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�EXECUTIVE SUMMARY





This research sought to examine the process and perceived impact of producing Behaviour Support Plans (BSPs).  The study was divided into two stages.  Firstly, a quantitative analysis of DfEE summary information on all 148 BSPs was undertaken.  Secondly, there was a qualitative case study stage undertaken in six Local Education Authorities (LEAs) with well-rated plans.



PART ONE: BSPs: THE NATIONAL PICTURE

Overall, the evidence to emerge from the initial analysis of 148 BSPs suggests much referencing of, and consultation with, a wide range of services, while nearly half of all plans received either a ‘good’ or a ‘very good’ rating.



Only a minority of LEAs (40 per cent) included schools as service providers in their plans and nearly one in six (14 per cent) of the plans actually registered a ‘zero involvement’ of schools (i.e. they were neither consulted nor referenced as service providers).  Plans that did not show evidence of consultation with schools were rated of lower quality by DfEE assessors. 



The contribution of vocationally-oriented providers (especially the Further Education sector (FE) and Careers) to behaviour support was not always evident in plans.  



DfEE data suggest relatively little specific reference to children with emotional difficulties (by only one in five BSPs).  Identifying the involvement of Mental Health services may be worth stipulating in future DfEE guidelines, as no discrete category was used in their summary procedures.



Despite the vast majority of LEAs consulting with other statutory services (such as Social Services and Health), and referencing their provision in the BSP, very few plans indicated links to these agencies’ own strategic planning or policies.



The data suggest links with Police and other offending-related services might also be an area for development, especially considering the almost complete lack of baseline measures and targets for youth crime in BSPs.



Performance measures were not always evident in BSPs. Exclusion baseline and target data were not included in about a third of all plans, while reintegration targets featured in only about one in five BSPs.  Truancy targets were offered by just over half the LEAs.  In addition, these measures were presented in a very wide range of formats.



The sheer range of criteria used by DfEE assessors is noteworthy.  The fact that these spanned from strategic links at service directorate level to usefulness for informing parents may indicate just what a wide brief LEAs were expected to include in their production of BSPs.

�PART TWO: BSPs IN SIX CASE-STUDY LEAs

Stage Two of the research focused on six case-study LEAs selected from a sample of 24 BSPs receiving high ratings from DfEE assessors.  The case-study sample was designed to include two metropolitan LEAs, two ‘new’ authorities, one London Borough and one county.  A number of LEA characteristics affecting the process of developing the BSP, including size; demography; service boundaries and existing multi-agency relations; socio-economic factors; and restructuring were identified.  When planning BSPs, LEAs were clearly operating within different baselines or ‘climates of opportunity’. 



In all six LEAs, some kind of core group (rather than an individual) took responsibility for the plan.  Core group composition showed three variations, personnel originating from a ‘single service’ or division; ‘multi-service’ (more than one education service); or ‘multi-directorate’ (including a non-educational agency representative).  The ‘multi-directorate’ plan received a rating of ‘very good’.



The consultation process involved three stages: an orientation or awareness-raising stage where core group members disseminated information about the BSP; a pre-draft consultation stage auditing existing provision and seeking views on priorities for development; and a draft consultation stage (involving dissemination of drafts of the plan for comment). Those involved only at draft stage were generally less positive about the impact and effectiveness of the process.



Views on the impact of developing the BSP included: raised awareness of the provision available within the authority, of behaviour issues and of the need for multi-agency working and an increased recognition and higher profile for certain education services and other agencies.  Examples of operational-level activity as an outcome, at least in part, of the BSP’s development, included joint support projects and new interagency procedures e.g. information sharing.  Suggested strategic-level developments included clarifying roles and parameters of services within education directorates, and the sharing of targets and joint bidding across agencies.  A number of respondents stressed that, from their perspective, there had been no impact, or that they personally felt unable to comment on what the BSP might have directly influenced.



Cost-effectiveness was acknowledged by those interviewees who held positive views of the BSP’s impact and, in turn, these positive views were associated with a commitment to the importance and value of the plan.  Views on key factors in the production of a good plan also referenced this issue of the plan’s status, along with adequate resources and time commitment.  This may have implications for the review phase of the BSP. 



The report concluded that those services and individuals that recognised and seized the opportunity to develop better support and multi-agency partnerships in the area of behaviour were quite clear that their investment in the BSP had already paid valuable dividends.



�INTRODUCTION





By December 1998, each LEA in England was legally required to have drawn up and published a statement of its arrangements for the education of children with behavioural difficulties.  It is stated that the DfEE hoped that the process of preparation should have resulted in better coordination between local agencies; increased awareness amongst parents and schools of the help available to them; and more effective deployment of the resources currently available for tackling behaviour problems.  The DfEE also indicated that the process of producing a BSP, the consultation and the planning was as important as production of the final document.  The research documented in this report sought to examine this process and the perceived benefits in producing BSPs.  The aims of the project were:



to examine the process by which plans were developed by LEAs, and to identify the gains made, or otherwise, as a result of producing the plan

to identify factors which might contribute to the production of a good plan

to identify examples of good practice in producing the plans



The study was divided into two stages: firstly an analysis of departmental information on all BSPs and then case-study analysis in six LEAs.



STAGE 1	ANALYSIS OF DEPARTMENTAL INFORMATION

The first stage of the research entailed analysis of DfEE summary information on 148 BSPs.  This was carried out by the project statisticians and focused on DfEE categories of assessment e.g. the frequency and range of service providers involved; and specific groups of children referenced.  Having completed an initial ranking, the above features were then cross-tabulated with a range of LEA characteristics in order to establish any relationships between them.  More sophisticated analyses, e.g. factor analysis and multi-level modelling, were then developed.  It was hoped that these would provide greater insight into the way in which aspects of BSPs inter-relate with each other and with background measures.  Secondly, a selection was made, from a preliminary analysis of DfEE summary information, of 24 LEAs whose plans were to be read in depth by researchers.  Plans were selected on the basis of good practice, as identified by DfEE assessors, including examples of those identified as ‘good practice’ in the key areas of wide consultation, innovation/coherence and clarity of presentation.  Each plan was then examined in detail in order to identify key features and the process of development. 



STAGE 2	CASE STUDIES

Six case-study LEAs were selected by the DfEE steering group and research team.  Attention was also paid to obtaining a sample reflecting the type and size of LEAs nationally.  The case-study stage had two main phases including personal interviews with 66 personnel who were key contributors or service providers from a wide range of agencies/directorates, and 54 telephone interviews with those who had lesser involvement in the consultation process.



�PART ONE

BSPs: THE NATIONAL PICTURE





Part One of the report is divided into nine sections which follow all categories of the DfEE assessment sheets.  Each section includes a rank ordering together with any notable variations, as well as a summary of key and significant variables to emerge from the statistical analysis conducted, in particular the factor analysis and multi-level modelling.





SECTION ONE:	SERVICE PROVIDERS INVOLVED

This section addresses the first issue summarised in the DfEE assessment sheets, namely which service providers and agencies were referenced within the 148 Behaviour Support Plans.  Table 1 gives the rankings for the sample as a whole.



Table 1	Service providers involved: a rank order

Service providers�N = 148�%

��Educational Psychology Service�142�96��Health services�129�87��Education Welfare Service�121�82��Social Services�119�80��Youth Service�113�76��Other�111�75��Police�87�59��Careers�83�56��Behaviour Support Service�78�53��Voluntary groups�74�50��Special Educational Needs�73�49��Inspection and Advisory Service�73�49��Pupil Referral Units*�64�44��Schools*�59�40��Further Education Sector�55�37��Home Tuition Service�49�33��Business community�43�29��Probation�39�26��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	* One missing case



Thus, nearly all LEA plans (96 per cent) included the Educational Psychology Service (EPS) and reference to the Health Service was evident in over five out of six plans (87 per cent).  



Table 1 shows that, within the next most high-ranking services (all statutory in nature), about one in five plans did not reference Education Welfare (EWS) or Social Services (SS).  However, some caution is needed here, as DfEE assessors did not include services with the nomenclature Education Social Work Service in the EWS category.  Youth Service provision (whose contribution to offering young people some alternative ambience and positive adult relationships is much noted), was included in three-quarters of the plans (76 per cent).



After these services, overall, the plans showed a marked drop in service and other agency involvement, with Careers (56 per cent) and Police (59 per cent) being referenced by just over half of the LEAs.  Behaviour Support Services’ (BSS) involvement was noted in 53 per cent of the plans, though this may reflect the numbers of LEAs who have an identifiable and discrete BSS.  (In a similar way, references to Pupil Referral Units (PRUs) and Home Tuition services may also indicate how differently LEAs organise central services and support for behavioural difficulties and exclusions.)



Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the overall ranking relates to the relatively low referencing of school- and/or learning-related services within the plans.  Thus, Special Educational Needs (SEN) and Inspection and Advisory Services featured in just half the plans (49 per cent).  The Further Education sector (FE), which might be seen to offer significant alternative learning opportunities, was included as a provider by a little more than one in three LEAs (37 per cent).  Likewise, as possible contributors to alternative provision, the business community did not feature in over two-thirds of plans. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that schools themselves, and their role in behaviour support, were not included in nearly two-thirds (60 per cent) of plans.



In the ‘other’ category were plans which included service providers not stipulated in the DfEE original categorisation including learning support services (18 LEAs), traveller education (16 LEAs), mental health (11 LEAs), and early years (ten LEAS).





Key and significant variables: Service provider involvement



The inclusion of schools as service providers tended to be lower in new (city) LEAs and those with higher rates of exclusion.

LEAs with better performance at GCSE were more likely to include schools as service providers.

LEAs in the North, larger authorities (those with more schools) and those with greater deprivation (measured by free school meals) were more likely to involve ‘alternative’ curriculum providers like FE.  The likelihood of having the Careers Service as a service provider was also less in LEAs with higher rates of exclusion. 

The ‘offending’ related services (Police and Probation) featured less as service providers in LEAs with high free school meals allocation, those with a high percentage of ethnic minorities and also in the plans of Southern LEAs and London boroughs.

The Youth Service was nominated as a provider in the vast majority of high ethnicity LEAs (86 per cent) compared to 68 per cent of those authorities rated as low ethnicity.��



SECTION TWO: 	REFERENCE TO SPECIFIC GROUPS

The next section of the DfEE assessment sheet included the specific groups of young people made reference to in Behaviour Support Plans.  Table 2 shows the rank ordering of the groups referred to by the sample as a whole. 



Table 2	Reference made to specific groups: a rank order

Specific groups�N = 148�%

��Looked after children�133�90��Children on the Child Protection Register*�52�35��Other�45�30��Young offenders�43�29��Drug abusers�43�29��Travellers�35�24��Pupils with emotional difficulties�32�22��African Caribbean�30�20��School phobics/refusers�26�18��Young carers�24�16��Pregnant schoolgirls�22�15��Asians�19�13��Refugees�17�12��Primary/secondary transfer�17�12��Boys�14�10��Other ethnic groups�8�5��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	* One missing case



‘Looked after children’ was by far the DfEE category most commonly referenced in BSPs, nine out of ten LEAs doing so.  It is likely that this can be attributed to the high profile afforded this particular group of young people through government initiatives such as Quality Protects and New Start.  The next most commonly referenced group, though markedly less so than looked after children, was children on the Child Protection Register, referred to by slightly over a third (35 per cent) of LEAs.  



Just under a third (30 per cent) of LEAs referred to ‘other’ specific groups of young people not listed on the DfEE assessment sheets.  Analysis of this category showed that the young people referred to, fell into six main sub-categories.  In rank order, the sub-categories were:



children with health problems (e.g. mental health, hospitalised and sick children)

minority groups (e.g. bilingual children, children suffering racial harassment)

children with family difficulties (e.g. drug-dependency)

children suffering abuse (e.g. bullied children, bullies, and neglected children)

vulnerable children (e.g. homeless children and asylum seekers)

children with behavioural problems: at infant and primary age.



The consistently low rating of children with emotional difficulties may be an interesting issue to arise from these data.  In all, according to DfEE data, only eight LEAs specifically referenced children with mental health needs.  Other categories noted in single plans included girls; pupils educated in other authorities; ‘social isolates’; sensory impairment; and infant and primary excludees.



The range of ‘special case’ groups with implications for behaviour support is thus widely interpreted.





Key and significant variables: Reference to specific groups



A tendency to focus on pupils with specific problems (including emotional difficulties) was higher in London LEAs, in the North and in larger LEAs. Less than one in six new authorities (regional and city) referenced pupils with emotional difficulties compared to between about a quarter to a third of all other authority types.

A tendency to focus on ethnic groups and also boys was higher in larger LEAs, those with better GCSE performance and, somewhat unsurprisingly, those with a higher proportion of ethnic minorities.��



SECTION THREE:	STRATEGIC PLANNING: LINKS WITH OTHER POLICIES

This section addresses the issue of links between BSP and other plans which LEAs (and also some of their non-education local authority colleagues) were expected – or chose – to produce.  Table 3 shows a rank ordering of the other plans and policies to which the BSP was linked.



Table 3	Links with other policies: a rank order

Other policies�N = 148�%

��Children’s Services Plan�128�87��Early Years Development Plan**�123�84��Education Development Plan*�119�81��SEN �111�75��Youth Justice Plan*�85�58��Other*�72�49��Bullying�71�48��Attendance�66�45��Drug abuse�66�45��New Start Action Plan�50�34��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	* One missing case	** Two missing cases



The most common linkages were with the Children’s Services Plan, (over five out of six or 87 per cent of LEAs doing so).  The Early Years Development Plan (linked in 84 per cent of BSPs), followed closely by the Education Development Plan (referenced by 81 per cent of LEAs) were also very evident in the sample as a whole.  Three-quarters (75 per cent) of LEAs linked the BSP to their SEN policy or review, and well over half (58 per cent) of LEAs referenced the Youth Justice Plan.



