW,
2007). The review considered provision for both special educational needs
and additional learning needs (which they referred to as additional educational
needs) and made over 100 recommendations.

The review concluded that despite the Special Educational Needs Code of
Practice for Wales (NAfW, 2004b), which services must have regard to'?,
there was a ‘postcode lottery’ in Wales in relation to the quality of provision
(NAfW, 2006). The review and Estyn (2003) found that:

e there were often long delays in providing support for pupils with special
educational needs, even where these needs had been identified (Estyn,
2003);

¢ there was a lack of understanding and trust in the current system and many
parents found that seeking specialist advice and support for their child was a
frustrating and distressing process (NAfW, 2004a, 2006);

e the system was judged to be too complex, bureaucratic, costly and time
consuming (particularly in relation to the statementing system) and

insufficiently child or parent/carer-centred (NAfW, 2004a); and

" The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW 2004b) is statutory guidance. As
the code states: ‘whenever settings, schools and LEAs decide how to exercise their functions relating
to children with special educational needs, and whenever the health and social services provide help
to settings, schools and LEAs in this, those bodies must consider what this Code says. These bodies
must fulfil their statutory duties towards children with special educational needs but it is up to them to
decide how to do so — in the light of the guidance in this Code of Practice’ (ibid., xi).
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2.3.

¢ although good progress had been made in developing Welsh medium
provision in some areas, in other areas much less progress has been made
(NAfW, 2004a, 2006).

The systematic scoping review*? (discussed in detail in the interim report of
the pilot developmental stage, Holtom et al, forthcoming c) highlights a range
of weaknesses in the system, which contribute to these failures. These are

summarised below.

Weaknesses in leadership teaching and assessment

2.4,

2.5.

Reports have identified considerable variation in the quality of leadership and
the co-ordination of provision made by schools (WAG, unpublished document
b) and local authorities (Estyn, 2011) for additional learning needs, and have

noted that good practice is not always effectively disseminated or consistently
implemented (NAfW, 2004a).

Although there is relatively little direct evidence of weaknesses in teacher
training and practice in Wales'?, there is evidence of weaknesses in training
and practice in England (Rose, 2010, Salt, 2010). It is likely that similar issues
apply to many schools in Wales, given the similarities between the two
systems in terms of both teacher training and practice and the movement of

teachers and trainee teachers between England and Wales.

Weaknesses in data, monitoring, evaluation and quality assurance

2.6.

Estyn has concluded that ineffective monitoring and evaluation of services
and the lack of standardised measures of pupil need or progress contribute

to weaknesses in provision (Estyn, 2003, 2011).

2 The study was systematic but did not have the scope of, for example, a rapid evidence assessment
and is, therefore, best described as a systematic scoping review.

3 There is, for example, no direct reference to poor quality teaching in the ELLS Committee reviews,
although the importance of SEN in Initial Teacher Training and Continuing Professional Development
was highlighted in school visits undertaken as part of the review and Estyn (2003) makes
recommendations on the importance of teacher training in this area.
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Poor planning, provision and co-ordination

2.7.

Estyn has also identified significant weaknesses in multi-agency working,

including:

poor communication and information sharing;

under-developed planning and evaluation;

multi-disciplinary assessments which are often completed in isolation from
one another;

poor communication of local authority plans and the financial effects of
these, and disputes between agencies over levels of funding, priorities and
which agency pays for what and when; and

a lack of trust by one agency of another (Estyn, 2003, 2011).

Limited capacity

2.8.

Although the Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills Committee reported that
‘No clear evidence has emerged that the overall level of resource is
inadequate’, they highlighted the widespread perception amongst respondents
to their consultation that there was ‘insufficient funding available for the early
identification and intervention of SEN through the various settings’ (NAfW,
20044, 9). They concluded that ‘there is a shortage of specialist staff involved
with early identification and provision of support for children and young people
with SEN’ (NAfW, 2004a, 30).

Weaknesses in family support, advocacy and dispute resolution

2.9.

The Welsh Government consultation process about reform of the statutory
framework for children and young people with special educational needs
highlighted significant weaknesses in work with the families of children and
young people with additional learning needs (WAG, 2008). Similarly, the
Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills Committee review reported that many

parents and carers ‘feel compelled to press for statements because they do
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not feel that their children are being adequately supported’ (NAfW, 2006, 17).
This problem stems, in part, from the complexity and administrative demands
created by the systems and practices used for the identification, assessment,
planning and review of additional learning needs, such as processes
associated with School Action, School Action Plus and statementing. This can
create barriers between parents, teachers and other professionals, and

contributes to low levels of trust in the system (NAfW, 2006).

Meeting the needs of looked after children

2.10. The Office of the Children’s Commissioner reported that children looked after
by the local authority find it particularly difficult to access statutory
assessment arrangements™* for meeting their special educational needs
(NAfW, 2006). Similarly, the special educational needs of young people
looked after by the local authority are not always effectively diagnosed or
addressed. In some cases, decisions about care placements do not give
sufficient weight to the impact upon a young person’s education (Archer and
Fletcher-Campbell, 2003).

Transition from secondary school into further or higher education or employment

2.11. There are poor outcomes for adults with learning disabilities in terms of
securing employment and independence (NAfW, 2007). While transition
meetings are required by law for those with a statement of special
educational needs, many young people do not recall attending these
meetings, or were under-prepared, and frequently both young people and
their parents and carers feel anxious about, and unsupported during and
following, transition (Sloper et al., 2011). Furthermore, few report having met
with a dedicated independent careers advisor (Aston et al., 2004). Of all the
transitions young people with additional learning needs make, transition to
work-based learning is often the most difficult and it is here that a lack of

joined-up working is perhaps most evident (Estyn, 2005).

 This is recorded in the Education Lifelong Learning and Skills Committee report (NAfW, 2006).
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Summary of the shortcomings of the existing system

2.12. Figure three, below, provides a summary of the key shortcomings of the
existing system in relation to each of the key stages of identification,
assessment, planning and review of provision. These weaknesses, in turn,
contribute to poor outcomes for many children and young people and
contribute to parents’ and carers’ dissatisfaction and, in some cases, anger
over provision. The weaknesses also contribute to poor value for money for

the state.

The intended outcomes of reform

2.13. Taken together, the proposed reforms of the statutory framework, of which the
three pilot project models - the quality assurance system, individual planning
and review processes and the SENCo/ALNCo role are integral parts - are

intended to secure a range of long-term outcomes:

e ‘A more inclusive education system.

e Improved learner outcomes.

e Improved participation of learners in individual assessment and planning
processes.

¢ Increased trust and confidence in the system.

e Greater consistency of outcomes and quality between schools and
between LAs.

e Better partnership arrangements between agencies and ‘third sector’
organisations.

e Better partnership working with parents and carers.

o Greater efficiency in the use of resources’ (WAG, unpublished document
b, 3-4).
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Figure 3: overview of the shortcomings at each stage of the process*®

Cross-cutting weaknesses: in leadership, limited capacity (including Welsh medium and bilingual provision) and poor use of data.
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Weakness in multi-agency
collaboration; weak links
between assessment and
funding; shortages of
specialist staff (e.g. SALT);
and delays in meeting
needs.

N/

Monitoring and self-evaluation of
provision by schools and local
authorities is often poor; cost-
effectiveness of provision is often
not known; and reviews of
individual children’s provision are
infrequent and sometimes
ineffective.

=,

[ Identification { Assessment ] J Planning J Review }

] ) 1 \
A A A A

[ Widespread lack of understanding and trust in School Action and School Action Plus, some parents don’t feel supported through }

~—o—/

the statementing process.

A\ A\ A\ A\

[ Cross-cutting weaknesses: in family support, advocacy and complaint resolution ]

Although the key stages, identification, assessment, planning and review, are presented in a linear sequence in order to illustrate the weaknesses, they
should be thought of as a cycle.
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2.14.

The intended outcomes include both intermediate and final or long-term
outcomes. Figure four, below, illustrates how improvements to each stage of
the identification and assessment, planning and review cycle, are expected
to lead to a range of intermediate outcomes, such as better partnership
working with parents and carers which in turn are intended to contribute to

final outcomes such as increased trust and confidence in the system.
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Figure 4: intended outcomes of reform

Intermediate outcomes

processes
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Outcomes are based upon those outlined in Direction of Change (WAG, unpublished document b).
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3.

Approach and methods

Typology of costs involved in the reform of the statutory framework

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

The analysis focuses upon the costs of work undertaken by pilots C and D
related to reform of the individual planning cycle and of assessment,
planning and review of provision to meet ALN (see figure five below). It also
includes consideration of capacity building (including the establishment of
the SENCo/ALNCoO role, addressed by the work of pilot D) and the quality
assurance system (addressed by the work of pilot A). These are needed at

each stage of the planning cycle.

These represent the key elements being developed by the ALN pilots and,
therefore, provide the focus for the cost analysis. For each, the analysis

considers three types of costs:

start-up costs - the costs of establishing the elements of reform;
operational costs - the cost of operating the reformed elements; and

consequential costs - the net impact of reform on the costs of other services.