In addition, the data show that nearly half (49 per cent) of the BSPs were linked to ‘other’ plans which were not highlighted in the DfEE Circular 1/98, LEA Behaviour Support Plans.  In rank order, the main ‘other’ categories were:



Health Services-related plans e.g. Child and Adolescent Mental Health (CAMH) Plan, Health Improvement [25 LEAs]

Social Services-related plans e.g. Quality Protects and Child Protection [21 LEAs]

Community-related plans e.g. Community Safety Strategy, Community Service Plan [20 LEAs]

Other Education Plans e.g. Education Services Plan [19 LEAs]

Learning-related e.g. Literacy plans, Lifelong Learning strategy [14 LEAs] 

Crime and youth offending plans [eight LEAs]



The sheer range of linkage made by the full sample of LEAs is noteworthy.  However, the actual numbers of BSPs relating to strategic planning by non-educational directorates or services such as Social and Health Services remained small.  For instance, according to DfEE assessors, Quality Protects was mentioned in only 12 plans.  Whilst the timing of these two planning imperatives may be an influence here, it does seem to indicate evidence of some strategic ‘joining up’ in 1998, and as such is a useful baseline.  Nevertheless, the difference between the high number of references to key service providers such as Social Services (see Section One) and the infrequency of any linkage to these services’ strategic planning is particularly telling.





Key and significant variables: Links with other policies



A tendency to have references to other ‘formal’ plans (EDP, Youth Justice, Early Years and Children’s Services plans) was lower in metropolitan and county LEAs.  

LEAs with high emotional and behavioural difficulty (EBD) provision also had more references to these formal plans, particularly the Early Years and Children’s Services plans.

A tendency for the BSP to reference plans that focussed on bullying, truancy and drug abuse was higher in the North than the South, and in LEAs with high unauthorised absence.

References to formal plans which were not entirely an education directorate responsibility (e.g. Youth Justice, New Start, Children’s Services) tended to be lower in new city-based LEAs.

Linkage to SEN Reviews was particularly evident in LEAs with high indices of unauthorised absence and exclusion.  Not surprisingly, New Start was referred to more in urban LEAs (but notably not London boroughs) and those with low or medium GCSE scores, higher ethnicity and greater absence rates.

The overall assessed quality of the BSP by DfEE assessors was significantly related to links with other formal plans, both those that were the responsibility of education and non-education directorates.





SECTION FOUR:	CONSULTATION ARRANGEMENTS

The DfEE assessment sheets also highlighted which interest groups were consulted by LEAs when preparing their BSPs and Table 4.1 shows the rank ordering for the sample as a whole. 



Table 4.1	Consultation arrangements: a rank order

Consultation arrangements�N = 148�%

��Secondary schools�	119�	80��Primary schools�118�80��Health authorities�118�80��Special schools�117�79��Social Services�117�79��Police�108�73��FE/Sixth form colleges�104�70��Governing bodies: primary*�100�68��Governing bodies: secondary *�100�68��Diocesan bodies�100�68��Governing bodies: special *�95�65��Probation�94�63��Union reps (of school based staff)**�91�62��Training and Enterprise Councils (TECs)�86�58��Magistrates�86�58��Voluntary organisations*�83�56��Parents�77�52��Other�75�51��PRUs*�67�46��School based staff*�39�27��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	* One missing case	** Two missing cases



Schools, health authorities and Social Services were most commonly consulted, although it should be noted that the DfEE data also suggest that one in five LEAs (about 30 in all) did not consult these groups. 



Nearly three-quarters (73 per cent) of LEAs had undertaken some consultation with the Police.  In contrast, only just over half (52 per cent) of LEAs had consulted parents when preparing their BSPs. Equally, FE consultation was not undertaken by nearly one-third (30 per cent) of all LEAs.  This relatively low ranking, along with TECs (42 per cent of LEAs did not consult this agency) again suggests some lack of association between behaviour support and alternative/vocational learning opportunities.  



The relatively low rate of consultation with PRUs may reflect the fact that some LEAs do not actually have PRUs within their authority, or that consultation was deemed unnecessary given their high profile as a service provider. 



School-based staff was the group least likely to be consulted, just over one in four LEAs (27 per cent) doing so.  However, this shortfall was made up slightly by nearly two-thirds (62 per cent) of LEAs consulting school-based staff’s union representatives.  This suggests that LEAs found it easier consulting with official representatives than with staff themselves.



About half (51 per cent) of LEAs were noted as consulting ‘other’ groups not listed on the DfEE assessment sheets.  Careers was the most outstanding service in this category: 48 LEAs (nearly a third) being noted by DfEE assessors as involving them as consultees.  Further consultees in the DfEE’s ‘other’ category included other LEAs (noted in 15 plans); youth provision (ten plans); housing and neighbourhood services (nine plans); leisure and cultural services (eight plans).  The DfEE assessors recorded eight plans which had involved young people as consultees. 



Key and significant variables: Consultation arrangements



The overall assessed quality of a BSP was significantly related to consultation with schools. However, no LEA background variables were significantly related to school consultation.

Consultation with FE and also non-education statutory services tended to be higher in larger LEAs, but not in the case of school-based staff.

New ‘regional’ LEAs also tended to emerge as the authority type where consultation with all DfEE suggested agencies was consistently high.  

Consultation with voluntary agencies was least evident in county LEAs (one in three were assessed as consulting this interest group compared to half or more of all other authority types).  Unsurprisingly, the voluntary sector was consulted more in LEAs within the high unauthorised absence, high free school meals and high ethnicity categories.





ZERO INVOLVEMENT

In the initial guidelines to LEAs, DfEE assessment sheets identified the range of agencies to be consulted.  Given the expectation that a number of these (such as Social Services, Health and Police) would also be included in BSPs as service providers, it was at least possible that they were not registered specifically as consultees.  Hence, further statistical analysis was undertaken to ascertain the degree to which certain services did not feature in either capacity, according to DfEE assessors: and the term ‘zero involvement’ was adopted to connote this complete absence from the BSP development or comment on the final draft.  Table 4.2 shows the rank order of services having zero involvement in the BSP.



Table 4.2	Agencies with zero involvement in BSPs

Agency�N = 148�%

��Probation�43�29��Voluntary groups�35�24��FE�29�20��Schools�20�14��Police�17�13��Social Services�10�7��Health Services�5�3��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	* One missing case	** Two missing cases



Two of the three top ranking agencies with zero involvement (i.e. voluntary and FE sectors) might again testify to the omission of alternative learning contexts/provision in behaviour support.  While Probation’s absence might be associated with the reorganisation of responsibility arising from Crime and Disorder legislation, it may also indicate the lack of contact between offending-related and education services, which recent initiatives like Crime Reduction in Secondary Schools (CRISS) are seeking to address.





�Key and significant factors were:  Zero involvement



LEAs with zero involvement of schools, police, FE or voluntary groups tended to be awarded lower assessment for their plans.

London boroughs and new LEAs (city based) had a greater tendency towards zero involvement of Social Services, while London boroughs also had a greater tendency towards zero involvement of the Probation Service.

Metropolitan LEAs and new LEAs (region based) had a greater tendency towards zero involvement of the police.

LEAs in the North, those with more schools and those with better GCSE performance had a reduced tendency for zero involvement of the FE sector (i.e. were more likely to involve them).

LEAs with higher rates of unauthorised absence had a reduced tendency for zero involvement of voluntary groups.��



SECTION FIVE:	PERFORMANCE MEASURES

This section considers the recorded baselines and targets in the 148 BSPs for a range of performance measures, as identified from the DfEE assessment sheets.



Table 5.1	Performance measures included in BSPs: a rank order

Performance measures�Baselines�Targets���N = 148�%�N = 148�%

��Exclusions�102�69�100�68��Truancy�68�46�85�57��Educational attainment�18�12�40�27��Reintegration�12�8�32�22��Other�4�3�21�14��Personal/social achievement�1�1�15�10��Youth Crime�0�0�4�3��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999



The table shows that exclusions and truancy were the performance measures most likely to be included in BSPs, although baselines for truancy were not evident in over half the plans.  Youth Crime was the least likely to be included, only four plans referenced this as a target.  Considerably more BSPs recorded targets than baselines for all performance measures, apart from exclusions.  



5.1	EXCLUSIONS

The overall presence of performance measures for exclusions are shown below.



Table 5.2	Exclusions baselines and targets included in BSPs

Baselines

  N�Targets�Baselines and

Targets�Baselines,

No Targets�Targets,

No baselines�No Baselines or Targets��102*        69%

�100**      68%

�79              53%

�23            16%

�21            14%

�25            17%

��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*(details of baselines on 99)	**(details of targets on 97)



5.1.1	Baseline measures for exclusions

DfEE assessors recorded a range of baseline measures for exclusions, mainly according to: the type of exclusion (permanent or fixed-term); the type of school (primary, secondary and/or special); and the numbers or percentages of exclusions.  

Some BSPs also provided information on other aspects, such as ethnicity or gender.  In addition, several different timescales were recorded, although these too varied.  



The type of exclusion was recorded for 70 plans.  Of these, 43 plans were recorded as providing baseline measures for both permanent and fixed-term exclusions while 27 referred only to permanent exclusions.  In a further 29 plans, the type of exclusion was not specified.



Thirty-six plans were recorded as having referenced the type of school within their baseline measures for exclusions.  Of these, 35 plans referred to primary, secondary and/or special schools, while one other only referred to secondary schools. 



The most commonly referenced way of recording exclusion figures was to present them as numbers, which was the approach used in 70 plans.  In ten, the figures were given as a number per 1,000 pupils; while in nine plans, exclusion rates were recorded in percentages.  Others recorded exclusion baselines by providing more than one of these numerical representations.



Nine of the recorded baseline measures for exclusions referred to the ethnicity of the excluded pupils.  Three of these recorded the fact that certain ethnic minority groups (African-Caribbeans, Pakistanis, Bengalis) were disproportionately represented in exclusion figures, while the others recorded figures as numbers, or as percentages of the school population as a whole.  Gender was specified in the recorded baseline measures for exclusion in six of the BSPs.



5.1.2	Targets for exclusions

As with the baseline measures, DfEE assessors recorded a range of targets for exclusions.  Again, several different timescales were recorded.  Targets themselves referred to: the type of exclusion and; the numbers or percentages of exclusions.  Some also gave information on ethnicity, gender and looked after children.  



Recorded targets in 62 plans referred to the type of exclusion.  Of these, 48 plans were recorded as setting targets for permanent exclusions only, while 14 plans were recorded as setting targets for both permanent and fixed-term exclusions.  A further 34 plans were recorded as not having specified the type of exclusion.



In eight plans, the type of school (primary, secondary and/or special) was recorded as having been referenced within the targets for exclusion.  Five of the recorded targets for exclusions referred to reducing the number of exclusions within ethnic minority groups and one plan was recorded as having set a target relating to the exclusion of boys.



As with the baseline measures, the most common way of recording exclusion targets was to present them as numbers.  Fifty-five plans were recorded as having presented exclusion rates as numbers.  Seven recorded them as a number per 1,000 pupils, three as percentages and three as numbers and percentages.  



For 12 BSPs, more general targets were recorded, including: ‘a reduction in multiple exclusions’ (noted in three plans); ‘the monitoring of levels of incidence, targeting advice and support, where appropriate’ (noted in two plans).



Individual plans also included as targets: ‘establishing in-school centres in at least 75 per cent of secondary schools’; ‘strengthening links between SEN and pastoral departments in secondary schools’, ‘helping schools develop strategies for managing behaviour in school.’



Timescales for targets showed quite some variation.  Annual figures over a three year period (1999/2000; 2000/2001 and 2001/2002) were apparent in 38 plans.  Twelve plans referenced targets over a ‘three year period’ (1999–2002), and 11 noted only targets for 2002.  Eight plans referred generally to ‘a one-third reduction’ in exclusions by the year 2002.



5.2	TRUANCY

This section considers the recorded truancy baselines and targets set out in BSPs, and precise numbers are shown below:



Table 5.3	Truancy baselines and targets included in BSPs

Baselines�Targets�Baselines and Targets�Baselines,

No Targets�Targets,

No Baselines�No Baselines or Targets��68*       (46%)�85**      57%)�56           (38%)�12         (8%)�29         (20%)�(34%)

��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*(details of baselines on 68)	**(details of targets on 80)



Table 5.3 shows that over a third (38 per cent) of LEAs had included baselines and targets in their BSPs, but that nearly the same percentage (34 per cent) of LEAs had not included either of these performance measures. 



5.2.1	Truancy baseline measures

A range of baselines was recorded by the DfEE assessors, largely oriented towards figures for absences from schools, presented as the percentage of half days out of school and rates of unauthorised absence (50 LEAs).  In seven cases, attendance rates were used as baseline measures.  Others used a mix of numerical data including average attendance, average authorised absence and average unauthorised absence, and numbers of cases referred to an attendance panel.



Forty-three BSPs were recorded as containing baselines which presented absence and/or attendance figures according to primary and secondary school-type, three others also included special schools and only five made no such categorisation.  



Specific years or timescales were included in 40 baselines in which specific figures were given.  The most frequently referenced timescale was 1997–8 which was referenced 28 times, followed by 1996–7 (nine references) and 1997 (seven references).  Twelve baselines included figures for time out of school for more than one year.



A number of other truancy baseline measures were also recorded in BSPs by DfEE assessors.  These tended to be unique to individual plans; including ‘school refusing pupils’ and ‘percentage of pupils from a specific ethnic group referred to EWS for attendance.’