In order to assess the net costs of reform, where possible, for each of the

above costs, we identify:

the cost of provision where there is an existing statutory duty, but existing
resources will need to be redeployed. The costs here are not additional to
existing costs (as they do not require more resources), but mean that there is
an opportunity cost, because other alternative uses of the resources are
forgone. For example, if a teacher attends a training course, they cannot

teach during the period of training®;

'® The HM Treasury Green Book recommends that when assessing the costs of options, “Costs
should be expressed in terms of relevant opportunity costs”. It provides the example of the alternative
use of an employee’s time and recommends that cost estimates should include basic salaries,
pensions, national insurance and allowances (HM Treasury, 2011, 20). This is the approach adopted

here.
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Figure 5: the individual planning, assessment and review cycle for children
and young people with ALN
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Adapted from: Pilot project C, unpublished document, b.

e the cost of provision where there is an existing statutory duty, but where,
because the duty has not been consistently or fully met, the reforms may
result in increased expenditure;

e the cost of provision where there is no existing statutory duty; and

e cost savings where existing provision can be decommissioned, re-assigned
or rationalised. A distinction is also made between short and long-term cost
savings, as in some cases it may not be possible in the short-term to
decommission provision, meaning that there will be a temporary duplication of
provision, with parallel systems operating, until existing provision can be

decommissioned.
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3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

The analysis does not include a number of costs which are not part of the ALN
pilots but which are part of a wider set of proposed reforms of the statutory

framework for children and young people with ALN. These include:

changes to professional development, including a national framework of
accredited Continuing Professional Development courses for those working
with children and young people with ALN, and revised elements in Initial
Teacher Training (ITT), the Newly Qualified Teacher (NQT), Early
Professional Development (EPD), and leadership training and standards;
multi-agency arrangements such as team around the child (TAC) and team
around the pupil, parent and school (TAPPAS);

the introduction of key working for children and young people with severe
and/or complex needs;

strengthening support and information services for children, young people,
parents and carers; and

reform of arrangements for resolving disagreements and disputes™”’.

These elements of the proposed reforms are sufficiently independent from
those elements that are being piloted (i.e. the QAS, individual planning and
review processes and the SENCo/ALNCo role) to enable analysis of the costs
of establishing and operating the elements that are being piloted to be

undertaken.

Although the costs of individual elements are discussed in this report, when
assessing the consequential costs and the benefits of reform, it is important to
consider the reform programme as a whole. For example, the reform of the
statutory framework for children and young people with special educational
needs is intended to increase trust and confidence in the system and reduce
the number of disputes and disagreements and, as a consequence, the costs
of dealing with them. The IDP, the quality assurance system, strengthening
support and information services for children, young people, parents and/or

carers, and reform of arrangements for resolving disagreements and disputes

" Adapted from Welsh Assembly Government (unpublished document b).
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3.7.

are all expected to make an important contribution to this outcome. It would be
difficult, and in many ways meaningless, to try to identify or quantify the
contribution of each element in isolation, because they are inter-dependent

reforms. In effect, a systems-wide analysis is required.

As a consequence, the report is not, and does not seek to provide, a

comprehensive assessment of the total net cost of the proposed reforms.

Approach taken to identify and analyse costs

3.8.

3.9.

3.10.

The study involved working with individual ALN Pilot projects to review
existing and planned provision, and where possible calculating or estimating
the pilot project costs. Where pilots were unable to identify or estimate costs,
as outlined below, other sources were used to inform the analysis, including

evidence from comparable interventions.

The research with the pilots was contextualised through evidence gathered

from other sources, including:

a systematic scoping review looking at both published and unpublished
project documentation and the wider published education literature on the
need for reform;

the cost-benefit analysis of the transition key worker pilot projects (Holtom et
al., forthcoming a);

discussions and interviews with a range of stakeholders, including members
of the voluntary sector; and

participation in a series of meetings including pilot lead officer and project
manager meetings, project management meetings and meetings of the ALN

statutory reform group.

Wherever possible, the study based estimates of net cost upon practice. For
example, where there was existing provision or an element of a project had
been piloted. This enabled costs to be measured empirically. However, in

many cases this was not possible and estimates were based upon pilot
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projects’ plans for future implementation and on estimates for the cost of
establishing and operating systems and process. These estimates drew upon
the cost of establishing comparable provision, most notably the forthcoming
cost benefit analysis of the transition key worker pilot projects (Holtom et al.,
forthcoming a) and evidence and assessments provided by the ALN pilots,

drawing upon the experience of delivering comparable provision.
Limitations of the study

3.11. The study is subject to a number of important limitations:

e the estimates of cost were made by people directly involved in the pilot
projects. They were committed to the reforms and may, therefore, have
tended to be more optimistic than pessimistic when calculating estimated

costs!®:

e the proposal for reform of the statutory framework for special educational
needs have not yet been finalised, and the formal consultation process on the
proposals is not scheduled to begin until June 2012. Therefore, the proposals

and the consequential costs are necessarily provisional;

e estimates based upon the actual cost of delivering existing practice are likely
to be more robust than estimates based upon expectations of costs, but were
not available in many cases and may not be available unless a systems-wide

testing is undertaken; and

e the extent to which findings from the pilot areas can be generalised to other

areas is uncertain.

Given the range of limitations of the analysis, the cost estimates presented in
this report need to be treated with an appropriate degree of caution.

'8 This is described by the HM Treasury Green Book as ‘optimism bias’, the ‘demonstrated,
systematic, tendency for project appraisers to be overly optimistic’ (HM Treasury 2011, 29).
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4.

Start-up costs: building the capacity of the reformed system

Introduction

4.1.

There will be a range of start-up costs. These include training costs which, as
we outline, are probably the largest single area of cost; the establishment of
new planning processes, structures and protocols (e.g. setting up new, or
reconstituting existing, resource panels); a new quality assurance framework

and new roles such as transition key workers.

Capacity Building

Delegating resources to schools

4.2.

In order to enhance the capacity of schools to meet need, an increased
proportion of resources will be delegated to schools. It is expected that
mainstream funding, allocated through formulas based on pupil numbers
weighted for factors such as sparsity (a measure of population density) and
deprivation, will continue to cover the cost of mainstream teaching and
learning arrangements, including the role of the SENCo/ALNCo and the needs
of many pupils at School Action level. This will be augmented by additional
delegation of resources to cover a wider range of ALN within schools. Schools
will use the IDP process and their self-review and development planning
processes to identify and allocate resources. The local authority retains a
proportion for contingencies, such as pupils moving between schools or where
a pupil has severe and/or complex needs, with funding to meet these needs

agreed by a multi-agency panel (pilot project C, unpublished document a).
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4.3. The experience of Pembrokeshire®, which has delegated a significant
proportion of its resources to schools, suggests the costs are not great. The

principal costs were:

¢ the time spent by the Chief Educational Psychologist and 10 headteachers to
discuss and plan the changes, work that was undertaken as part of their
existing duties;

¢ a pupil audit, to assess need in each school,

¢ the development of a funding formula (in this case, based upon eligibility for
free school meals, as a proxy indicator of the incidence of ALN);

e capacity building within schools to enable them to better identify and assess
need, which we discuss below; and

o reform of the support and challenge approach for schools, which we also
discuss below.

4.4. The experience of Pembrokeshire also suggests the approach is cost-
effective. As noted, the increase in overall cost was modest and the
delegation of funding to schools is credited by Estyn and the Wales Audit
Office (WAO) with ‘leading to improved outcomes for pupils with additional
learning needs’ (Estyn and WAO, 2011, 13).

4.5. However, the impact of delegated budgets in other local authorities has
historically been mixed. In their review of good practice in special educational
needs funding, the Wales Audit Office found that:

‘There is no evidence to suggest that those councils that delegate a higher
proportion of their SEN budgets to schools provide more effectively for
pupils’ (WAO, 2007, 8).

19 We draw primarily upon the experience of Pembrokeshire because it has made considerable
progress in delegating funding to schools and this has been judged by Estyn and the Wales Audit
Office to have improved pupil outcomes (Estyn and WAO, 2011, 13). In terms of population size,
(117,000), Pembrokeshire is also fairly close to the average for Wales (136,000) (Statistics for Wales,
2010).
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4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

Delegated budgets also have some associated costs. For example,
delegated budgets make it more difficult for local authorities to manage
budgets and the workforce®. Local authorities can also face demands from
schools for increased funding where a pupil’s needs change over the course
of the year and managing this through structures like moderation panels is
expensive (WAO, 2007).

Effective evaluation and quality assurance is crucial to making delegation of
funding work. The quality assurance system being developed by pilot A will
have a key role here. It will enable both schools and local authorities to
monitor and evaluate trends in the incidence of additional learning needs and
the cost and effectiveness of provision to meet those needs. This will help
ensure that provision to meet needs is cost-effective and that the level of
resources delegated to individual schools, or clusters of schools, is

commensurate to need.

Over the long-term, the delegation of funding to schools may reduce overall
(or net) costs, but this is far from certain. The delegation of funding from local
authorities to schools amounts to a reallocation (rather than a reduction) of
resources and, therefore, has no direct impact on overall costs. However, if it
improves the effectiveness of provision in schools, it may reduce costs in the
longer-term by reducing the cost of interventions in the future, such as

expensive out-of-county provision (WAO, 2007)%.