5.2.2	Targets for truancy

Targets for truancy were recorded in 85 BSPs and information was provided in the DfEE assessment sheets for 80 of these.  Fifty-six of the recorded truancy targets (which included specific figures for increases in performance) made reference to both primary and secondary schools and four made no such distinction. 



Sixty-one BSPs had targets which included information regarding the timescale in which specified objectives were to be achieved.  Of these, the most frequently referenced end year was 2002 (included 35 times), followed by the year 2000 (referenced 19 times).  Twenty-eight set targets over three years principally 1999-00 to 2002.



5.3 	EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Table 5.4 shows that according to DfEE assessors, only eighteen LEAs offered baselines for educational attainment.  Further details of 15 of these baselines were also supplied.  Forty-one BSPs were recorded as having targets for educational attainment, and some additional information for all but one of these was supplied.  Thus, nearly seven out of ten (69 per cent) BSPs recorded neither baselines nor targets for educational attainment.



Table 5.4	Educational attainment baselines and targets included in BSPs

Baselines�Targets�Baselines and Targets�Baselines,

No Targets�Targets,

No Baselines�No Baselines or Targets��18*       (12%)�41**      28%)�13           (9%)�5             (3%)�28         (19%)�(69%)

��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*(details of baselines on 15)	**(details of targets on 40)



The majority of recorded baselines were expressed as ‘qualifications achieved’, while some specified achievement specific groups.



Attainment baselines variously included:



percentage of pupils obtaining one or more GCSEs with grades A*–G between specific dates (1996–1998)

percentage of pupils obtaining one GCSE with grades A*–G (no dates)

percentage of pupils obtaining one GCSE (unspecified grades)

percentage of pupils obtaining one or more GCSE with grades A*–G and the percentage of pupils obtaining at least 5 GCSEs with grades A*–C

percentage of pupils obtaining at least one GCSE with grades A*–C and percentage of pupils obtaining at least one GCSE with grades A*–G and the average GCSE point score

percentage of pupils obtaining one GCSE, grade A–C in two named sites/ schools

percentage of pupils obtaining one GCSE or GNVQ

KS2 English and maths achievements and percentage of pupils obtaining GCSE grades A*–C 

percentage of pupils not achieving one GCSE qualification.



Seven baselines were based on the qualifications achieved, or being taken, by specific groups of pupils.  Looked after children (LAC) were referred by five LEAs, while children leaving care and children from specific ethnic groups were referenced once.



5.3.2	Targets for educational attainment

As noted previously, targets for educational attainment were recorded for 41 BSPs.  Twenty-four included a specific time limit by which certain criteria were to be met.  The most frequently cited year was 2002 (11 BSPs), followed by 2003 (six BSPs).  Two BSPs did not specify a time period when defining their targets.



The attainment of looked after children was mentioned specifically in 14 cases, and that of children leaving care was highlighted in four BSPs.  



Just over one-third of the 40 recorded targets focused on the percentage of looked after children leaving school and four BSPs’ targets related to children leaving care with at least one GCSE or GNVQ. 



5.4	REINTEGRATION OF PUPILS OUT OF SCHOOL

Table 5.5 highlights that just 12 BSPs were recorded by DfEE assessors as having baselines for the reintegration of pupils out of school.  In addition, 33 LEAs had targets, of which details of 29 were given on the DfEE assessment sheets.  Thus, nearly three-quarters (74 per cent) of all BSPs were recorded as having neither baselines nor targets for reintegration.



Table 5.5	Reintegration baselines and targets included in BSPs

Baselines�Targets�Baselines and Targets�Baselines,

No Targets�Targets,

No Baselines�No Baselines or Targets��12*          8%)�33**     (22%)�7               (5%)�5           (3%)�26         (18%)�110       (74%)

��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*(details of baselines on 12)	**(details of targets on 29)



5.4.1	Baseline measures for reintegration

As with exclusions, the 12 baseline measures for reintegration related to either percentages of pupils reintegrated (ranging from nine per cent to 40 per cent) or to actual numbers of reintegrated pupils.  One baseline showed numbers into mainstream, special school and adult education.  Baselines referred variously to 1996–7, 1997–8 or 1998–9.



5.4.2	Targets for reintegration

The DfEE assessment sheets recorded reintegration targets for thirty-three BSPs, and further details of 29 of these were given.  Targets variously focused on: reducing time out of education (expressed as a percentage, e.g. ‘30 per cent reduction in time out by 2002’, or more generally, e.g. ‘by a month’; stipulating maximum amount of time to be spent out of education (variously six weeks, sixmonths, two months, 20 days, within two weeks); increasing the numbers of reintegrated pupils (expressed as a percentage ranging from 15 per cent to 80 per cent).



5.5 	‘OTHER’ PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Within the ‘other’ performance measures category, four baselines were recorded, for which details of three were given.  Twenty-one targets were also recorded and details of 19 these were supplied.



Table 5.6	‘Other’ baselines and targets included in BSPs

Baselines�Targets�Baselines and Targets�Baselines,

No Targets�Targets,

No Baselines�No Baselines or Targets��4*           (3%)�21**      14%) �3               (2%)�1           (1%)�18         (12%)�(85%)

��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*(details of baselines on 3)	**(details of targets on 19)



5.5.1	Baseline measures

One of the recorded baselines in the ‘other’ category of performance measures was based on the quantification of number of pupils at special school within and outside the county, the number of pupils with EBD statements in school units and the number of pupils supported by Behavioural Support teams.  Similarly, the baseline of another BSP related to the proportion of pupils in out of borough schools with behavioural problems.  



5.5.2	‘Other’ Targets

A range of information underpinned the 21 BSPs recorded as having targets for ‘other’ performance measures including: involvement of, and support for, parents (e.g. clear information and guidance on exclusion’ multi-agency support); reduction of pupils with EBD statements and increased integration into mainstream (e.g. a reduction to 20 per cent of the school population; increase of six per cent of EBD statemented children in mainstream); and development and review of policies in school.



5.6	PERSONAL/SOCIAL ACHIEVEMENT

Fifteen BSPs were recorded as having targets in this category and details were given for 11 of these.  Thus, DfEE assessors noted that nine out of ten (90 per cent) plans had no baselines for personal/social achievement.



The one personal/social achievement baseline included on the assessment sheet was to: ‘reduce the number of pupils in out of county school due to their EBD’.  (Given the itemisation in Section 5.5 this may demonstrate different interpretations of ‘other’ and personal/social achievement by DfEE assessors.)



The criteria employed as ‘other’ performance measure targets in the 15 plans noted in this section by DfEE assessors included: issues of training (e.g. training for staff in EBD teaching); strategic components (e.g. policy framework for children in need; programmes to assist primary schools in EBD); content/curriculum (e.g. induction programmes at key stage 2/3 transfer, PSHE programmes with an outdoor focus).



5.7	YOUTH CRIME

No baselines for Youth Crime as a performance measure were recorded in any of the 148 BSPs, and four BSPs were recorded as having targets in this category.



These targets referenced: organisation and liaison (e.g. collaboration with police, establishing a multi-agency steering group); quantifiable targets (e.g. 25 per cent reduction in offending by young people on one project).



Overall, the sheer range of interpretation of targets and baselines is a notable outcome of this analysis.  The number of LEAs (a third or more at least) which did not include performance measures may also be noteworthy.  Only four LEAs included targets for youth crime.





Key and significant variables: Performance measures



The likelihood of having baseline measures for truancy was lower in London boroughs, while truancy targets were more likely to appear in the plans of larger LEAs and those with high unauthorised absence.

The likelihood of baseline measures for educational attainment was higher in the north, while educational attainment targets were more likely to appear in London boroughs’ plans and those of LEAs with high authorised absence rates.

Neither baselines nor targets for reintegration were significantly related to any background variable.





SECTION SIX:	DOES THE PLAN INCLUDE?

			(PLAN COMPONENTS)

This section of the DfEE assessment sheet refers to the content of LEAs’ Behaviour Support Plans.  Table 6 shows, in rank order, eight specified components which may have been included in individual plans.



Table 6	Plan Components: a rank order

Does the plan include (Plan Components)�N = 148�%

��Details of support and information for parents�120�81��Details of training and guidance for schools and how to access courses�112�76��Support for early identification/intervention�109�74��Details of funding arrangements including when schools expected to pay for services from delegated resources��105��71��Advice on developing curriculum including alternative curriculum approaches��76��51��Details of arrangements for pupils with SEN for behavioural difficulties placed outside the area**��70��48��Dissemination of good practice*�69�47��Written local protocol between LA and health authority*�10�7��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*One missing case	**Two missing cases



This rank ordering reveals that support and information for parents was a common component of LEAs’ Behaviour Support Plans, with four out of five LEAs (81 per cent) providing this detail.  Similarly, three-quarters (76 per cent) of LEAs had included details of training and guidance for schools.



The data suggest that only just over half (51 per cent) of BSPs contained advice on developing the curriculum, including alternative curriculum approaches.  This may be seen as quite surprising given the benefits associated with alternative curriculum approaches for youngsters with behaviour problems, but could be commensurate with data in other sections on the relatively low levels of providers and consultees in the area of alternative provision.



The lack of formal written multi-agency links noted in Section Three may also be reflected in the fact that only just over one in 20 (seven per cent) LEAs had a written local protocol between the local authority and the health authority.





Key and significant variables: Plan Components



Metropolitan LEAs were more likely to have written locals protocols with health authorities.

Details of support for parents was more evident in the LEAs with higher unauthorised absence.

Dissemination of good practice was less likely to be noted by DfEE assessors in smaller LEAs’ BSPs (only a third compared to over half of medium and large authorities’ plans were adjudged to have this component).





SECTION SEVEN:	SUPPORT FOR PUPILS OUTSIDE SCHOOL

This section of the DfEE assessment sheet itemised support for pupils outside school.  Table 7 shows, in rank order, details as found in the full sample’s Behaviour Support Plans.  It is evident that only just over half of plans referenced tracking and monitoring procedures, and that financial incentive schemes were rarely addressed in BSPs.



Table 7	Support for pupils outside school: a rank order 

Support for pupils outside school�N = 148�%

��Procedures for reintegrating pupils outside school�101�68��Procedures for tracking and monitoring progress of pupils outside school�

84�

57��Does this include a financial incentive scheme�6�4��How long do pupils spend outside school�3�2��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999



Key and significant variables: Support for pupils outside school



Procedures for tracking pupils outside school was evident in only half (a total of six) of the fifteen county authority plans: some two-thirds of London boroughs and new regional LEAs included such information

Overall emphasis on support for pupils outside school (including reintegration and tracking procedures) tended to be higher in LEAs with high unauthorised absence.

Those with high exclusion rates and higher ethnicity also were more likely to include details of such support.





SECTION EIGHT:	ALTERNATIVE PROVISION

This section of the DfEE assessment sheet highlighted the alternative provision detailed in the LEAs’ Behaviour Support Plans.  Table 8 shows the rank order of the components of alternative provision.



Table 8	Alternative provision: a rank order

Alternative provision

�N = 148�%��Special schools*�92�63��PRUs*�90�61��Other provision**�70�48��Home tuition*�60�41��Mixed provision*�30�20��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*One missing case	**Two missing cases



Table 8 shows that nearly two-thirds (63 per cent) of LEAs made reference to special schools as a component of alternative provision in their BSPs, whilst a slightly smaller proportion (61 per cent) included PRUs.  



Just under half (48 per cent) of LEAs included ‘other’ provision in their plans and the DfEE assessment sheets recorded that a total of 20 LEAs had made reference to some type of unit or centre offering alternative provision (usually for key stage 4 pupils).  Fifteen plans were recorded as making reference to ‘special projects’ these were again usually for KS4 pupils, in particular for pupils experiencing behaviour difficulties, who were excluded or at risk of exclusion, while colleges/FE was another form of alternative provision referenced by 14 LEAs.  



Alternative provision ‘other’ categories also included those with a health focus: hospitals/hospital tuition (referenced by 11 LEAs) and psychiatric/mental health facilities (referenced by five LEAs).  Specific schools were also identified as ‘other’ provision by five LEAs, four LEAs made reference to secure units, and two identified Youth/Youth and Community Centres. 



Key and significant variables: Alternative provision



References to alternative provision tended to be higher in LEAs with greater deprivation (measured by free school meals).

LEAs in the higher categories of ethnicity similarly were more likely to include alternative provision in their plans.





SECTION NINE:	DfEE OVERVIEW

The final section of the DfEE assessment sheet included general evaluative information about the plans themselves.  This comprised: 



the overall impression of the plan (whether it was ‘very good’, ‘good’, ‘fair’ or ‘poor’) 

the plan’s usefulness to ‘schools’; ‘parents’ and ‘other local services’

the plan’s usefulness as an example of ‘good practice’, of ‘coherence/innovation’, of the manner of ‘consultation’ and of ‘clarity/readability’.



Tables 9.1 to 9.3 show these results.



Table 9.1	Overall impression of plan: a rank order

Overall impression of BSP�N = 148�%

��Very good�15�10��Good�54�37��Fair�68�46��Poor�10�7��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999



Only one in ten plans were rated as ‘very good’ by the assessors, although at the same time, it must be noted that a total of just ten plans (seven per cent) were rated as ‘poor’.  Almost half (46 per cent) the plans were rated as ‘fair’, while just over a third were given a ‘good’ rating.



Table 9.2	Usefulness of plan to schools, parents and other local services: a rank order

Useful to following�N = 148�%

��Schools�111�75��Other local services�109�74��Parents*�88�60��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	*One missing case



Clearly BSPs were judged least likely to be useful to parents, though well over half of LEAs did produce plans assessed as having such value.



Table 9.3	Use of plan as an example of good practice, coherence, consultation and clarity/readability

Use as an example of:�N = 148�%���Clarity****�72�50��Coherence**�47�32��Consultation �34�23��Good practice�16�11��Source:	DfEE unpublished data 1999	**Two missing cases	****Four missing cases



The production of clear and readable plans was noted for half of all LEAs but a good example of consultation providers was acknowledged in only a quarter (23 per cent) of all cases.  The six LEAs identified for case-study investigation included examples of these criteria and it is on those ‘good practice’ authorities that the report now focuses.



Key and significant variables: DfEE Overview



There was no apparent statistically significant relationship between the DfEE assessors’ overall evaluation of an LEA’s plan and any background variable.  

More new region-based LEAs received a very good rating than any other LEA type. 

LEAs with characteristics often deemed commensurate with high levels of disaffection (free school meals, unauthorised absence, ethnicity) were consistently adjudged to have produced plans that were useful to other services.





SECTION TEN:	CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The initial analysis endeavoured to provide a comprehensive yet compact overview based on their summative data about the 148 BSPs.  First and foremost, the overall evidence suggests much referencing of, and consultation with, a wide range of services: indeed, it is worth noting that nearly half of all plans received either a ‘good’ or ‘very good’ rating.  Nevertheless, several key issues and concerns, including those highlighted by the DfEE on receipt of initial findings, are noted here.



Only a minority of LEAs (40 per cent) included schools as service providers in their plans and nearly one in six (14 per cent) of the plans actually registered a ‘zero involvement’ of schools (i.e. they were neither consulted nor referenced as service providers).  Plans that did not show evidence of consultation with schools were rated of lower quality by DfEE assessors.  Adumbrating the contribution of schools in behaviour support is therefore, by implication, an important component of successful BSPs.



Despite the vast majority of LEAs consulting with other statutory services (such as Social Services and Health), and referencing their provision in the BSP, very few plans indicated links to these agencies’ own strategic planning or policies.  However, the overall assessed quality of a BSP was significantly related to evidence of these links with other formal plans, both those that were the responsibility of education and non-education directorates.  Thus, the intended strategic nature of a BSP is perhaps clearly indicated.



Performance measures, both targets and baselines, were absent from many plans.  For instance, exclusion data was not included in about a third of all plans, while truancy targets were offered by just over half and reintegration targets featured in only about one in five BSPs. In addition, these measures were presented in a very wide range of formats.  Guidance to ensure some consistency in data presentation may be an issue for the DfEE to consider in future planning requests.



The contribution of vocationally-oriented providers (especially FE and Careers) to behaviour support was not always evident in plans, suggesting certain LEAs, (particularly some county and Southern authorities) could clarify links with this type of provision in their behaviour support strategy.  Such links were consistently high in LEAs with typical indices of disaffection (high free school meals, unauthorised absence and ethnicity).  



DfEE data suggest that links with Police and other offending-related services might also be an area for development.  The almost complete lack of targets and baselines for youth crime in BSPs may particularly be evidence of this. 



DfEE data suggest relatively little specific reference to children with emotional difficulties (by only one in five BSPs).  Identifying the involvement of Mental Health services may be worth stipulating in future DfEE guidelines, as no discrete category was used in their summary procedures.



Finally, the sheer range of criteria used by DfEE assessors is noteworthy.  The fact that these spanned from strategic links at service directorate level to usefulness for informing parents may indicate just what a wide brief LEAs were expected to include in their production of BSPs.





�PART TWO

BSPs IN SIX CASE-STUDY LEAs





SECTION ONE:	THE SIX CASE STUDIES IN DETAIL



1.1	INTRODUCTION

The brief for Stage Two of the project was to focus on six case-study LEAs selected by the DfEE steering group and the research team.  This selection process involved preliminary close analysis of 24 BSPs that were rated highly by DfEE assessors, particularly in the areas of ‘coherence/innovation’, ‘consultation’ and ‘clarity of presentation’.  In selecting the final six LEAs, care was also taken to try and ensure that, as far as possible, these reflected the different types and sizes of LEAs nationally.  The case studies thus included two metropolitan authorities (one large and one geographically more compact), two new authorities (one with a city focus and one with a regional focus), one London Borough and one county authority.  In addition, the sample was designed to include authorities with a range of exclusion and non-attendance rates.  



1.2	THE SIX CASE STUDIES

Each of the six case-study LEAs is represented in the chart on the following page, first of all in terms of information obtained either from the NFER Schools’ database, or from the DfEE.  The rating given to each LEA’s BSP (as identified in the DfEE summary information) is then shown, including whether they were identified as representing good practice in the above key areas (coherence, consultation and clarity).  Performance measures and targets included in each of the BSPs are also recorded.  It was notable that two LEAs in particular included more baseline measures and targets than did the others.



Finally, perceptions of significant LEA characteristics that might have affected the process of developing the BSP are presented.  This information was garnered during the course of the interviewing programme in each of the six LEAs.  



1.3	SIGNIFICANT LEA CHARACTERISTICS

Interviewees highlighted a number of LEA characteristics, which, in their view, might have affected the process of developing the BSP.  These focused on issues including size and geography; demography; service boundaries (and the degree of interagency activity already underway within the authority); socio-economic factors; organisational features such as restructuring and service revisions; and presence of GM status schools.  In this way, reasons for some of the rankings underpinning LEAs’ plans by the DfEE assessors were made clearer.



1.3.1	Size

In the larger authorities, where sometimes quite a wide geographical area was involved, the difficulty of bringing people together could affect communication and collaboration.  Equally, the ethos and culture of different areas and communities varied enormously in these LEAs (particularly those with both urban and rural catchments), which could affect consultation due to the distance – and relationships –

between central administration and outlying areas.  In contrast, the smaller, more compact authorities appeared to find consultation easier.  With smaller distances to cover, it was easier to establish face-to-face contact and thus build up relationships.  A disadvantage for the smaller or more compact LEAs was believed to be that it was sometimes too easy to rely on these well-established informal networks, so something like the BSP, which was intended to formalise approaches, was thought to be beneficial.  Alternatively, there was some intimation that such existing networks in a geographically compact LEA could be utilised to ‘shortcut’ formal or full consultation, particularly at strategic level.



1.3.2	Demography

Ethnic diversity was referred to by respondents as an issue in four of the case-study LEAs, particularly in one of the metropolitan boroughs.  The presence of transient or refugee populations was specifically highlighted by respondents in the London Borough.  It was noted that much time was needed to ensure that the many different perspectives were taken account of.  This impacted on the consultation as well as the type of provision to be outlined in the plan.  Meeting the needs of such a diverse population could be problematic, although a positive aspect to emerge was said to have been the development of a strong culture around equal rights and special needs.  However, care had to be taken that the needs of other client groups within the LEA were not overlooked or under-addressed and this, in turn, might have implications for consultation.



1.3.3	Service boundaries

In smaller LEAs (e.g. the new authority with a city focus), some service boundaries covered a much larger area than did education’s, resulting in some difficulties in liaison and collaboration.  Within the London Borough, the LEA was supporting pupils on three levels: borough residents attending borough schools; other borough residents attending borough schools; and borough residents attending other boroughs’ schools.  Other agencies did not operate in this way, for example, Social Services only worked with borough residents and not with residents of any other boroughs, while Health did not work with anyone registered with a General Practitioner (GP) in another borough.  This could create tensions in multi-agency working, although a positive aspect had been the development of considerable understanding of how other agencies worked.  The fact that different agency personnel were well versed in talking across each other’s boundaries was seen as ‘a huge strength’ when it came to developing the BSP.  In the new authority with a regional focus covering a wide geographical area, there were several Health Trusts, and comments were made about the difficulty of ensuring some consistency of implementation.  In contrast, in the county LEA, another large, geographically diverse authority, the fact that there was only one Health Authority to deal with was thought to have been something of an advantage in terms of consultation.









�Description of Case study LEAs, and their Behaviour Support Plans

�LEA 1�LEA 2�LEA 3�LEA 4�LEA 5�LEA 6��Description�Large metropolitan authority

High incidence of free school meals

High levels of authorised/unauthorised absence

Medium level of exclusions

Low  average GCSE points score�A compact metropolitan authority

Medium incidence of free school meals

Medium levels of authorised absence but high levels of unauthorised absence

Medium level of permanent exclusions

Medium average GCSE points score�A small London Borough

High incidence of free school meals

Low levels of authorised absence but high levels of unauthorised absence

High level of permanent exclusions

High average GCSE points score�A large county authority

Low incidence of free school meals

Medium levels of authorised/unauthorised absence

Medium rate of permanent exclusion

Medium average GCSE points score�A medium sized, new authority with a city focus

High incidence of free school meals

Medium levels of authorised/unauthorised absence

High rate of permanent exclusions

Low average GCSE points score�A large new authority with a regional focus

Low  incidence of free school meals

Medium levels of authorised/unauthorised absence

Medium rate of permanent exclusions

Low average  GCSE points score��BSP Rating�Good�Very Good�Good�Good�Good�Very Good��Coherence�(�(�(��(�(��Consultation�(�(���(�(��Clarity�(�(�(��(���Performance

measures:

Baselines�None�Truancy

Exclusions

Reintegration�Truancy

Exclusions

�Truancy

Exclusions

No. of pupils at special school for EBD/out of county special schools for EBD

No. of pupils in mainstream schools with statements for EBD, currently supported by additional resources

No. of pupils supported by BS team�Truancy

Exclusions

�Exclusions

Educational achievement

No. of pupils in out of borough schools with behavioural difficulties��Performance measures:

Targets�Truancy

Exclusions

Reintegration

Reduce delay between finalised exclusion and agreement of appropriate educational provision�Truancy

Exclusions

�Truancy

Exclusions

�Truancy

Exclusions

Educational Attainment

Personal/social achievement

Reintegration

Reduce no. of EBD statements and pupils in county special schools for EBD�Truancy

Exclusions

�Truancy

Exclusions

Educational attainment

Reintegration

Reduce no. of pupils in out of borough schools with behavioural difficulties by 5%���

Notwithstanding this, a further factor underpinning BSP development could be the psychological boundary between education directorates and other statutory services.  The previous ‘isolation’ of the Education Directorate, (and the perceived opacity of its service structures for other agencies) was noted in one LEA particularly as an issue affecting interagency activity and hence consultation over the BSP.



1.3.4	Socio-economic factors

Socio-economic factors were felt to impact on the development of such plans as the BSP, because there were clearly resource issues inherent in meeting the many diverse needs in authorities with high levels of economic deprivation.  The significant numbers of looked after children, child protection issues, high unemployment, drug abuse and youth crime within an LEA were all issues which impacted on behaviour, attendance and educational achievement, areas which the BSP was seeking to address.  Nevertheless, it was evident that urban deprivation in certain areas was thought to be easily recognised and so funding tended to be readily accessed and directed towards those areas.  Equally, in LEAs with consistently high levels of socio-economic disadvantage and industrial decline, a political and interagency culture of combating disadvantage and disaffection was thought to be already established, and this could have a positive effect on the development of the BSP.  In contrast, rural deprivation and isolation were said to be not so readily identified or acknowledged, and providing a commensurate level of service required a higher degree of investment due to physical distances to be covered.  This resourcing pressure was noted in one rural LEA particularly, which then had implications for any impact accruing from the BSP planning exercise. 



1.3.5	Restructuring

In the new authorities, the recent reorganisation of the LEA was said to have produced a feeling of optimism, ‘an excitement’, a sense of wanting new services to work and wanting to work in partnership.  This was felt to have been a positive feature when developing the BSP: those involved had been willing to learn about and clarify each other’s roles and responsibilities.  Thus, within one of the new LEAs particularly, the BSP was felt to have come at an extremely opportune time in order to capitalise on this ‘can do’ philosophy.  It had provided a framework in which to develop provision, ‘an opportunity to move things on, change’.  However, in the other reorganised LEA, some interviewees noted that the BSP was partly viewed as ‘one more thing to be done’ amongst a whole raft of others and indeed the BSP imperative had come directly in the wake of an internal reorganisation and consultation exercise.  Hence, its lower import was noted by some respondents, while others saw it usefully consolidating the service reorganisation.  Similarly, BSS and EBD provision had recently been in a development phase in another LEA and this coincided with the plan’s production.  Hence, the value of formalising in writing the responsibilities – and accountability – of these newly established services was noted.  In another case study, it was suggested that the impending restructuring of education services might affect the BSP’s impact.  Thus, the six LEAs clearly had very different ‘micro-climates’ of opportunity which appeared to influence the degree of strategic investment in the BSP’s development. 



1.3.6	Grant Maintained (GM) status schools 

In one of the new authorities, a contributory factor in its high exclusion rate was thought to be the high number of GM schools.  At the time of the BSP’s development, these schools had their own philosophies on behaviour management, which often caused tensions between themselves and local authority schools.  This in turn was thought to have posed some problems for the BSP consultation process. 



1.4	THE SIX CASE STUDIES: CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Put together, the LEA characteristics influencing BSP development suggest very different baselines or starting points.  In particular, the issue of distinct ‘climates of opportunity’ perhaps clarifies some of the findings from the quantitative analysis: such as the fact that one in five (19 per cent) of new regional LEAs’ plans were assessed as ‘very good’.  The very real difficulties of consultation in the county LEA might similarly be reflected in the DfEE data: again only one of the county sub-sample plans was assessed as being an example of good practice in this area.  However, the criteria of ‘usefulness to other services’ was well met by county LEA plans: 12 of the 15 in this sub sample (80 per cent) received that DfEE rating, compared to only two-thirds (69 per cent) of metropolitan LEAs, perhaps intimating the BSP’s lower relevance to other providers in stable authorities with already highly developed interagency networks.  Similarly, in the analysis of service providers included in the plan, the lower numbers of new city LEAs including Health Services is perhaps explained by the service boundary factors mentioned above.  In sum, this overview of LEA characteristics suggests that recognising – and accommodating – the different LEA ecologies and how these affect planning imperatives may be an issue for the review phase of BSPs and also for future policy.  