4.9. Delegation of funding to schools is covered by existing statutory duties.

Improving the capacity of school staff to meet the needs of all pupils

4.10. Support, training and advice are required in order to establish good practice

and empower school staff to develop the knowledge and expertise to include

20 Learning Support Assistants account for the majority of expenditure on Special Educational Needs
SWAO, 2007).

! The WAO report that: ‘Good forward planning can lead to higher expenditure in the short-term.
However, higher levels of initial investment have the potential to reduce costs in the longer term by
reducing the number of pupils placed in expensive out-of-county provision, and by increasing schools’
capacity and confidence in catering for SEN’ (WAO, 2007, 8).
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4.11.

4.12.

all pupils. This is complemented by the development of partnership working,
such as the TAPPAS model (team around the pupil, parents and school), in
order to co-ordinate provision and practice with specialist areas of SEN for
each cluster or family of schools. Although initially these teams will be staffed
by professionals from the local authority advisory service, it is envisaged that
as the skills and expertise of schools increases, schools will increasingly take
on these roles, enabling further delegation of resources to schools (pilot

project C, unpublished document a).

It is difficult to estimate the cost of this capacity building, as the nature and
extent of training needs will vary from school to school and local authority to
local authority and can only be identified by an audit of need. The cost of the
audit itself is not likely to be great. It is estimated by pilot B that, if schools
engaged with the process, the audit might be completed over the course of
one week by one officer with administrative support, with further time needed
to analyse the data. If we assume two weeks work, the cost, in terms of a
local authority education officer’s time, would be around £2,000%. If we
assumed that the experience of Pembrokeshire can be generalised, this
suggests a total cost (across Wales), in terms of the time of local authority
education officers of around £44,000. There would be additional costs related
to the time of headteachers’ contribution and administrative support. However,
they could not be quantified by this study. Further research would also be
required to assess the validity of the assumption that the experience of

Pembrokeshire could be generalised to other local authorities.

In contrast, the cost of the training (in response to the needs identified by the
audit) could be significant and cannot be easily quantified. For example,
Pembrokeshire funded dyslexia training for 140 teachers, providing three days
supply cover for each school. If required, the costs of supply cover would
need to be agreed with schools?®. Crucially, this training only covers one of

the wide range of ALN that schools might need to support.

22 Based upon an estimated salary of £35,000 (LG, n.d. a), on costs of 30% and 10 days work.
% Based upon Teaching and Development Agency guidelines, which suggest a maximum of £150/day
for the cost of supply cover for teaching staff (TDA, n.d.).
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4.13. Capacity building is covered by existing statutory duties.

Training for those who will contribute to or co-ordinate Individual Development Plans
(IDPs)

4.14. In principle, every professional who will contribute to an IDP would need
training. This training would introduce people to the IDP, including the basic
principles and the web-based tool and person-centred planning. The training
is expected to be relatively short and simple (one day) and it is expected that

it could be delivered using existing resources.

4.15. In principle, every professional who will co-ordinate an IDP would need
additional training. This would enable people to co-ordinate IDP planning and
review meetings and would cover areas such as family information and
support services. The training is also expected to be relatively short (two
days) and simple, and it is expected that it could be delivered using existing

resources.

4.16. Itis estimated by pilots B and C that four trainers in each local authority area
(n=88 in total) could deliver the one day training in contributing to an IDP and
the two day training course in co-ordinating IDPs. Each trainer would need to
go through the IDP training (one day), training for support co-ordinators (two
days) and would need another two-three days to consolidate their experience
but it is thought that after that they would be ready to train others. The cost of
delivering training is likely to be relatively low. In-house trainers would be
used. If we assume that the salary of a local authority training officer is
between £21,300-£24,700 (LG, n.d. a), and assume on costs of 30%
(meaning the annual cost is between £27,690 and £32,110 respectively), the
estimated cost for training trainers and then delivering the one and two day
training courses once, in terms of their time, is between £97,904 to
£113,552%*. In addition, where possible, low cost, LA venues would be used.

Examples of costs in the order of £30-£120 for a venue have been provided.

* This assumes six days training for trainers and three days delivery (nine days in total).
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4.17.

4.18.

The total cost in terms of trainers’ time and venue costs would depend upon

the number of training courses required.

The total number of people fulfilling the co-ordination role and, therefore,
requiring this training would be very large. It is likely that it would require at
least one person in every school in Wales (n=1,700) to be trained®. If supply
cover was required for two days for each school, the total costs would be high
—as much as £510,000 to cover releasing one teaching staff member from

each school?®

. However, this might not be required and it is envisaged that
the bulk of this could be covered by existing funding which would be
delegated to schools. If we assume that schools do not require supply cover,
a more realistic estimate of costs may, therefore, be the cost to the school of
their time, in effect the opportunity cost. This would not be an additional cost
per se to the school, as it is expected that the training would be undertaken
during working hours. Nevertheless, they would impose a cost because they
would prevent teachers taking on other work during the period of training. If
we assume an annual salary of between £21,588%" and £39,750?% and allow
for on costs of 30% (bringing the costs to £28,925 and £51,675 respectively),
the cost per teacher of a two day training course would be between £297 and
£450%°. The national cost for training one teacher in every school in Wales

would be between £504,900 and £765,999.

Similar costs would arise in other agencies. For example, a child with health
needs may have an IDP co-ordinated by a health worker, who would need to
have person-centred planning training and IDP training. Estimates of the costs
of their time could be calculated by using the unit costs per hour for the
different types of worker, based upon the cost of salaries and on costs. For
example, for a community speech and language therapist, the unit cost per

% |f SENCos/ALNCos worked on a cluster basis, this might reduce the numbers somewhat.

% Based upon Teaching and Development Agency guidelines, which suggest a maximum of £150/day
for the cost of supply cover for teaching staff (TDA, n.d.).

" Based upon the minimum main pay scale for teachers in England and Wales (£21,588) (lbid.).

8 Based upon the maximum pay scale, for teachers in England and Wales (£31,552) plus a Level 1
special educational needs allowance (£2,001) and a maximum teaching and learning responsibility 2
payment (£6,197), to reflect the additional responsibilities a SENCo/ALNCo would be expected to
have (ibid.).

9 Based upon teachers working 195 days a year (ibid.). This means the cost per teacher per day for
the lower estimate is £148 and the upper estimate is £225.
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4.19.

4.20.

hour (including on costs, but excluding the cost of qualifications) is £31,
indicating a cost of around £230 for a one day (7.5 hour) training course. The
comparable unit cost for a health visitor would be £44 per hour, indicating a
total cost of around £330 for a one day training course (Curtis, 2011). These
in effect, represent the opportunity cost. Because it is expected that these
workers would undertake the training during their normal hours, these would
not be an additional cost, per se, to their employer, but would prevent them

taking on other work during the period of training.

The training in contributing to and co-ordinating IDPs would replace training
for existing planning processes, such as the Individual Education Plan and

statement of special educational needs.

There are no specific duties related to training in using IDPs, however, as
noted above, training and capacity building (in general), including for example
planning and review in relation to Individual Education Plans and statements
of special educational need, are covered by existing statutory duties. This
would, therefore, change existing duties, rather than creating completely new

duties.

Training for those who will administer Individual Development Plans (IDPs)

4.21.

4.22.

Training for IDP administrators is required. They would be responsible for
supporting IDPs by, for example, setting up passwords and granting and
withdrawing access. It is envisaged that existing statementing teams could be
retrained as administrators and would need minimal training in order to fulfil

this role.

The total number of administrators who would need to be trained is likely to be
relatively small: approximately three-five people per local authority, meaning
approximately 60-100 people across Wales. If we assume that administrators
earn between £13,500-£19,000 year® (LG, n.d. b) and we allow, for additional

on costs of 30%, (meaning the annual cost of employment is between

% This is the guide salary for Local Authority Administrative Assistants (LG, n.d. b).
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£17,550 and £25,870), the cost of an administrator attending a one day
training course would be £78-£115 per person®'. This indicates a total cost of
between £5,520-£9,200 in total, for the 22 local authorities. As with many of
the other costs these, in effect, represent the opportunity cost. Because it is
expected that these workers would undertake the training during their normal
hours, they would not be an additional cost, per se, but would prevent them

taking on other work during the period of training.

Establishing new planning processes, structures and protocols

4.23. The reform of the system, if successful, should change the demands upon
existing resource panels. It should mean that more additional learning needs
can be met by schools using delegated funding, reducing the number of cases
that are referred to resource panels. However, there is also a need to reform
existing resource panels, broadly in line with the Carmarthenshire model, in

order to improve joint working. This includes:

¢ the establishment of a multi-agency strategic planning (or steering) group,
made up of senior service commissioners and heads of service, to drive and
oversee the process;

e a multi-agency complex needs panel which considers the resource needs of
individual children and young people with severe and/or complex needs;

e a complex needs co-ordinator (or similar) who works with partners to support
multi-agency working and manages the process of referral to the multi-agency
complex needs panel, where a multi-agency solution cannot be agreed upon;
and

¢ the development of systems and protocols (e.g. for referrals, multi-agency

working and information sharing).

4.24. The cost of establishing the systems and protocols are not likely to be large.
For example, initial estimates suggest that the cost of establishing transition
key working protocols, systems and processes, which have some similarities

31 Assuming they work 224 days a year — which allows for 28 days leave (the current statutory
minimum entitlement) and 8 days for bank holidays.
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to those proposed as part of the ALN reforms, are in the region of £14,000-
£17,000 for each local authority. This indicates a total (national) cost of
£300,00-£375,000 (Holtom et al., forthcoming, a). In each case, the process of
establishing the new protocols, systems and process, was managed by a co-
ordinator, with administrative support, and overseen by a multi-agency
steering group. The costs could be lower than this though, because some
areas, such as Carmarthenshire, have already developed many of these

elements.

4.25. Because the existing ALN Pilot projects will have established the planning
processes, structures and protocols needed, the costs of establishing new
planning processes, structures and protocols relate not to their design and
development, but to their implementation. Crucially, it is unlikely that the
processes, structures and protocols developed by the pilots can be simply
‘taken off the shelf’ by other local authorities and introduced without any cost.
For example, the processes, structures and protocols developed by the pilots
may need adaptation to local contexts. Changing existing cultures and
working practices to enable these new processes, structures and protocols to
work may also be challenging (and involve costs). In existing pilot areas, the
costs may be lower depending on the amount of change that has already

been implemented by the end of the pilot.

4.26. Existing statutory duties include provision for multi-agency working and

planning.

Establishing the quality assurance and support and challenge framework

4.27. The quality assurance system includes three components: a provision
mapping tool (and database), outcome measures (5x10 ‘assessment grids’)
and a self-evaluation toolkit (the ‘capacity measure’).

4.28. Pilot A estimates that the cost of establishing the quality assurance system
would be ‘minimal’ (personal communication, advisor, pilot A). As outlined

below, they have itemised the costs for each element.
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4.29.

4.30.

4.31.

Information technology (for the quality assurance system): free for most
LAs, on the basis that:

Caerphilly can provide the provision mapping model at no charge;

the outcomes framework would be free for 20 of the 22 local authorities that
have SIMS (the School Information Management System programme); and
the measure of schools' capacity to meet ALN is easy to adapt and uses a

simple score sheet.

Core materials, including handbooks and assessment materials: free
for everyone, as they have been developed and could be distributed by e-

mail.

Training Costs: pilot A estimates that the costs in relation to the individual
elements differ but will be small and, in most, cases will be covered by

existing staff:

a half day training session is required for a SENCo/ALNCo and assessment,
recording and reporting (ARR) co-ordinator to enable them to use the
provision map. This training could be delivered by two trainers in each LA
(N=44 in total). It is proposed that LA advisory teachers could take on this
role. In order to perform this role, they would need to attend a one-day
training course in the use of the provision map and a day to experiment with
and gain experience using the provision map. If we assume that LA officers
earn around £35,000 per year?, and we allow for additional on costs of
30%, (meaning the annual cost of employment is £45,500), the cost of an
advisor delivering a two day training course would be £406%. This indicates
a total cost of £17,864 to cover the training of two advisors in each LA. As
with many of the other costs, these in effect, represent the opportunity cost.
Because it is expected that these workers would undertake the training

during their normal hours, they would not be an additional cost per se to the

%2 Based upon the estimated salary for local authority education advisors (LG, n.d. c).
% Assuming they work 224 days a year — which allows for 28 days leave (the current statutory
minimum entitlement) and 8 days for bank holidays.
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local authority, but would prevent the officers taking on other work during the
period of training. If teaching supply cover were required for SENCo/ALNCos
and ARR co-ordinators, and we assume that each school (n=1,700) will need
cover, the maximum total cost is likely to be high at £225,000. However,
teaching supply cover may not be required for every school, and if costs are
based upon the cost to the school in terms of their time, in effect the
opportunity cost, as an indication, the cost per teacher of a one day training
course would be between £148% and £210% and the national cost for
training one teacher in every school would be between £251,600 and
£357,589;

e training in the use of the 5x10 outcome grids is more extensive. Pilot A has
suggested that training should cover the rationale of the grids and how they
should be interpreted and scored. This should be done on a phased basis
over a period of about a year, with an estimated three training sessions of
two-three hours each in each school. Translating the three, two-three hour
training sessions into a day’s work and using the assumptions outlined
above for the cost of a day of a teacher’s time, the national cost for training
one teacher in every school would be between £251,600 and £357,589; and

e no training is thought to be required for the capacity measure because it is

self-explanatory and based on the Estyn guidance.

4.32. As outlined in section six below, existing statutory duties cover quality

assurance.

Training SENCos/ALNCos

4.33. The proposed SENCo/ALNCOo training programme is a masters level (60

credits) programme to be completed within 12—18 months. It includes:

e ALNCO learning needs analysis;

% Based upon the minimum main pay scale for teachers in England and Wales (£21,588) and 195
working days a year (TA, n.d.).

% Based upon the maximum pay scale, for teachers in England and Wales (£31,552) plus a Level 1
special educational needs allowance (£2,001) and a maximum teaching and learning responsibility 2
payment (£6,197), to reflect the additional responsibilities a SENCo/ALNCo could be expected to
have (ibid.).
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4.34.

4.35.

five e-learning modules;

five face-to-face sessions;

three coaching sessions;

a small scale action research project;
two visits to other work places;

three days school-based activities;
ongoing reflection on practice; and

assessment (pilot D, unpublished document).

Pilot D estimates the cost of the SENCo/ALNCo qualification will be around

£3,500 per person. This is based upon an English model for training SENCos,
and includes supply cover (which accounts for approximately £2,000) and the
course and accreditation costs. The exact costs cannot be calculated until the

course is commissioned.

At this stage it is only possible to estimate the number of people who will be

required to gain the SENCo/ALNCo qualification. If, as is currently proposed,
the qualification is only mandatory for newly qualified SENCos/ALNCos (less
than 12 months in post), around 270 SENCos/ALNCos would be required to

gain the qualification. The total cost (including supply cover) of providing the
course would be £945,000 in the first year®®. Costs thereafter would depend
upon the numbers of new SENCos/ALNCos entering and leaving the

profession.

% As pilot D outlines: ‘The potential cost of the course for Wales has been calculated on the following
basis: using data from the questionnaire to primary schools (193 schools) an average 14.58% of
SENCos would be classified as new to role. If this is extrapolated across the 1,487 primary schools in
Wales, as at January 2010, this suggests that approximately 220 primary SENCos would have to take
the qualification. Using data from the questionnaire to secondary schools (28 schools) an average of
21.3% of SENCos would be classified as new to role. If this is extrapolated across the 223 secondary
schools in Wales, as at January 2010, this suggests that approximately 50 secondary SENCos would
have to take the qualification. Therefore, this indicates that in total in the first year’s tranche circa 270
SENCos would have to take the qualification. If the recommendation that it is mandatory that all new
to role SENCos undertake the course is followed, the potential cost would be £540,000 (270 x
£2,000). Based upon 10 days’ cover required to release SENCos for face-to-face training and study
leave at £150/day, the total cost of cover per SENCo would be £1,500. Therefore total cost of cover
for the first year’s tranche would be £405,000 (270 x £1,500). The total cost therefore for the first
tranche in respect of the delivery of training would be circa £945,000'. (Personal Communication,
Martin Seagrove, project manager, pilot D).
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4.36.

4.37.

It was not possible to accurately estimate the numbers of SENCos/ALNCos
likely to enter and leave the profession. No figures on the age of
SENCos/ALNCos/inclusion managers in Wales are available. However, data
from the survey of SENCos in Cardiff and Newport primary schools indicates
that almost a quarter of SENCos have been in post for more than 10 years
and over half of all SENCos in secondary schools have been in post for more
than 20 years. This, together with anecdotal evidence of the heavy workload
of SENCos, and evidence from a 2007 survey (Nasen, unpublished
document) which found just over half of SENCos in England surveyed, did not
wish to continue in their current role, may indicate that a significant proportion
of SENCos/ALNCos will retire over the next 10-15 years.

Existing statutory duties (in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice
for Wales (NAfW 2004b) cover SENCos, but not the new SENCo/ALNCo role
that is being established.

Summary of the start-up costs

4.38.

A range of start-up costs have been identified. These include:

The cost of delivering training for those who will use and contribute to the new
tools such as the IDP and quality assurance system. This includes estimates
of (all figures have been rounded to the nearest £500°%'):
e between £98,000 and £113,500 for the cost of trainers’ time in delivering
an initial round of training in using the IDP; and
e atotal cost of around £18,000 to cover the training of two advisors in each
LA to enable them to train others in the use of the quality assurance
system;
The cost of attending training, for those who will use and contribute to the new
tools such as the IDP and quality assurance system*®. This includes

estimates of:

3" This reflects the uncertainty around the figures and the risk that more precise figures might give a
sEPurious sense of precision in the estimates.