The intention to assist this review stage by providing details about the actual processes involved in developing a BSP also underpinned the second phase of the research.  Thus, how these six well-rated LEAs went about that process, and the perceived impact of their BSP’s development, is now addressed.





SECTION TWO:	MANAGING AND AUTHORSHIP OF THE PLAN



Overall management of the process of developing the BSP, including its authorship, showed several permutations.  In all six LEAs, some kind of core or central group (rather than a sole individual) took responsibility for the plan, but the key variants related to:



what was the service or agency of the lead players

whether a secondment for managing the plan’s development was instituted

whether there was a multi-agency element to the core group.



The lead players in managing the development and drafting of the BSP were from the Educational Psychology Service (EPS) in three of the six LEAs.  In the other cases, the lead players were described as: a Special Needs task group (also including the Principal Educational Psychologist (PEP) and Advisor for Special Needs); staff from a Pupil and Student Services division; and an Education Officer with Special Needs responsibilities (working closely with his PEP and SN advisor colleagues).



A secondment was specifically put in place in two of the LEAs to take the lead in running the consultation process and actually writing the plan.  One LEA seconded a secondary headteacher for six months, the other shared a term’s secondment between an Education Officer and the coordinator of the LEA’s pupil reintegration team.  In a third case, a dedicated role of managing the BSP development was undertaken by two senior members of the EPS (one of whom was already relieved of management responsibilities and with a brief to work on the Children’s Services Plan and develop collaborative strategy and policy across the authority and the other currently managing an Improving Behaviour and Attendance team).  Three LEAs did not introduce any particular secondment, although one authority did appoint an external consultancy to undertake part of the consultation exercise.  It was an existing metropolitan and ‘new: city-focus’ LEAs that instituted secondments.  ‘Independence’ from the LEA was cited as an advantage in the cases of the headteacher secondee and external consultants, while schools’ and other agency staff’s familiarity with the part time secondees was also mentioned as an asset in the consultation process.



The composition of the core group showed further variation among the six LEAs.  The production of two of the six BSPs was essentially within the remit of personnel originating from a ‘single service’ or division; three were ‘multi-service’, i.e. having more than one education service centrally involved; and one had a ‘multi-directorate’ dimension in that a non-educational agency (a Social Services representative) was a member of the core planning group.  



Differences between education services’ presence on these core groups was also noteworthy across the six LEAs: the Education Welfare Service (EWS) and Inspection and Advisory Service (IAS) for Special Needs were apparent in just two cases, professional officers (rather than service managers) also featured as core group members in four instances. 



All interviewees were invited to comment on any issues regarding who were the key players in their LEA’s plan production.  Most respondents had no comment to make or expressed the view that their authority’s particular allocation of personnel to the task was appropriate, sometimes with the proviso ‘given the time available’.  However, in more than one instance, it was noted that support services or advisory staff with a wider whole-school focus might have been more major players.  Similarly, there was occasional comment on the lack of centrality for Health and Youth Services, or those agencies with a specific focus on pupil disaffection/ disengagement.  Occasionally, the appropriateness of having lead players whose origins were from a single service was questioned in LEAs 1 and 2.
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The range of tasks associated with overall management of the BSP’s development also varied across the six LEAs: indeed, the differing make-up of core groups clearly meant different roles and degrees of involvement for the identified central players.  An overall audit of the central management tasks involved in BSP production is shown in the following list.



�Figure 2.2

TASKS IN MANAGING THE BSP’S PRODUCTION



Attending DfEE regional conferences on planning the BSP

Discussion with key personnel within other LEAs re developing a BSP, or with those whose work had been highlighted in the DfEE guidance as an example of good practice

Undertaking a literature search to define and agree what model of behaviour would be worked to

Framing the overall task and devising a timetable for completion

Determining a structure for the plan

Identifying consultees

Raising awareness of the principles, process and production of the BSP among contacts in other services or inter-agency working groups

Organising launch conferences about the BSP

Monitoring and steering the work of secondees

Undertaking consultation directly (including face-to-face visits, chairing reference groups)

Conferring with colleagues in the same service

Designing and analysing questionnaires and pro-formas to support the consultation process

Identifying links with other planning underway (e.g. EDP, Special Needs Review)

Eliciting information and contributions from other services, including voluntary agencies

Checking the accuracy and appropriateness of information about other services or agencies

Submitting contributions on their particular service

Drafting the plan

Providing updates in the plan’s implementation to key agencies and consultees





Some of these tasks clearly encompassed a strategic dimension (e.g. identifying consultees in other services or directorates; making links to other plans and authority planning groups).  In the case of secondees, their main remit appeared more operational i.e. directly undertaking consultation and then drafting the plan.  Thus, developing the plan as a whole also required strategic input from their steering groups of more senior officers.  Where core groups comprised only existing staff, their senior positions and established contacts within the authority facilitated a more strategic perspective, although the actual drafting of the plan was generally given no dedicated time.  The exception here was LEA 1, where senior EPs were able and expected to undertake both strategic and operational elements of the plan’s production.  This LEA was also unique in its reference to researching and defining a theoretical model of behaviour to work to.  Overall, there was some intimation that operational-level secondments might correlate with a lower investment in the plan as an interagency strategic opportunity for the education directorate, but that contact with schools was particularly thorough through deploying staff in this way.





SECTION THREE:	THE CONSULTATION PROCESS



3.1	INTRODUCTION

Interviewees in each of the case-study LEAs were asked to consider various organisational aspects of the consultation process: the form/format of the consultation (including content and timing); its extent; and who else could have been consulted. Perceptions of the effectiveness of the process were also sought.



3.2	FORMAT OF CONSULTATION

Given the length of time that had elapsed since the BSP was produced, some interviewees’ perceptions of what had occurred in the consultation phase were, perhaps understandably, somewhat vague.  Comments to this effect were ‘That’s a long time ago.  I can’t remember if I actually wrote anything … or sent anything’.  This uncertainty was especially evident the further removed interviewees were from the nucleus of development.  Beyond that, the research found cases of personnel and agencies said to be involved in the consultation who were unable or unwilling to comment at all due to having no recollection of the BSP, or feeling not sufficiently involved.  There were instances also of staff who were originally involved in the consultation moving on and their successors being unaware of the BSP and its consultation exercise (particularly the case for some police, youth and voluntary agency workers).



Nevertheless, from the accounts of those who did recall the consultation phase, the process appeared to consist of three stages: an orientation or awareness-raising stage; a pre-draft consultation stage and a draft consultation stage.



The orientation/awareness-raising stage was essentially a preparatory stage that involved core group members in collating and then disseminating information about the purpose and procedure for developing a BSP.  It could involve discussion with a range of schools and other agencies to establish shared values and principles regarding behaviour support, which then facilitated the shaping of the development process.  It also provided the opportunity to explain to other services and agencies the requirements of a BSP – what the process would entail and why it was necessary.  The activities undertaken at this stage are shown in the following list:



Figure 3.1

ACTIVITIES AT THE ORIENTATION PHASE

attending existing strategic planning groups and forums (e.g of headteachers) to discuss general behaviour support issues

letters to schools and key agencies to introduce and explain the BSP requirements and seek comments on the broad areas to be covered by the plan

‘one off’ launch meetings for schools and key agencies to similarly introduce and explain the requirements and seek comments

interviews/focus groups with a range of service representatives, and, in some cases, parents or carers and young people, on general issues relating to behaviour support, which then provided the basis for wider consultation

establishing on-going school and multi-agency reference group meetings and explaining the process as well as discussing issues relating to behaviour support.��

The pre-draft consultation stage generally involved auditing/profiling existing provision, including identifying any perceived gaps and also priorities for development.  This then informed the content of the draft plan.  The range of activity evident across the six LEAs at this stage of the consultation process are shown below:



Figure 3.2

ACTIVITIES AT THE PRE-DRAFT STAGE

pro formas to schools and key services/agencies seeking information on existing provision and areas for development

written requests for information to key services/agencies for inclusion in the draft plan

requests to schools for copies of behaviour policies

questionnaires to schools regarding behaviour management in school and support available to schools for pupils experiencing behaviour difficulties

questionnaires to schools and key services/agencies regarding the nature of behaviour difficulties in the authority, together with suggestions for realistic ways forward

individual or group interviews/discussions to ascertain the provision that already existed and areas that needed to be developed

interviews with parents/carers and young people to garner their experiences of behaviour support for inclusion in the plan

schools’ and multi-agency conferences or reference group meetings to identify existing good practice and to discuss topics/issues highlighted for inclusion in the plan.��

Those consulted at this pre-draft stage were thus asked to provide information about their particular service, what was already being done to support young people experiencing behavioural difficulties and what more could be done.  This stage offered an opportunity for consultees to comment on important issues relating to their provision, especially where different service structures or protocols were involved, and, in the case of conferences, to exchange information and network with other agencies.



The draft consultation stage involved dissemination of drafts of the plan together with an invitation to comment.  Ways in which respondents could comment on draft plans are shown in the figure below:



Figure 3.3

ACTIVITIES AT THE DRAFT STAGE

completing a consultation questionnaire or document

responding in writing

responding verbally at meetings.��

At this stage of consultation, drafts of the plan were sent out to consultees and comments were invited on the whole document, but particularly on the parts which related to consultees’ own service or agency.  This was an opportunity for key agencies/services to identify areas in the plan where they felt they should be recorded as being involved, if this was not already included, and to verify the accuracy of information about their agency or service.  Several consultees spoke of feeling unqualified to comment on every aspect of the plan, but nevertheless, appreciated the opportunity to do so.  Some noted that their comments had been taken account of in the final version of the plan, although one consultee did warn against attributing comments unless people had been informed that this was to be the case.



It was evident that consultees’ involvement differed according to whether they had made a contribution (either written or verbal) to the actual development of the draft plan, or whether they were only asked to comment on a draft after it had been written.  Thus, overall there were three different kinds or levels of involvement in the process of developing the plan: 



Level 1:	authorship/coordination

Level 2:	contribution to, and reading of, draft(s) of plan

Level 3:	commenting on draft(s) of plan.



Those consultees with ‘Level 2’ involvement often spoke positively about feeling involved in the process of developing the BSP, particularly when their views were sought on an individual or on-going basis.  Nevertheless, in each of the six case-study LEAs, there were examples of ‘Level 3’ involvement.  As such, these respondents sometimes expressed the view that they were peripheral to the process of development, with some describing the BSP as a ‘fait accompli’: ‘I think I felt as though we were asked to go there that day to have the BSP presented to us, it didn’t feel too much of a consultation’.  Equally, across the six case studies, there were significant differences as to which statutory education services were perceived to have this more marginal role.  One LEA’s Educational Psychology Service had only ‘Level 3’ involvement, likewise, in another case, the Education Welfare Service.  In more than one instance, nominated interviewees from key agencies like Youth, Careers, Health and Social Services reported only ‘Level 3’ involvement.  No doubt these differences reflected organisational relationships and histories as well as different authority structures, but it does nevertheless further indicate the enormous variability within the six authorities’ consultation practices.



3.3	EXTENT OF CONSULTATION

Interviewees were asked to consider how extensive the process of consultation had been and who else might have been involved.  



3.3.1	Who was involved?

In each LEA, those charged with coordinating the process reported involving everyone recommended in the DfEE guidance, and sometimes also other interested local parties, such as local community or voluntary groups.  Consultees were said to have been involved in different ways and it was acknowledged that some, for example Diocesan bodies and Magistrates, had not been as prominently involved.  Interviewees in two LEAs particularly mentioned difficulties in obtaining a full response from Magistrates: variously remarking that this body seemed wary of committing themselves to an opinion on the plan or noting the difficulty of getting Magistrates to understand why their involvement was being sought.  In three of the LEAs, interviewees reported that school-based staff had not been specifically targeted, one interviewee commenting that this interest group’s views would have been obtained through their union representative. 



In all LEAs, the majority of those involved in contributing to the development of the plan and in reading the draft(s) felt that the consultation had been very wide-ranging.  However, others (particularly those from non-educational agencies) sometimes commented that they either had not been aware of, or could not remember, who else had been involved, or were unsure of the extent, especially of the non-educational services’ involvement.  



Several respondents who had only received a draft of the plan, expressed awareness of who had been involved because of the list of consultees included in the draft(s) they received.  Conversely, other interviewees said that a list of those involved would have been useful.  In one LEA, it was reported that clarification of the range of agencies had only occurred through attending a multi-disciplinary meeting at which the draft was presented had clarified the range of agencies.



Put together, these views might suggest that the scale – and hence perhaps import – of the consultation exercise was not always fully recognised.  It is interesting to speculate whether a higher multi-agency profile might have occurred if resources beyond the LEA itself had been invested in publicising the BSP or if consultation had been focused and targeted at senior strategic level.



3.3.2	Involvement of schools

Core group interviewees were specifically asked to comment on the involvement of schools in the process of developing the BSP.  In all six of the LEAs, schools were very much seen as key players in the process.  Involvement variously included:



attendance at one large multi-agency conference

a schools reference group involved throughout the process

conferences for schools 

meetings and focus groups for school representatives

questionnaires and pro formas about behaviour support

one-to-one visits.



In all cases, the views of schools were believed to have been ‘paramount’ in the shaping of the plan as it was schools who were coming into daily contact with the young people who were the focus of the BSP: ‘So they are both customers of services and they are also deliverers of services to the young people who are the subject of the plan’.  Despite this, not all six plans included mainstream schools as service providers.



3.3.3	Others who could have been involved

Interviewees were asked to say who else they felt could have been involved in the consultation process.



The thrust of these suggestions was for those who were closest to behaviour difficulties: parents, operational level staff and young people themselves to have more involvement.  Others highlighted non-specialist areas of the Health Service, such as GPs and school nurses; neighbourhood forums; and Early Years groups.  



3.4	EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

Views on the effectiveness of the consultation process were sought from all interviewees.  Responses were then divided into four categories ranging from ‘very effective’ to ‘not effective’.  Table 10 below sets out the responses of interviewees, according to these gradations and their level of involvement in the process.

�Table 10	Respondents’ views on the effectiveness of the consultation process



�Level 1: managing and authorship

N=25*	%�Level 2: contributing to and commenting on draft(s)

N=53	%�Level 3: commenting on draft(s)

N=40*	%��Very effective�	5	20�	13	25�	4	10��Effective�	19	76�	30	57�	15	38��Quite effective�	1	4�	3	6�	4	10��Not effective��	7	13�	17	43��All percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number

* 	Missing case

Source:	The Evaluation of LEA Behaviour Support Plans: case-study stage interviews, 1999–2000



Perhaps not surprisingly, all those responsible for managing the process of developing the LEA’s BSP (‘Level 1’ interviewees) thought that the process of consultation had been effective or very effective.  It is interesting to note that the majority of ‘Level 2’ interviewees also thought that the process had been effective or very effective.  In contrast, of the ‘Level 3’ interviewees, nearly half believed that the process had not been effective.  



Core group interviewees believed that most consultees had felt that their views had been listened to.  In one of the LEAs where a secondment had been put in place, the fact that the secondee had been able to go out and talk to people face to face was thought to have been beneficial.  That they also had experience of working with young people with behaviour difficulties was believed to have given schools the message that this was not simply a plan being imposed on them.  In the LEA with the multi-directorate core group, having different reference groups that were consulted at more than one point during the process was felt to have been more effective than just a one-off meeting.



Beyond core group views, those consulted during the pre-draft stage who had experienced one-to-one meetings to discuss the issues relating to the BSP also noted this as being particularly valuable, although some reference was made to a mixture of that approach and meetings as being more productive.  Again, in one of the LEAs where a secondment had been put in place, interviewees spoke of the advantage of it being someone with experience of working with young people with behaviour difficulties.  An advantage of using external consultants was felt to have been more openness amongst consultees, although a disadvantage was thought to have been the consultants’ lack of knowledge of the LEA context.  Negative comments on the effectiveness of the consultation process from this ‘Level 2’ sub-sample focused mainly on the lack of time allocated, especially in the LEA where the format involved only one multi-agency meeting.  As a result, one voluntary sector representative summarised it as feeling ‘quite tokenistic’, and pointed out that there had been no real follow-up.  Others spoke of this meeting being of no use other than to provide a raised awareness of the provision available.  Despite commenting somewhat negatively on the effectiveness of the process, several of the interviewees tempered their responses by going on to say that it had been useful to see the breadth of other agencies involved and to find out what they were doing.  Others merely stated that they had appreciated the opportunity to be involved: ‘It meant someone had heard about our work, makes you feel important’.



Positive views from those interviewees who only were consulted at the draft stage (‘Level 3’ consultees) did emerge.  Two headteachers in one of the LEAs where a secondment had been put in place, appreciated an opportunity to comment on the draft at a face-to-face meeting with the secondee.  They felt that their views had been listened to in a way that had not been apparent at a later full meeting for headteachers.  Negative comments from interviewees with draft-only involvement focused almost entirely on feeling marginalised from the process through not being included at an earlier stage: ‘It’s too late when the draft is in place’; ‘[It was] consultation out of politeness rather than they were wanting to know what we could offer’.



Again, some interviewees added caveats to their responses, commenting that it had been useful even to have been asked for a small contribution, ‘… to be a part of it, however small, to know about it, what it contains and how we might be a part of it’.



3.5	WAYS OF IMPROVING THE PROCESS

The most frequently offered suggestion for improvement from interviewees across all three levels of involvement was more time for the process, including earlier and ongoing involvement to avoid merely ‘rubber stamping’ something already written.  In addition, the greater involvement of operational-level staff, e.g. teachers, voluntary and community groups, parents/carers and young people again surfaced here.



Suggestions for improvements to the orientation/awareness-raising stage of the consultation process were:



more strategic-level involvement in the development of the BSP

clearer guidance from the DfEE  

more information prior to the consultation process

more consultation and communication with other LEAs.



The focus on a more strategic level (both national and local) presence at this stage of the process of developing the plan is notable.



Suggestions for improvements to the pre-draft consultation stage were:



the opportunity for more conferences/meetings/seminars to examine the issues in greater depth.  Meetings were felt to be more collaborative and provide more opportunities for networking

engaging consultees in more face-to-face individualised discussion

smaller working groups to allow more open debate

a greater focus on the gaps in provision 

detailed costing of the available provision 

more involvement of non-educational as well as educational services.



Here, the emphasis and focus seems very much more on ensuring genuine inter-personal engagement with issues and viewpoints between agencies.  The value of first-hand and ongoing contact was a consistent theme, and this in turn has implications for the time – and costs – of consultation.



The main suggestions made for improvements to the draft stage of the consultation process were:



follow-up with opportunities for feedback and review which would ensure that the plan was made use of

a greater awareness for consultees of the development phases, having no overview of the whole process made it difficult to see the purpose of their involvement

the use of case studies to demonstrate good practice.



Ensuring a better understanding of the plan’s genealogy of development and the scale of the exercise thus was prominent in interviewees’ recommendations for this stage of the consultation process.



3.6 	CONSULTATION PROCESS: CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The consultation process was felt by the majority of interviewees to have been wide-ranging, involving a number of LEA and outside agencies.  However, the extent of each agency’s involvement in the process differed.  Clearly, the further along interviewees were on the continuum of involvement in the development of the BSP, the less involved they felt in the process and, concomitantly, the less effective they perceived the process of consultation to be.  ‘Level 3’ interviewees’ comments on effectiveness centred mainly on feeling marginalised from the process through not being involved early enough, although several clearly appreciated the opportunity to make some contribution, however small or late in the process of development.  Equally, whilst ‘Level 2’ interviewees’ suggestions for improvements to the consultation process focused more on the time allowed and the depth of the process, ‘Level 3’ interviewees’ suggestions were far more likely to focus on earlier and ongoing involvement in the process to avoid the plan being merely a ‘fait accompli’.  These findings would appear to entirely corroborate the recommendation made in the DfEE guidance on BSPs that: ‘A one-off opportunity to offer comment on a final draft is not likely to be the most effective way of consulting on plans’ (GB.  DfEE, 1998).





SECTION FOUR:	THE IMPACT OF DEVELOPING THE BSP



4.1	INTRODUCTION

Respondents’ views about the impact of developing the BSP were specifically sought during each interview.  As well as perceived outcomes for the interviewees’ own service, questions about how, or if, drawing up the BSP had influenced multi-agency liaison, coordination of services, and protocols were also posed.  Equally, the impact on schools and parents in particular was probed.



4.2	IMPACT: AN OVERVIEW

A wide range of views was registered both across and within the six LEAs, reflecting factors such as degree of involvement in the consultation process as well as the service location and status of the respondent.  The different histories of the six LEAs, particularly the current state of the Education Directorate’s interagency connections and its organisational structures, clearly influenced the kinds of response given.  Beyond that, the whole climate of ‘joined-up thinking’ (evident from the social inclusion agenda and other contemporary planning imperatives) made it difficult for many interviewees to pinpoint what developments were directly the result of the BSP.  Hence, the resulting picture showed few consistent or clear patterns.  Nevertheless, there were overall several major and recurrent categories of impact described:



General raised awareness of behaviour issues, existing provision and the need for multi-agency approaches.



An increased recognition and higher profile for certain education services and other agencies and their role in behaviour support.



Examples of operational-level activity, including joint support projects, new interagency procedures.



Strategic-level developments: within education directorates (e.g. clarifying roles and parameters of particular services) and across agencies (e.g. the sharing of targets, joint bidding).



In addition, it is important to register that a number of respondents stressed that, from their perspective, there had been no impact, or that they personally felt unable to comment on what the BSP might have directly influenced.



Notwithstanding this, of the many interviewees who did cite some type of effect, responses were encompassed in one or more of the above categories.  Again, it is important to note there was sometimes reluctance to apportion these developments solely to the BSP’s development, but the overall picture presented by the data does give an interesting indication of general movement within the six authorities towards greater interagency collaboration and contact.



4.2.1	Raised awareness

Views on the impact of the BSP often suggested that it had served a useful audit or directory function, allowing schools (and other agencies) to obtain a clearer picture of provision available within the authority.  For some, simply a new awareness of the sheer scale of support was noted (‘the numbers out there working in this area’).  Others indicated that the BSP helped identify ‘who you can refer young people to’ or ‘which agencies can help with our problem’.  This view was most commonly expressed by school heads interviewed, and sometimes voluntary agency staff.  One governor interviewee notably described the BSP as ‘a useful guide for SENCOs [Special Educational Needs Coordinators]’.



A different type of raised awareness however, came from a number of interviewees.  Here, it was suggested that the BSP’s production had given behaviour issues generally and the client group a ‘higher profile’.  Further, it had sometimes encouraged reflection on the principles of behaviour support, the issue of when and whether behaviour difficulties were a special need, including links between behaviour, and learning.  ‘Behaviour problems should be seen as a CoP [Code of Practice] issue and not discipline’ was how one educational psychologist defined the principle underpinning their BSP.  In two LEAs, providing information about the reorganised special school and PRU provision for the BSP was said to have encouraged reflection on the aims and function of these institutions.



This type of ‘reflexive’ outcome was also noted specifically in relation to schools.  There were several references – including from school representatives themselves – to the BSP clarifying schools’ primary responsibility for their pupils with behavioural difficulties and the essentially supportive role of the LEA.  ‘It helped us think positively about what we do that works, what is good practice, it focused ideas’ was how one primary head described the impact of the BSP.  Further, the request for schools’ behaviour policies in two of the LEAs was said to have encouraged reflection and revisiting of this document in some institutions.



Beyond that, ‘raised awareness’ was a terminology used around the whole issue of multi-agency activity.  References to recognising the need for collaborative working at both operational and strategic level were made in a number of LEAs.  ‘Developing the plan reinforced the message of the need for multi-agency working’ and ‘It made people aware of the lack of coordination and the need to address that’ were typical comments, particularly from core group members.  A number of respondents, (significantly those who had attended consultation forums and meetings) indicated that the process of development had raised awareness and given insight into the roles and agendas of other services, as well as enhancing contacts and networks.  ‘It cleared lines of contact …  I can get in touch having met people.’  More strategically, the BSP consultation was occasionally referred to as signifying the education directorate’s general commitment to multi-agency working: for instance, it was framed as being evidence of a ‘positive cultural shift’ in one LEA where the previous ‘isolation’ of education services had been noted.



Finally, some interviewees stressed that the BSP production had raised awareness of the actual multi-agency process, including the skills required and the kinds of difficulties to be overcome.  Acknowledging inter-service tensions and barriers – overcoming the ‘it’s your problem syndrome’ – was noted by core group members in some instances as a useful experience to develop further understanding.  In sum, this type of response indicated that the BSP development process had:



raised awareness of the provision available within the authority

encouraged reflection on values, principles and theories of behaviour support

encouraged a better understanding of other agencies’ roles and agendas and enhanced existing contacts and networks

highlighted the necessity for a multi-agency approach and the education directorate’s commitment in that area

enhanced understanding of the realities of partnership working��



4.2.2	Higher profile for certain agencies

A number of respondents indicated that they saw one result of the BSP production to be a greater recognition of the contribution of some education services and other agencies in supporting young people experiencing behaviour difficulties (particularly those who were disengaged from learning opportunities).  The Youth Service was particularly mentioned here (in five of the six LEAs), suggesting that the potential of informal education opportunities was receiving more acknowledgement.  Specific reference to ‘more contact, greater use by’ schools was made in some instances, others just noting generally ‘a higher profile’.  Similarly, voluntary agency representatives in two of the LEAs referred to more recognition since the plan’s development.  The fact of being ‘named and part of the BSP’ was valued by one FE respondent, and likewise his Careers Service colleague.  A Mental Health representative also referred to an increase in ‘requests to go into school’.  In another LEA, the greater involvement of Community Services in ‘the educational attainment agenda’, was referred to, while one Traveller Education Service noted the BSP had ensured recognition that they had a role in behaviour as well as curriculum issues for this client group.  In sum, this type of response indicated that the BSP development process had:



clarified the role of other agencies, particularly the contribution of the Youth Service and those in the voluntary sector

given some behaviour-related education services a higher profile and greater definition within the authority.��



4.2.3	Operational-level activity

Beyond raised awareness and the higher profile of behaviour support, some respondents suggested examples of actual activity in schools and among operational staff which they perceived as an outcome, at least in part, of the BSP’s development.  Similarly, there were illustrations of new protocols and procedures at this practitioner level that indicated some greater collaboration or clarity when services were working with individual cases.  



Examples of schools using the BSP to base their own behaviour polices on were noted in two LEAs, as well as a more general reference to its use by schools for INSET.  In three LEAs, individual respondents indicated that contact between agencies during the process of producing the BSP had contributed to the existence of certain joint training initiatives, on topics such as drugs education, physical restraint, bullying and child protection issues.



Another operational-level outcome of the BSP noted in one of the metropolitan LEAs, was the improved tracking of individual children and the monitoring of numbers of young people from ethnic minorities being excluded or truanting.  Better information sharing between Social Services and education regarding looked after children’s educational attainment was also cited in another case study LEA where relations had previously been more distant. 