% Other people would need to be trained, including for example, other school staff and health
workers, but the numbers of people and therefore, costs, cannot be quantified at this time.
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4.39.

e £505,000-£766,000 to cover either supply cover or the cost of teachers’
time, to enable one teacher from each school in Wales to be trained as
an IDP co-ordinator;

e £251,500 to £357,500 to provide either supply cover or the cost of
teachers’ time, to enable one SENCo/ALNCos and one ARR co-
ordinator, to be trained in using the quality assurance system;

e £251,500 to £357,500, to cover either supply cover or the cost of
teachers’ time, to train a teacher in each school in the use of the
outcome grids; and

e £5,000-£9,000 to cover the cost of special educational need
administrators’ time, to enable them to be retrained so they can support
IDPs.

training for SENCos/ALNCos, estimated to be £945,000 in the first year;

a range of costs linked to capacity building, to enable increased delegation of
funding to schools which cannot be quantified without further research; and
the costs of establishing new planning processes, structures and protocols
and resource groups for children and young people with more complex or
severe needs, estimated to be between £300,000-£375,000.

With the notable exception of the training for SENCos/ALNCos and to a lesser
degree, the establishment of new planning processes, structures and
protocols, most of these costs can be met by using and redeploying existing

resources.
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5.

The operational and consequential costs of reform of the

quality assurance framework

Existing arrangements

5.1.

The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW 2004b)
outlines responsibilities in relation to quality assurance, monitoring and

evaluation for local authorities, SENCos and school governors:

local authorities should ‘ensure that the service has a development plan
which sets out clear targets and is regularly reviewed; such plans should
specify short, medium and long-term strategies and arrangements for
evaluation and quality assurance’ (ibid., 18);

SENCos’ responsibilities include ‘monitoring the quality of teaching and
standards of pupils’ achievements’ (ibid., 49); and

school governors’ responsibilities include ensuring schools monitor and

evaluate their provision.

Reformed arrangements

5.2.

Pilot A estimates the operational costs will be minimal in relation to the time

needed by schools and local authorities:

For schools, pilot A considers it only requires schools to reallocate time and
resources. Once additional ALN resources are delegated, schools will be
responsible for significant amounts of money to meet ALN and the quality
assurance system will be their prime way of demonstrating to local authorities
that they are spending the money wisely. It is likely that SENCos/ALNCos will
take on this role. Although both pilots A and D identified SENCos’/ALNCos’
existing heavy workload as a significant challenge, they found that existing
SENCo0s/ALNCos were able to manage the process, provided it was
introduced on a phased basis. Pilot A reports that ‘the assessments are
designed to be very easy to complete and do not take much time once the
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5.3.

5.4.

users have gained experience of using them’ (pilot project A, unpublished

document).

Pilot A considers local authorities will be able to reallocate the time officers
currently devote to the existing framework to the new framework. It is judged
to provide schools with a mechanism for demonstrating accountability to the
local authority for the use of delegated funding and will strengthen the local
authority monitoring, intervention, challenge and support role by improving the
quality of data they have. Proposals developed by pilot B, include regular
‘core visits’ which will enable local authority advisory teams to review and
discuss the data generated by the quality assurance framework with schools
(including the ALNCo and members of the senior management team (SMT)),

as part of their programme of monitoring, intervention, challenge and support.

Pilot A estimates that the introduction of the quality assurance framework will
create some consequential costs. It should, for example, highlight training
needs and areas where schools need support and challenge and also
highlight examples of good practice that should be disseminated. However,
this should simply mean that the resources devoted to their existing support
and challenge role are more effectively targeted at need.

Over the longer term, the quality assurance framework should increase the
cost-effectiveness of provision and has the potential to reduce overall (net)
costs. In their review of special educational needs funding, the Wales Audit
Office (2007) found that although local authorities had improved their
knowledge of how special educational needs funding was spent, only a few
local authorities ‘have a well-informed and up-to-date view of the quality of
provision at each school, obtained as a result of regular monitoring’ and their
‘ability to compare their own levels of expenditure with that elsewhere in
Wales or more widely is very limited...” Moreover, their ‘understanding of the
outcomes achieved by pupils with SEN is far less secure’ than their
understanding of expenditure or the quality of provision (ibid., 18).
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5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

The Wales Audit Office (2007) report does not explicitly link improvements in
evaluation and quality assurance to cost savings and, therefore, does not
guantify cost savings. However, it identifies inefficiencies, such as the
bureaucratic burden for schools created by many local authorities’ failure to
use Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) as a basis for monitoring and

instead requiring schools:

‘to submit and update copies of their SEN registers to the council
separately from the data entered into PLASC’ (WAO, 2007, 9).

It also highlights how these weaknesses and inefficiencies in monitoring make
it difficult for local authorities to evaluate the relative cost-effectiveness of

different types of provision and to plan effectively for the longer-term which, in
turn, increases the risk that children or young people will need expensive out-

of-county specialist placements (WAO, 2007, 14).

Caerphilly, which has piloted the provision mapping tool, has already used the
tools to identify types of provision which are not cost-effective, such as the
employment of peripatetic teachers. This, in turn, enables the resources
devoted to such interventions to be used more effectively.
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6. The operational and consequential cost of reform of
arrangements for the individual planning and review of

provision for ALN

The cost of arrangements for individual planning of provision for ALN

Existing requirements

6.1. Every child or young person on School Action or School Action Plus or with a
statement of special educational needs (SEN) should have an individual
development plan (IEP)*°. As outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code
of Practice for Wales (NAfW, 2004b), the IEP should include information
about:

¢ ‘the short-term targets set for or by the child;
¢ the teaching strategies to be used;

e the provision to be put in place;

e when the plan is to be reviewed;

e success and/or exit criteria; and

e outcomes (to be recorded when IEP is reviewed)’ (ibid., 53).

6.2. The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW 2004b) does
not specify who should lead the drafting of an IEP although it stresses the
importance of children’s, young people’s, parents’ and carers’ involvement. In

practice, the person who leads drafting is often the SENCo/ALNCo.

6.3. As outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (ibid.)

a statutory assessment involves:

e ‘consideration by the LEA, working co-operatively with parents, the child’s

school and, as appropriate, other agencies, as to whether a statutory

% As do those on Early Years Action or Early Years Action Plus.
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assessment of the child's special educational needs is necessary; and if
SO

e conducting the assessment, in close collaboration with parents, schools
and other agencies’ (NAfW, 2004b, 73).

6.4. As outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales

(NAfW 2004b), after deciding to make a statutory assessment:

‘the LEA must seek parental, educational, medical, psychological and
social services advice. They must also seek any other advice they
consider appropriate and, where reasonable, should consult those whom
the parents have named’ (ibid., 43-44).

6.5. If, following a statutory assessment, a statement of special educational needs
is warranted, as outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice
for Wales (NAfW 2004b) it should include:

e ‘Part 1. Introduction: the child’s name and address and date of birth. The
child’s home language and religion. The names and address(es) of the
child’s parents.

e Part 2. Special Educational Needs: details of each and every one of the
child’s special educational needs as identified by the LEA during statutory
assessment.

e Where an LEA, having made an assessment of a child, decides to make a
statement, they shall serve a copy of a proposed statement and a written
notice on the child’s parent within two weeks of the date on which the
assessment was completed.

e Part 3. Special Educational Provision: the special educational provision
that the LEA consider necessary to meet the child’s special educational
needs.

a. The objectives that the special educational provision should aim to

meet.
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b. The special educational provision which the LEA consider
appropriate to meet the needs set out in Part 2 and to meet the
objectives.

c. The arrangements to be made for monitoring progress in meeting
those objectives, particularly for setting short-term targets for the
child’s progress and for reviewing his or her progress on a regular
basis.

e Part 4. Placement: the type and name of school where the special
educational provision set out in Part 3 is to be made or the LEA’s
arrangements for provision to be made otherwise than in school.

e Part 5. Non-Educational Needs: all relevant non-educational needs of the
child as agreed between the health services, social services or other
agencies and the LEA.

e Part 6. Non-Educational Provision: details of relevant non-educational
provision required to meet the non-educational needs of the child as
agreed between the health services and/or social services and the LEA,
including the agreed arrangements for its provision’ (emphasis and italic
omitted, ibid., 99-100).

Reformed arrangements

6.6.

Every child who currently falls within the categories of School Action, School
Action Plus or who has a statement of special educational needs, all of whom
currently have an IEP, should have an IDP. The IDP will replace the IEP and
will, at some point, replace statements. If a broader group of children and
young people were to have IDPs, costs would of course increase. The IDP

should include:

basic information about the child or young person, such as biographical
information and information about the people working with the child or young
person;

contributions from children and young people, parents or carers and

professionals (which will help inform a one page profile); and
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e an action plan (including targets, outcomes, the nature of provision to be

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

6.10.

made and review arrangements).

As such it includes a broader range of information than that currently included
in the IEP (most notably contributions from children, young people and their
parents or carers). It is closer in content to a statement of special educational

needs.

The move to IDPs is also intended to drive a shift from a service-centred,
‘inter-disciplinary’ model of working where individual professionals from
different agencies separately assess the needs of children and families before
meeting ‘to share information, discuss their findings and set goals’, to a much
more integrated, person-centred approach (Watson et al., 2001, 51 cited in
Cavet, 2007).