Several instances of increased non-education agency activity at school level were also proffered as an outcome of the BSP’s development: single social worker attachments to a borough’s secondary school; youth workers in PRUs; Police – and also a parent support group initiative – in special schools were variously referenced.  In addition, some interviewees were prepared to attribute to the BSP such multi-agency developments as education staff as members of Youth Offending Teams (YOTs), EWS staff assigned to Social Services and joint initiatives for looked after children.  Others simply noted generally the cultural shift of ‘more agencies in school … finding it easier to work together’.



A further effect attributed to the BSP development in a number of instances was a change to procedures and protocols regarding individual cases, both across agencies and within education services.  Examples of these interagency procedural amendments noted across the sample, included clarification of pre-16 in-fill procedures between FE and schools; new agreements to allow educational psychologists to assess under-fives with behavioural problems and better transfer links between Social Services nursery provision and education.  Another example given was the institution of a Child psychiatrist presence on behaviour panels.  Within an education service remit, clarification of all referrals to the recently established primary Behaviour Support Team through the EPS was noted as a direct outcome of the BSP in one LEA whilst, in another case study ‘new’ authority, it was stated that the BSP had embedded ‘new arrangements over fixed-term exclusions and statemented pupils’.  In sum, this type of response indicated that the BSP development process had:



contributed to the implementation of interagency training initiatives, school INSET and behaviour policy revisions

encouraged  tracking and information sharing about individual cases between agencies

increased interagency operational level activity

clarified certain referral protocols and procedures between agencies or within education services.��



4.2.4	Strategic-level developments

Some responses to the question of the BSP’s impact noted examples that suggested enhanced formal links and cooperation between agencies in terms of policy and planning.  Others noted how the BSP had served to clarify or formalise certain roles and responsibilities within education services.  The BSP’s strategic value as a learning exercise in planning and review was also referred to on occasion.



Examples of interagency strategic developments included references to the BSP ‘feeding into partnership agreements’ or, in one instance, the establishment of service-level agreements (SLAs) with voluntary organisations.  Others referenced ‘joint bidding’, ‘joint funding’ and ‘joint commissioning’, as an outcome.  Some strategic-level interviewees (notably from Careers and Mental Health) saw the BSP itself as providing useful information about ‘gaps’ in provision which could then inform their own bidding and a Probation Service interviewee noted ‘the BSP gives authority and credence to a proposal’.  One Social Services manager stated the plan was being used to ‘think of things to work with the education directorate on’. 



Raising and utilising the BSP in other forums and planning groups was also noted: Drugs Action, Community Safety, a Children’s Services Plan (CSP) forum and Learning Gateway were variously mentioned, though significantly, not in all of the six case studies.  Two instances of the BSP’s impact being framed more generally as facilitating senior officer discourse emerged.  A Health Service representative in one of the ‘new’ LEAs commented that ‘at planning and officer level, it has provided a forum for senior staff to talk together’ and in another small authority, instituting an ‘informal managerial senior forum [between Social Services, EWS and Pupil Support] for discussing cases of the most disaffected pupils’ was described as an outcome of the BSP.  Here, it was implied that there was a still higher level of strategic service management which was not engaging in this kind of interagency discourse.



Referencing the BSP targets in other services’ plans (e.g. YOT planning) was a further significant strategic aspect, as was the inverse of that, namely, incorporating other services’ targets in the BSP.  Again, it is important to note this specific strategic interchange of performance measures was not by any means mentioned as an outcome in every LEA, occurring only where dedicated time for joint planning by senior personnel had already been instituted (and not in those case studies with operational-level secondments).



Examples of strategic implications within education directorates were also given in response to the question of impact.  Ongoing work to help with the clarification and ‘synthesising’ of roles and provision ‘in the exclusions and special needs arena’ was noted as an outcome in one instance, while in the ‘new’ authorities, several respondents perceived the BSP development to have ‘consolidated’ newly instituted support services and structures, giving ‘… a clear direction, context and framework within which to work’.  ‘A clarity of roles’ had emerged from the BSP planning and ongoing consultation process according to one interviewee in the ‘multi-directorate’ LEA.  The recent restructuring of EBD provision in one authority was also able to be fully expounded in their BSP.  The value of the BSP coinciding with, rather than causing, such restructuring was stressed.



Finally, at strategic level, sometimes respondents noted that the learning experience associated with developing the plan had its own intrinsic worth and hence impact.  A core group member of one LEA described how they were using their own department’s statistical information in a more sophisticated and analytic way as a result of the DfEE request for performance measures. In the same authority, the BSP was said to be ‘used as a model’ for the EDP and Special Needs Review, and it had contributed to the recognition that such plans needed to be ‘linked’.  



In sum, this type of response indicated that the BSP development process had:



enhanced formal links and cooperation between agencies in terms of policy and planning, including the cross referencing of different services’ targets

helped to clarify (or formalise) certain responsibilities and structures within education services

provided a valuable learning exercise in education-related strategic planning and review.��



4.2.5	No impact

Many respondents did identify positive impact from the process of drawing up the BSP, or were prepared to attribute certain developments within their authority at least in part to that planning period.  However, it must be noted that some did not.  Sometimes, the interviewee noted they ‘could not answer’ or ‘did not know’ whether there had been any effect simply because they felt too removed from either the process itself or the arenas where impact might be anticipated.  Some governors, Police, magistrates and Diocesan representatives were particularly evident within this category.  This may suggest that contact over the BSP was perceived by certain groups as something of a formality.  Equally, a large number of those giving this type of non-committal response were from the sample defined as ‘Level 3’ interviewees in Section Three (i.e. had no input into the pre-draft phase of the consultation), and in some cases, these were school representatives and individuals from education services who had remained largely outside the BSP’s development.  Hence, once again, the importance of proper engagement with the planning process itself may be evident. 



A different ‘no-impact’ viewpoint was that other national policy statements in the area had had greater influence than the BSP itself: here, references to ‘the Social Inclusion agenda’; ‘Circular 10/99’ regularly surfaced.  Standards Fund bids were also mentioned as being more influential than the BSP, because of the funding they carried.  Indeed, another strong message, sometimes expressed quite baldly, was that without resources and funding attached to it, the BSP was not likely to have impact at strategic or operational level.



Sometimes, the negative impact view was couched in terms of the status and timing of the BSP within the constellation of concurrent plans and planning exercises.  The earlier Children’s Services Plan was often seen as the real seminal influence here.  Others chose to pinpoint the Education Development Plan as a planning imperative with more status and therefore receiving more education service commitment.  In one LEA particularly, strategic interagency developments were sometimes said to have been led by the planning imperatives of Social and Health Services or initiatives like New Start, rather more than from this particular Education Directorate plan. In sum, this category of views saw minimal impact of the BSP development because it had either followed, ‘cut across’, been divorced from, or was superseded by other more significant strategic planning initiatives.  It is worth noting that particularly some Mental Health representatives, saw a missed opportunity in their LEA’s BSP development, intimating that this service had much still to reconcile and negotiate in achieving a common agenda with their Education colleagues.



Equally, the ‘no impact’ viewpoint emerged among certain individuals with core group status who were prepared to admit they saw the planning exercise as merely ‘a hoop we had to jump through’.  A more general comment to the effect that ‘we were already doing it’ was another way of expressing the minimal impact viewpoint and this was sometimes evident at both strategic and operational level: typical comments were ‘[developing the BSP] is likely to have little impact on the partnership approach because it was good to start with’ and ‘at this school, multi-agency working was already being carried on, we’re working more or less as before’.  Perhaps this again signifies some ambiguity about the overall status of the BSP.



In sum, this type of response indicated that the BSP development process was:



less important and influential than other policy or planning imperatives

lacking in resources or funding to have ensured significant impact

not signifying any particular new impetus in multi-agency working at strategic or operational level

too far removed from the interviewee’s sphere of operation for meaningful comment.��



4.3	IMPACT: DfEE CONCERNS

Two specific areas of interest specified by the DfEE for the research were the perceived impact on schools and parents.  In effect, this line of enquiry sought to adumbrate how far the BSP’s development had penetrated to users at the practitioner and ‘client’ group level.



4.3.1	Impact on schools 

Views on this specific concern of the DfEE were sought in all interviews.  In total, about one in five indicated they did not know: usually because their professional remit made it difficult to comment.  Sixteen of the 142 recorded comments on this issue stated categorically that there was no impact, or that schools were already aware of the services available.  However, most responses affirmed a belief that there was some impact, in terms of schools’ raised awareness or ‘clearer picture’ of the range of behaviour support provision available and how it might be accessed.  Others referenced as an outcome the generally higher profile of behaviour.  As noted earlier, this might in turn lead to the recognition of schools’ responsibility for children’s behavioural difficulties or reflection on current practice through INSET on the BSP and the revisiting of the school behaviour policy.  Another viewpoint was that there would be indirect impact due to subsequent increased interagency activity at operational level.  



Notwithstanding this, caveats were also included in a number of responses.  Sometimes this was to the effect that only in specific schools would raised awareness be the case, depending on ‘the headteacher’ or ‘how the school as an organisation chooses to interact with pupils with problematic behaviours’.  Other qualifying comments referred to likely lack of impact at classroom practitioner level: ‘it has [raised awareness] of senior and pastoral managers, but not yet been communicated effectively to the rest of the staff, and that is the head’s job’.  Lack of funding was cited in response to this question also on several occasions: the BSP raised expectations or ‘created a need’ which current resourcing in the LEA could not meet.  Over half of these comments came from one LEA where behaviour provision was widely acknowledged to be underfunded.  Almost all core group interviewees across all six case studies spoke positively about school impact, and there were certainly more affirmative answers in the two LEAs where effort to actively engage other agencies at strategic level had been evident in the BSP planning process.



4.3.2	Impact on parents

How far the BSP development impacted on parents was a further DfEE-requested line of enquiry, and over a hundred comments were collected in all from the interview sample.  At least two-thirds of these held a negative view of parental impact: saying it had not; they did not know; or impact was simply too difficult to measure.  Examples of this kind of response occurred in each of the LEAs, from all types of agency and from all levels of involvement in the consultation process.  Reasons for negative responses covered a range of views: parents were not the intended target audience for the BSP; no work or consultation had been done with that group (this was stated exclusively in the two above referenced LEAs with strategic-oriented consultations); they were the most difficult client group to access; or more generally parents were ‘too far removed’ from the development process and the professional arena in which the BSP was occurring.  Comments affirming some likely impact on parents mostly suggested rather vague or highly selective impact: references were to either a general raised awareness because of the publicity surrounding the whole cluster of social inclusion initiatives that the BSP was part of; or that only parents with youngsters experiencing behaviour difficulties would be affected.  Likely impact was also cited on those parents who were directly consulted (e.g. by focus group procedures) or because of their involvement through representing bodies such as a Parent Partnership or Parent Governors.  In the two LEAs where summary booklets of the BSP had been produced and made available through schools or libraries, opinion was still divided as to whether, or how far, this dissemination technique would be successful in accessing parents.



4.4	IMPACT: CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This section has shown the considerable range of comments received on the issue of how the BSP’s development had impacted within each LEA.  Again, the sheer breadth of reference – from strategic level to parent users – reinforces the wide remit implicit in the plan.  In the six LEAs, each with their distinctive ‘climates’ of opportunity and differing degrees of strategic import given to the planning exercise, there were still many positive views about beneficial outcomes.  Overall, LEAs with a higher strategic-level investment, not surprisingly, appeared to produce more comment about strategic impact, and this may be an issue to clarify at the forthcoming review stage.  How school staff and particularly parents can be better informed about the plan has also emerged as an issue largely unresolved from this initial production period.  Nevertheless, the dedication given to drawing up the plan by personnel in each LEA clearly had paid dividends in terms of raising the knowledge base about behaviour support and the services that operate with this remit.





SECTION FIVE:	FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS



5.1	INTRODUCTION

This short section covers interviewees’ perceptions of the BSP’s review stage within their authority.  This reflects views at the time of the research (between November 1999 and March 2000).



5.2	REVIEWING THE PLAN

Interviewees were asked whether they were aware of any arrangements for reviewing the BSP and, if they were, what was planned and when.



Core group interviewees in all six LEAs were aware of the legal requirement to review the BSP.  At the time of the research, an interim review of the plan was taking place in one LEA, while in another, a steering group was being put together to take responsibility for the review process.  In the other four LEAs, no specific arrangements for the review were in place at that time, interviewees in two particularly referring to awaiting the arrival of new appointments within the authority to take on the lead officer role.



Interviewees with ‘Level 2’ or ‘Level 3’ involvement appeared far less aware of a legal requirement to review the plan, or of any arrangements for review within their LEA, some referring to an expectancy that it would be reviewed.  A very small minority specified the year 2001, or a three-year period for a review, while in three authorities, interviewees commented that it was part of the LEA’s policy to regularly review plans.  A number of both ‘Level 2’ and ‘Level 3’ interviewees commented that they would expect to be involved in any review of the BSP that took place, while a small number of each affirmed that they hoped they would be involved.  There was a general assumption amongst those expecting to be involved that the services that took part in the original consultation process would be consulted again for the review.



5.3	LINKS TO OTHER PLANS

Core group interviewees and those within the pre-draft (‘Level 2’) sub-sample highlighted the review of the EDP as the one most likely to be linked to a review of the BSP.  In rank order, suggestions for other plans/policies to which the review of the BSP might be linked included Children’s Services Plan; SEN Review; Youth Justice Plan; Early Years Development Plan; respondents’ own Service Development Plan; Crime and Disorder Strategy; Health-related plans; and Quality Protects.



A number of interviewees within the pre-draft (‘Level 2’) sub-sample did not specify any particular plan to which a review of the BSP might be linked, merely stating that, in their opinion, the many different plans ought to interconnect because, very often, they both involved the same service personnel and catered for the same client group.  It was suggested that there was a need for ‘clarity’ and ‘integration’ in the different planning mechanisms and that revised objectives would need to be set within the context of other agencies’ plans.