The broader range of information required by the IDP and the new ways of
working it demands, mean that it is likely to take longer to develop an IDP
compared to an IEP. Estimates from Torfaen suggest, as a guide, it takes one
to two hours to complete an initial IDP and about three quarters of an hour to
update it. The Pembrokeshire pilots indicate that although the process of
writing the IDP is not time consuming, the initial process of gathering and then
uploading data, typing in contact details and so on for the first time takes a
considerable amount of time. Moreover, because IEPs are currently paper-
based, the data in existing IEPs can not be directly imported. In contrast, the
costs of producing an IDP from scratch where there is no IEP are lower,
because data is added directly to the IDP. For example, existing paper-based
documents, such as letters, which form part of an IEP, must be scanned and
uploaded to the IDP. In contrast, where there is no IEP, documents such as e-

mailed letters, can be directly uploaded to the IDP.

Torfaen have estimated that 70-75% of the information needed for the IDP
can be drawn from existing databases. Moreover, because it is an electronic

rather than paper-based system, data can be directly inputted during
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6.11.

6.12.

6.13.

6.14.

meetings, meaning it is a one-stage, time-saving process which helps offset

the additional time required to undertake a person-centred assessment.

Given the efficiencies generated by a more streamlined electronic process,
the costs of developing an IDP are expected to be lower than the costs of
developing a statement of special educational needs (which, as noted,
includes a similar range of information to that included in an IDP). The
savings, specifically in relation to statements, include a much faster process of
review and of signing off changes, which can be done by e-mail rather than

the current approach which requires letters to be posted to all parties.

In addition to the time needed to write the IDP, the time of those attending the
IDP meetings may be considerable. For example, the cost, to a school of two
hours of a SENCo's/ALNCO’s time is estimated to be around £70*° and the
costs for two hours of a community speech and language therapist, a
community occupational therapist and a health visitor to would be £62, £88
and £78 respectively (including on costs, but excluding qualifications) (Curtis,
2011). The total cost, for all four to attend would therefore be £268. It is not
possible to quantify the estimated total costs without further research, to for
example, assess the likely number of IDPs and need for different

professionals to attend.

Although there are unlikely to be large differences in the people who should
attend IDP meetings, as distinct from IEP meetings, attendance at IEP

meetings is reported to be often very poor.

Pilots B and C report that there are likely to be a number of other operational

costs. These include:

¢ increasing demand for data storage capacity (the costs of which have not yet

been calculated);

“° This is calculated using an estimated salary of £39,750, plus on costs of 30%, bringing the total to
£51,675. This is based upon the maximum pay scale, for teachers in England and Wales (£31,552)
plus a Level 1 special educational needs allowance (£2,001) and a maximum teaching and learning
responsibility 2 payment (£6,197), to reflect the additional responsibilities a SENCo/ALNCo could be
expected to have. It assumes a SENCo/ALNCo works 194 days and 7.5 hour day, meaning the hourly
cost is £36.
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¢ the cost of security — if ‘keys’ are required, costs will be very high (a minimum

6.15.

of £25 per user which, assuming that 20% of the school age population have

an IDP at any one time which would mean there would be around 7,500 IDPs
and assuming a minimum of three users per IDP (each of whom would have a
key), the total cost would be at least £562,500. However, Torfaen is confident

that ‘two factor authentication’*

can be achieved, without using ‘keys’, by
using an e-mail account and password. The security requirements of the IDP
are currently being considered;

the costs of supporting those children and young people and/or their parents
and carers without access to the internet and/or who are not IT literate. It may
be possible for this to be covered by key workers (for those with the most
severe and/or complex needs) and those co-ordinating the IDP (for the
remainder of young people and their families), but the feasibility of this has not
been established; and

the costs of establishing central (i.e. national) technical and business support
for the on-line IDP. Although LA business support and IT teams will provide
day-to-day support to those using the IDP, Torfaen have concluded that a
central support structure is needed to provide back-up if there were questions
or problems that LA teams could not answer and to help ensure that over
time, the IDP developed in a consistent way. The estimated cost of this is

£26,000 per year*?.

The costs, in terms of staff time, of multi-agency strategic planning groups and
multi-agency complex needs panels, are considerable. These groups and
panels are needed to make decisions about funding and provision for those
with more complex or severe needs. They are costly because the meetings
are frequent — often once a month — and senior practitioners attend. For
example, the cost, purely in terms of staff time, of a three hour meeting with

an attendance of 13, including:

¢ senior representatives from children’s services and adult services;

*1 In this case the two factor authentication is something they have — an e-mail account — and
something they know — a password.

*2 This is based upon the estimated salary of a local authority IT helpdesk co-ordinator (£20,000) and
assumes on costs of 30% (LG n.d. d).
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6.16.

6.17.

a Project Manager, Group Manager and Project Board Chair (as well as an
unpaid parent representative);

representatives from a learning setting, Careers Wales and Care Council
Network United Kingdom (CCNUK);

a complex care specialist, and a specialist Child and Adolescent Mental
Health Service practitioner; and

two key workers.

would be in the order of £1,700. This panel could be expected to meet 20 times
a year, indicating a total annual cost of £34,000*® per local authority and a
national cost of £748,000.

Nevertheless, existing statutory duties include provision for multi-agency
working and planning and most local authorities have multi-agency complex

needs panels.
There are also likely to be consequential costs and cost savings:

a reduction in the number of statutory assessments and statements (from
around 3%, initially, to 0.5% and ultimately to zero) if they are replaced by
IDPs. It is hoped that substantial cost savings can be made here. The cost of
producing statements is considerable. For example, in 2002, the Audit
Commission (2002b) estimated that each statement costs £2,500 to produce
(equivalent to over £3,000 in current prices assuming 2.5% inflation per year).
The total cost of producing new statements in 2011 could, therefore, be
around £4 million**. However, once a statement is produced, the cost of
producing an IEP may fall (a young person with significant special educational
needs should have both a statement and an IEP), therefore, it is difficult to
assess the net impact of phasing our statements and replacing IEPs with
IDPs;

*3 These figures are based upon analysis undertaken as part of the cost-benefit analysis of the
transition key worker pilot projects (Holtom et al., forthcoming b).

* In January 2012, there were 13,591 statements in total and 1,333 pupils were newly assessed as

requiring a statement during 2011, compared with 1,264 in 2010 (Statistics Wales, 2012).
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¢ pilot A reports that most local authorities maintain expensive computer
systems and for example, one of the smaller pilot local authorities spends
around £10,000 a year on licenses for their Capita system for statementing
and has administrative costs of around £150,000 a year for statementing.
However, some of this is likely to be reallocated. For example, it is proposed
that existing SEN administration teams could help administer IDPs. Therefore,
it is not possible to assess the total cost saving without further research;

¢ as outlined below, the role of resource panels may be slimmed down as more
cases are dealt with at school level. The cost implications of this are not
known and would require further research, and if possible, piloting to enable
the costs to be measured empirically;

e reduction in numbers of appeals to tribunals. The expected impact on
numbers has not been quantified. The costs of contesting appeals are
believed to be high. Although local authorities will not have to pay external
legal costs, the time of staff and resources put toward a tribunal in one local
authority has been estimated by a solicitor’s firm as up to £10,000 per tribunal
(Lincolnshire Echo, 2010). Although the total number of cases heard by the
Special Educational Needs Tribunal for Wales (SENTW) each year are
relatively low (131 in 2009-10), if the number of cases was reduced to the
levels of local authorities such as Anglesey, Gwynedd, Merthyr Tydfil and
Wrexham who currently have the lowest levels (around one case per 10,000
pupils), the total reduction in cases would be in the order of around 40%,
falling to approximately 80 cases a year (SENTW, 2011). This would
represent a significant cost saving, assuming the costs of each case could be
as high as £10,000. However, any reduction in the number of appeals caused
by improvements in family information and support services, improved dispute
resolution process and improvements in provision (including the introduction
of the IDP and quality assurance framework), could be offset by an increase in
the number of cases appealed to the Special Educational Needs Tribunal for
Wales (SENTW) if rights of appeal were extended to include more children
and young people than is currently the case. For example, it has been
proposed that the right of appeal could be extended to all young people with
ALN. However, it is unlikely this option will be adopted,;
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e more efficient provision including, for example, a reduction in the number of
expensive out-of-county placements. For example, Carmarthenshire has
halved the number of children and young people in residential schools (from a
peak of 20 in 2005/06 to 9 in 2008/09, reversing the previously upward trend)
and increased the number of children and young people cared for in the home
from 4 to 16 over the same period (Jones and Dunn, unpublished document);

e more efficient administration including, for example, reductions in the time that
is currently wasted by professionals trying to find information about a child (for
example, who else is working with them) by reducing the fragmentation of
planning; and

e more effective, earlier intervention. The expected impact on need has not
been quantified. The Wales Audit Office (2007) reports that although good
forward planning can lead to higher expenditure in the short-term, higher
levels of initial investment have the potential to reduce costs in the longer-
term, by reducing the number of pupils placed in expensive out-of-county
provision, and by increasing schools’ capacity and confidence in catering for
SEN (WAO, 2007).

The cost of reform of arrangements for review of IDPs

Existing arrangements

6.18. As outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales

(NAfW 2004b), in primary, secondary and special schools:

‘IEPs should be reviewed at least twice a year. Ideally they should be
reviewed termly or possibly more frequently for some children. At least
one review in the year could coincide with a routine Parents’ Evening,
although schools should recognise that some parents will prefer a private
meeting. Reviews need not be unduly formal, but parents’ views on the
child’s progress should be sought and they should be consulted as part of
the review process. Schools should encourage parents to make their
views known. Wherever possible, the child should also take part in the
review process and be involved in setting the targets. If the child is not
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involved in the review, their ascertainable views should be considered in

any discussion’ (ibid., 53).

6.19. As outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales

(ibid.), in relation to statements:

‘All statements (other than those for children under two) must be reviewed
at least annually. The annual review of a pupil’s statement ensures that
once a year the parents, the pupil, the LEA, the school, and all the
professionals involved consider both the progress the pupil has made
over the previous 12 months and whether any amendments need to be
made to the description of the pupil’s needs or to the special educational
provision specified in the statement. It is a way of monitoring and
evaluating the continued effectiveness and appropriateness of the
statement. LEAs must ensure that such a review is carried out within 12
months of either making the statement or of the previous review’
(ibid.,120).

The cost of reform of arrangements for review of ALN provision

6.20.

It is estimated by pilots B and C that the introduction of IDPs will reduce the
overall costs of reviews. IDP review meetings will replace IEP meetings and it
is estimated by pilot B that, although the frequency of IDP meetings will be
similar to that of IEP meetings, the IDP will make it more efficient to update
plans. The IDP review meetings will also replace annual statement review
meetings, and over time, as the number of statements falls, initially to 0.5% of
the population and ultimately to zero when statements are phased out, the

total number of review meetings will also fall.
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7. The operational costs of key working and key workers

7.1. As outlined in table three, below, it is envisaged that all children and young
people with severe and/or complex ALN will have key working and key
workers. For children and young people with moderate ALN, there will be key
working, and families will have someone who provides a single point of
contact. However, this single point of contact who might, for example, be the
person co-coordinating the IDP, may not offer the same level of sustained
practical and emotional support that a key worker would provide.

Key working and key workers

Key working is viewed as an exemplar of good practice by bodies such as the Care Co-
ordination Network Wales. It provides families with one agreed single point of contact,
synchronising the support and services of two or more agencies in meeting their needs. It
has been defined by the Care Council Network UK as “a service, involving two or more
agencies, that provides disabled children and young people (0-25 years of age) and their
families with a system whereby services from different agencies are co-ordinated. It
encompasses individual tailoring of services based on assessment of need, inter-agency
collaboration at strategic and practice levels, and a named key worker for the child and
family giving a single point of contact” (CCNUK, n.d. a, 8).

Key workers work directly with families and are expected to provide information, identify
and assess the needs of all family members, provide emotional and practical support
where required, and help the child or young person and their family, work with other
agencies and if necessary, advocate on their behalf (CCNUK, n.d., b).

A ‘designated’ key worker is employed specifically to work as a key worker whilst a ‘non-
designated’ key worker provides key working services alongside other roles. The non-
designated model is the most common form of key working. A practitioner takes on the
role of key worker for a small number of families (typically up to three) in addition to their
usual role (CCNUK, n.d. c, 6).

As outlined above, key working and key workers is often used to support disabled
children and their families, given the complexity of their needs and the range of services
working with them. For those with less severe and/or complex needs, where fewer
services are involved, someone who can provide a single point of contact for the family
and who can co-ordinate the support of different services is desirable. However, the
person who takes on this role, does not necessarily need to provide the same level of
sustained and in depth emotional and practical support that a key worker offers to families
of children and young people with more complex and/or severe needs (DfE, n.d., Cavet,
2007).
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Table 3: types of co-ordination of an IDP

Type of ALN

Roughly
equates to Tier

Co-ordination

Notes

Severe and/or

4

Multi-agency panel,

In effect, the Carmarthenshire model.

complex ALN key worker

Moderately 2/3 Co-ordinator, key Co-ordinator, likely to be the SENCo/ALNCo as the co-ordinator

severe and/or working needs to have the authority to co-ordinate a multi-agency team

complex ALN but could also be undertaken by another professional, such as an
Early Support Key Worker. Parental choice is also important. As
multiple agencies are involved, the co-ordinator key works with
the family (e.g. acts as the family/service interface).

ALN that are not | 2 Co-ordinator, a Simple plan (few or no other agencies involved). Therefore there

severe and/or
complex

designated/identified

person

IS no need to co-ordinate others outside school, so the person co-
ordinating the plan may not need authority over others (assuming
plans are agreed with SENCo/ALNCo and adhered to by
colleagues) and there is no need for key working, although the co-
ordinator should apply the principles of key working when working
with the family. Therefore, the co-ordinator could, for example, be
a class teacher (rather than SENCo/ALNCO).
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7.2.

7.3.

If we assume key workers are restricted to approximately 0.5% of pupils with
the most severe and/or complex needs, this would equate to approximately
19,000 pupils aged 5-16. A model using non-dedicated key workers has been
put forward to meet this need. This would involve reconfiguring the existing
workforce to enable existing staff to take on the role. The scale of the task
should not be under-estimated. CCNUK research suggests non-designated
key workers have an average caseload of three. This indicates a need for
6,000 non-designated key workers across Wales. Nevertheless, it is judged
achievable and advocates point to local authorities such as Ceredigion,
Pembrokeshire, Conwy and Torfaen which have used existing resources to
develop key working services for some children and young people, such as
transition services for those aged 14-19 with severe and/or complex needs
(personal communication with Sally Rees, manager, Care Co-ordination

Network Cymru).

The cost of introducing non-dedicated key working is much lower than the
cost of introducing a dedicated key working service. Assuming the non-
dedicated key workers are able to fulfil their role as part of their existing
responsibilities and there is, therefore, no additional cost, the main costs will

include, at a minimum:

a key working service manager and administrative support which is likely to be
in the region £30,000-£40,000 for management and £10,000-£12,000 for
administration each year in each local authority (indicating a total cost of
£880,000-£1,144,000 per year);

a named person who would act as key worker, a role which could be fulfilled
by the person co-ordinating the IDP, and as such could be fulfilled by the
existing workforce;

multi-agency care planning and review meetings to facilitate planning at case
level, a function which could be met by the IDP planning process/meetings
(whose costs are discussed in section five above);

training for key workers in, for example, person-centred planning (whose costs

are discussed in section six above); and
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7.4,

7.5.

7.6.

a multi-agency steering group able to provide strategic oversight, make
decisions about resources and tackle barriers to integrated working, which
could potentially be fulfilled by complex needs panels (whose costs are
discussed in section six above) (Greco et al., 2005).

Key workers and key working for some children and young people is currently
established in some parts of Wales including Conwy, Ceredigion,
Pembrokeshire, Newport and Torfaen, but is not universally available even in
these areas as it does not cover the whole 0-25 age range (CCNUK, n.d., d).
This means that the net cost of introducing the service would be lower than
the estimate included above but that it is not possible to estimate the total net
cost without, for example, undertaking a detailed audit of existing provision

across Wales.

Although the non-dedicated key working model is less costly than a
designated key working model, evidence suggests that it is less effective
(Sloper et al., 2011). Therefore, there may be a case for a dedicated key
worker service for some groups, such as those with severe and/or complex
needs, who are making the transition from school to education, training,
employment and/or independent living. This is subject to a separate cost
benefit analysis of the transition key worker pilot projects (Holtom et al.,
forthcoming a). In principle, the costs of this should be borne by education,

health and social services.

Moreover, one of the key findings from the evaluation of transition key working
pilot projects is that the value of key working lies not only in the impact it has
upon outcomes for young people, such as progression to education, training
or employment and independent living, but upon young people’s and their
parents’ and carers’ experience of transition. For example, it can significantly
reduce the stress that young people and their parents or carers experience
during transitions. Evidence from families suggests the need to ensure that
there is continuity, that key workers have the time to build and sustain a
relationship with families and that key workers provide a single point of

contact for families when they need it.
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7.7,

7.8.

In order to improve families’ experiences, the IDP has the potential to not only
improve the planning of provision to meet a child’s or young person’s needs,
but also planning for the support they and their family need. This more
personalised approach to planning could include the identification of those
cases where a family needed greater support than that which could be
provided by a non-dedicated key worker. It could also help identify those
points, such as transition, when additional support was expected to be
needed.

Evidence from the costs and benefits analysis of transition key working pilot
projects in Wales (Holtom et al., forthcoming a) also suggests that key
workers are likely to be well placed to help identify barriers to joint working.
Where these barriers cannot be overcome by key workers, key working
service managers should have a key role in identifying these barriers and
raising them with multi-agency steering groups, who do have the capacity and

influence to tackle these barriers at a strategic level.
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8.  The operational costs of the SENCo/ALNCo role

Existing arrangements

8.1. As outlined in the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales

(NAfW, 2004b) in primary schools (the role is similar in secondary schools):

‘The SEN Co-ordinator (SENCO0), in collaboration with the head teacher
and governing body, plays a key role in determining the strategic
development of the SEN policy and provision in the school in order to
raise the achievement of children with SEN. The SENCo takes day-to-day
responsibility for the operation of the SEN policy and co-ordination of the
provision made for individual children with SEN, working closely with staff,
parents and carers and other agencies. The SENCo also provides related
professional guidance to colleagues with the aim of securing high quality
teaching for children with SEN.

The SENCo, with the support of the head teacher and colleagues, seeks
to develop effective ways of overcoming barriers to learning and
sustaining effective teaching through the analysis and assessment of
children’s needs by monitoring the quality of teaching and standards of
pupils’ achievements, and by setting targets for improvement. The SENCo
should collaborate with curriculum coordinators so that the learning for all
children is given equal priority and available resources are used to

maximum effect’ (ibid., 64).

8.2. The Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (ibid.) also
outlines that:

‘In terms of responsibility the SENCo role is at least equivalent to that of

curriculum co-ordinator’ and that: ‘Many schools find it effective for the
SENCo to be a member of the senior leadership team’ (ibid., 50).
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Reformed arrangements

8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

As outlined in the SENCo/ALNCo role specification developed by pilots D, the
reformed role includes key elements that fall within the remit of the SENCo (as
defined by the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice for Wales (NAfW
2004b)), including:

the ‘strategic development of ALN policy and procedures;

the co-ordination of provision;

leading, developing and supporting colleagues; and

working in partnership with pupils, families and other professionals’ (pilot

D, unpublished document).

As such, what it primarily offers is better training to enable SENCos/ALNCos
to fulfil their existing role, rather than the imposition of new duties. It is also
envisaged that the cost of employing SENCos/ALNCos will be covered by
schools, using some of their delegated funding. For the purposes of analysis,
it is assumed that the time existing SENCos/ALNCos spend is adequate, so
no additional teaching cover is required. This assumption may be unrealistic,
given the heavy workload of SENCos/ALNCos. The increasing delegation to
schools of both responsibilities and resources for meeting additional learning
needs is also likely to increase the demands upon SENCos/ALNCos.
Increased demands upon their SENCos’/ALNCos’ time may also, in turn,
reduce their capacity to take on other roles, such as teaching responsibilities.
However, redefining the role of SENCos/ALNCos, as pilot D’s proposals for
the redefined SENco/ALNCo role seek to do, by making the role more
strategic, may mean that more routine tasks can be taken up by other
members of the school.

The establishment of the reformed SENCo/ALNCo role may also increase the
cost of employing SENCos/ALNCos, although it is not possible at this stage to
estimate the net impact with any degree of accuracy. A payment may be

needed to recognise the qualification but the amount required has not yet
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been assessed. In addition, if pilot D’'s recommendation that SENCos/ALNCos
be members of the senior management team in primary schools were adopted
(this is not judged necessary in secondary schools), this would increase the
cost of employing SENCos/ALNCos who are not currently part of the senior
management team **. In primary schools, this would mean somewhere
between around a third and half of SENCos/ALNCos would need to join the
senior management team“®, which could in turn trigger additional Teaching
and Learning Responsibility (TLR) payments. However, proposals for
clustering in which schools, particularly small schools, ‘share’ a
SENCO0/ALNCo, may mean that the total number of SENCos/ALNCos falls.
This in turn could reduce the number of teachers who qualify for TLR

payments, potentially offsetting other increases in cost.

*> There is currently no requirement for SENCos/ALNCos to be part of the senior management team.
*® This is based upon an extrapolation of a survey of SENCos in Newport and Cardiff. This found that

69% of all SENCos are on schools’ senior management team, falling to 51% if headteachers and

deputy heads fulfilling the role are excluded (who may choose not to take on the new role and
responsibilities).
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9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

Conclusions

The final report on the developmental phase of the Additional Learning Needs
Pilot projects (Holtom et al., forthcoming b), identified a broad consensus that
the status quo is untenable and the existing system, particularly in relation to
statements, is not cost-effective and needs reform. The system fails to meet
the needs of many children and young people, their parents and carers and is
costly, time consuming and complex to administer. Therefore, there is a

strong case for reform, provided the proposed reforms are cost-effective.

This interim cost analysis indicates that the start-up costs of key elements of
reform, most notably in terms of capacity building, and in particular, training of
SENCo0s/ALNCos are likely to be considerable. The largest cost relate to
training SENCos/ALNCos, which is estimated to be £945,000 per year. The
costs for training other members of the workforce in, for example, co-
ordinating and contributing to IDPs are also likely to be considerable given the
numbers involved. However, these are not additional costs. Instead they
require the redeployment of existing resources. For example, by using existing
local authority trainers to deliver training and for those being trained to attend

training as part of their normal working week.

The analysis indicates that once established, costs are estimated to be
comparable to existing arrangements (i.e. to be neutral) and may generate net

cost savings in some areas.

It is likely that the reformed system will mean more needs are identified,
increasing demands upon services. However, it is expected that this will be
offset by earlier identification of need and improvements in administration,
planning and provision to meet those needs. This will mean that more needs
can be met, and that needs can be met more effectively, without increasing

the overall cost to the system as a whole.

Moreover, in general, the proposed reforms do not impose new duties upon

schools, local authorities or health boards, meaning they represent existing
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9.7

9.8

rather than new costs. Where new duties are imposed, these typically extend

or change existing duties rather than creating completely new duties.

However, there remains considerable uncertainty about the costs of almost all
elements of the proposed reforms. In many cases there is little or no empirical
evidence of actual costs and estimates for these costs are, therefore, based
upon plans of what is expected to happen and evidence from comparable
interventions. In particular, most of the cost estimates are based upon the
assumption that there is considerable scope to redeploy existing resources to,
for example, enable training, so that the increase in costs is minimal. This
assumption may prove overly optimistic. Moreover, because systems-wide
testing has not been undertaken, the impact of different elements of the

reform programme upon the cost of other elements is also not known.

In assessing net costs, it is important to consider net costs across the system
and over time. This requires systems thinking - an analysis of the system as a
whole, looking at, for example, how the decisions of one service can impact
upon the costs of another service*’. It will also be important to consider the
impact of timing. For example, earlier intervention and better planning - two
key goals of the reform of the statutory framework for special educational
needs in Wales - may cost more in the short-term, but save money over the
longer-term. The reforms should, for example, ensure that needs are identified
swiftly and that provision is put in place to meet those needs. This, in turn,
should ensure that problems do no escalate as a consequence of, for
example, children or young people falling further and further behind. These
sorts of problems can increase children’s or young people’s risk of
disengagement and disaffection and other associated problems such as poor
behaviour, all of which are likely to be more difficult, and more costly, to
address in the future (Allen, 2011).

Crucially, more effective identification of need and planning applies both to the
individual and to the system as a whole - at present much money is wasted

because neither the identification of need nor the planning for the provision to

*" |t can be contrasted with an approach, which, for example looked at the cost of each service
individually and in isolation from other services.
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9.10

meet that need happens early enough. As a consequence, much planning is
too hasty, making it more difficult to secure good value for money. In many
cases, for example, those commissioning services do not have a robust
picture of the needs of children and young people and, thus, they cannot plan
commissioning of local provision and are instead forced to rely upon more

expensive out-of-county provision when needs are identified.

Although there is a strong case for sequencing reforms to ensure that capacity
is built before new tools and approaches are implemented, it is important that
the less costly reforms are not ‘cherry picked’. The evidence from the ALN
Pilot projects suggest that to be cost-effective there will need to be system

wide reform®® and in calculating costs we have assumed this will be the case.

Given the uncertainty around both the net cost and the cost-effectiveness of

many of the elements of reform programme discussed in this report, there is a
strong case for exploring these issues further in any development of the pilots.
This could include further research to better understand the cost-effectiveness
of multi-agency panels, the extent of training needs and how these could best

be met and the requirements for key working.

Recommendations for further work

9.11

The piloting phase of the ALN Pilots should be used to provide additional
empirical evidence of the likely start-up, operational and consequential costs
of the quality assurance system, individual planning and review processes
and the establishment of the SENCo0/ALNCo role. This would enable many of
the assumptions about, for example, the time needed to develop and review
IDPs compared to IEPSs, to be tested. Where possible, systems analysis
should be used to consider the impact of different elements of the reforms

upon each other.

8 For example, the interdependence of reforms means that the value of introducing IDPs without also
introducing person-centred planning training is likely be constrained and the costs of producing each
IDP would increase, if those developing IDPs lacked the necessary skills (because they had not been
adequately trained).

78



9.12

9.13

In order to more accurately estimate net costs, the scope for redeploying
and/or decommissioning existing services should be rigorously assessed. The
scope for redeployment and/or decommissioning will depend upon both
decisions by the Welsh Government about, for example, the extent to which
the IDP can replace or be integrated with other planning processes, and
decisions by individual local authorities and educational consortia about how
they redeploy resources to enable training. This will have important

implications for the net start-up and operational costs.

The costs associated with other aspects of the proposed reforms, such as
reforming family information and support services, advocacy and complaint
resolution arrangements; the introduction of key working and costs associated
with reforming Initial Teacher Training and Continuing Professional
Development, should be considered, in order to prove a more comprehensive

assessment of the total cost of reform.
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