5.4	FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS: CONCLUDING COMMENTS

It was noteworthy that the review of the BSP, and its legal requirement status, was not always recognised by other service providers.  Once again, the issue of extending multi-agency and integrated strategic planning surfaced through some of the interviewees’ comments, and this may be an issue for central and local authority departments to consider further.





SECTION SIX:	THE COSTS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF THE BSP



6.1	INTRODUCTION

A further specific concern which the DfEE requested this research to explore was the issue of the costs associated with, and the cost-effectiveness of, producing Behaviour Support Plans.  It is important stress that gathering hard data on this aspect of the plan’s production was not within the study’s remit, and it is interpretations of costs, benefits and the balance between them that are presented in the following sections.



6.2	THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH BSP DEVELOPMENT

Most interviewees identified the time involved in BSP production – attending meetings, discussions, correspondence, preparing contributions and reading and responding to drafts – as being the main cost.  Interviewees from all levels and all six LEAs considered that the combined cost of participating agencies’ staff’s input into the BSP would be substantial.  However, the actual scale/magnitude of such costs was understood to have been reduced as a result of many people undertaking considerable amounts of the work in their own time, including holiday periods, weekends and evenings.  Most interviewees also acknowledged that these time costs were worthwhile as they resulted in the development of ‘a good product’.  Similarly, the extra tasks and responsibilities associated with BSP development were seen as ‘part of the territory’, ‘it goes with the job’.  Several core group interviewees, however, indicated that personal ‘strain’ was a cost which they had incurred as a result of contributing to the developmental process without being afforded sufficient dedicated time to do so.



Interviewees raised the financial implications of staff time, especially in the LEAs in which personnel were seconded to produce the BSP.  This may have resulted from the direct costs being specified and more transparent than in LEAs in which secondments did not take place.  In general, it appears that interviewees considered these direct staff costs – whether seconded or not – to have been necessary in order to produce good plans.  The use of external consultants was also said to have contributed to the cost-effectiveness of BSP development as a result of the expertise they offered and the consequent reduced input of LEA staff.



Some interviewees spoke of the ‘lost opportunity’ costs resulting from involvement in the BSP.  Some operational-level staff regarded involvement as simply adding to the burden of their existing workloads, whilst others welcomed the chance to participate and the opportunities it offered despite the time costs.  The majority of respondents across all LEAs and all levels of involvement, asserted that they were able to carry out specific BSP responsibilities in addition to, and alongside their other duties.  As one non-seconded core group interviewee put it: ‘The day job has to go on’. 



Interviewees expressed a range of opinions relating to the logistical costs associated with the process of BSP production.  Some respondents noted that the final ‘glossy’ product was very lavish and implied a mis-direction of resources.  Others deemed it necessary to produce a quality product in order to reflect and raise the profile of behaviour support services and provision.  A cheap, poorly produced document was deemed by many to promote the sentiment that behaviour support issues were not worthy of expenditure.  



6.3	COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF THE BSP

When addressing the issue of the cost-effectiveness of Behaviour Support Plans, interviewees’ interpretations and understandings were more varied and complex.  Viewpoints were generally focused around perceptions of the balance between, or interplay of cost inputs and subsequent outcomes/effects.  The following section addresses, firstly, interviewees’ understandings of how and why BSP development was cost-effective and secondly, reasons given for costs outweighing benefits.  Finally, the reasons why some interviewees were uncertain as to whether the BSP production was cost-effective or not are presented.



6.3.1	Factors contributing to cost-effectiveness 

A number of factors were identified as underpinning the cost-effectiveness of the process of BSP development, in which inputs/costs were seen to be justified in relation to the outcomes.  Some emphasised cost efficiency in terms of the input and investment in production, while others focused more on the quality of output i.e. the final product or subsequent benefits to their own agency or service.



Of the former cost-effective ‘input’ view, the process of production was said to have been based on multi-agency working enabling the optimum use of available resources, such as existing networks and relationships.  Cost-effective information gathering involving broad consultations across a range of professionals resulted from the ability to readily access the ‘communication channels’ of a range of agencies.  This high level of interaction was seen by many interviewees to have led to ‘deep and meaningful consultation’ rather than just ‘answers on a postcard type of thing’.  Consistent with the value of tapping into existing networks and frameworks, the consultation necessary for BSP production was seen, by some, to take place ‘on the back’ of other, regular working and consultation processes.  Hence, issues specifically pertaining to the development of BSPs were often incorporated into routine, scheduled meetings so increasing the cost-effectiveness of the process.



For those focusing on output, actual involvement in the production of a BSP was said to have been cost-effective.  For example, one particular Careers Service representative noted the BSP had boosted the status of his service, enlarging and confirming its role in behaviour support provision.  A representative of an education agency also noted that participation in the consultation process was cost-effective because, when it came to implementing the plan ‘I’m not operating a plan that’s some distance away’.  Hence, for several interviewees, the costs associated with involvement in the development process were off-set by the subsequent feelings of ownership.  The development of a BSP was also said to be a cost-effective process because it had resulted in a quality document in which people had pride and to which they were more likely to refer.



6.3.2	Factors militating against cost-effectiveness 

Transparent, direct costs predominantly arising from the price of staff involvement, were cited by operational- and strategic-level staff, as reasons for the development of a BSP not being a cost-effective process.  This was especially apparent in one of the LEAs in which a secondment was in force (and also where ongoing meetings had been held in quality environments, such as hotel conference facilities).



Several interviewees highlighted issues of duplication, as existing plans already covered much of the BSP’s content.  One interviewee, for example, noted the existence of the Children’s Services Plan, which, combined with the Education Development Plan, already accounted for much of the BSP’s remit: ‘You could say it’s not very cost-effective duplicating something’.  Several interviewees noted that the BSP felt like ‘a paper exercise’, and, in order to become cost-effective, it was necessary to link the plan to wider, ongoing strategies.  



Many interviewees, especially operational-level personnel, noted that the actual production of the plan was a cost-effective exercise in itself, but doubted the financial viability/justification of its outcomes.  Reasons cited for possible financial ineffectiveness included the potentially high costs involved in delivering the strategies outlined in a BSP.  Furthermore, doubts were expressed as to whether or not the plan had actually acted as a catalyst for change in the ways in which behaviour support was considered and delivered.  One interviewee, for example, noted that the production process had represented value for money, although ‘the penetration … and the significance of it wasn’t great’ because it failed to ‘drive the issues on’.  Similarly, another respondent asserted that ‘I think we had a good process for something that probably wasn’t worth doing’. 



6.3.3	Uncertainty about cost-effectiveness 

Many interviewees, especially operational-level staff, felt unable to comment on the cost-effectiveness of BSP because they were unaware of the costs involved in producing the plan ‘so had no way of making such an assessment’.  A typical comment was ‘I don’t know how much it cost.  I’ve got no idea if it was worth it’.  Other respondents, especially at strategic level, noted the difficulties in precisely assessing the impact and benefits associated with the BSP’s development.  For these respondents, hard data and realistic measures were required in order to evaluate adequately the cost-effectiveness of a BSP.  ‘We don’t really have a way of measuring impact.’



6.4	COSTS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS: CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The responses outlined above indicate that costs and cost-effectiveness was a notably elusive issue for interviewees to comment on: and this, in itself, may be a useful finding for the review phase.  However, the particular balance between investing staffing, time and financial resources in the BSP’s production and the subsequent end product was judged by the majority to have been worthwhile.  Above all, ‘quality’ appeared to have been ensured by the personal commitment of key personnel in each LEA.  In the end, cost-effectiveness is clearly judged by actual outcomes accruing from the initial cost-investment.  Those respondents with positive views on the impact and benefits of the BSP’s development were, inevitably, more likely to affirm that the planning exercise therefore was cost-effective.  Positive views, in turn, were associated with a commitment to the importance of the BSP.  Hence, once again, the value of ensuring clarity about the status of the BSP may be highlighted.  



Views on actual benefits are the focus of the final chapter, where a summary of perspectives on the issue of short- and long-term benefits is presented.













SECTION SEVEN:	KEY FACTORS IN THE PRODUCTION OF A GOOD PLAN



7.1	INTRODUCTION

In each of the case-study LEAs, interviewees were asked for their views on the key factors which might contribute to the production of a good plan.  Most interviewees were asked for their perceptions of the role and value of performance indicators, outlined in the DfEE guidance as an expected component of BSPs: ‘Authorities should establish and set out in their plans, the starting point from which performance can be measured, along with targets for improvement’ (GB. DfEE, 1998).



7.2	KEY FACTORS

A wide range of key factors for the production of a good plan was suggested by interviewees in the six LEAs, the majority of which were influenced by interviewees’ degree of involvement in the consultation process.  Responses focused on four major categories:



multi-agency issues (e.g. greater multi-agency involvement, sharing information)

process issues (e.g. time, consultation, ongoing revision, dissemination)

resourcing issues (e.g. funding for implementation, costing of the plan itself)

philosophy (e.g. the principles underpinning the plan, its context and status).



7.2.1	Multi-agency issues

The need for a multi-agency approach to the development of BSPs was the most significant factor highlighted by interviewees across all LEAs and all levels of involvement.  Those with a deeper level of involvement tended to stress the importance of involving as wide a range of services as possible, whereas those involved more peripherally, often referred to the need for early and ongoing involvement of all the relevant agencies in order for the process to be worthwhile.  The importance of partnership working and information sharing was emphasised, especially the need for ‘openness’ and ‘trust’ between agencies.



7.2.2	Process issues

Core group members spoke of the importance of having dedicated time for managing the process in order to produce an in-depth and meaningful report.  Those involved at the pre-draft level of consultation (‘Level 2’ interviewees) referred to the need for time for discussion and reflection during the process, and then afterwards for revision and evaluation.  Time for the production of the draft was also highlighted by ‘Level 3’ interviewees but after consultation had taken place, ‘in response to the reaction they have had from various agencies, and not a preconceived plan’, a comment perhaps reflecting this group’s perception of marginalisation from the process.  



Several interviewees mentioned wide and effective consultation as a key factor, especially with those directly affected by the plan: teachers, parents and young people.  In other words, users of the plan with operational or client group status were deemed to be important players in consultation despite the fact that, as Section 4 shows, this was not always the case in practice.



Clarity of the final document, to be ‘user-friendly’, was highlighted as a key factor by interviewees from all levels of involvement in the development process.  Several interviewees also referred to the need for clarity about the aims and objectives of the plan and equally, about the roles and responsibilities of all those involved.  Some ‘Level 3’ interviewees commented on the need to be clear about the concepts or issues covered in the plan, again perhaps reflecting some agencies’ (and particularly those which were not educational) sense of distance from the process.  Clear auditing of available provision and linkages between initiatives were recognised as key factors by interviewees from all levels of involvement.  It was important that the appropriate avenues of support were referenced, including clear referral routes.  The importance of having performance indicators in the plan was raised by core group members and those involved at pre-draft level. 



Other factors within this category, mentioned by those with deeper involvement in the process of development, included having a small, tightly knit core group, committed leadership and teamwork.  Finally, effective dissemination was highlighted (mostly by non-educational agencies) so that schools and the local community were aware of the plan and what provision was in place, again possibly reflecting a certain distance from the process of developing the BSP.



7.2.3	Resourcing issues

Costing of provision was felt to be an important factor in any plan, without it an unrealistic picture of what was actually available could be presented.  Following on from that, several interviewees referred to the need for resources to implement the strategies outlined in the plan.  Some suggestion of joint funding was made as a way of ensuring greater multi-agency involvement in, and thus ownership of, the plan.



7.2.4	Philosophy

For core group members and a small number of ‘Level 2’ interviewees, a key factor was felt to be recognition within the Education Directorate of the plan’s importance.  If it was not accorded a high enough priority from the ‘top-down’ then reservations were expressed as to whether the commitment and motivation of other services/agencies could be ensured.  There was a degree of cynicism amongst some interviewees as to whether this had been achieved.  It was considered important to establish the values and principles underpinning the plan right at the start of the process, and then ensure that these became embedded in each subsequent stage.



Equally important was an understanding of the issues involved and an acknowledgement of different value positions and theoretical viewpoints.  Reference was made in one LEA to the fact that the philosophy of those managing the process was important, they might well have a different agenda to other agencies involved.  This would appear to underline the need, highlighted above, for a clear statement of values at the very start of the process.  Some ‘Level 3’ interviewees, particularly those from non-educational agencies, referred to the need to be child centred and to take a community approach to education and behaviour issues.



7.3	PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Interviewees were, in the main, positive towards the role and value of performance indicators in BSPs, and within this, three broad types of responses were evident.  Firstly, many interviewees acknowledged that the inclusion of performance indicators was an important aspect of the development and application/implementation of BSPs.  Targets and measures were deemed to make valid and useful contributions – ‘having milestones and targets are an essential part of it’.  Secondly, whilst accepting the need for, and role of performance indicators, many respondents qualified these views by off-setting their value against potential difficulties and disadvantages.  A third view was expressed by a small number of interviewees, predominantly operational staff, who highlighted only the negative aspects of performance indicators.  One school representative, for example, felt that, as well as being ‘crude’ and ‘totally useless’, the performance indicators included in his/her particular BSP were externally imposed and curtailed the autonomy of a particular service/provision.  Responses that detailed positive aspects outlined several different purposes or functions.  Performance indicators were advantageous for: 



7.3.1	measurement 

The inclusion of performance indicators in a BSP was seen as a means of incorporating known and agreed baselines from which services, provisions and agencies could work, and developments could be measured.  Hard data were viewed as vital elements in defining start, intermediate and end points of a plan, the omission of which would render it ‘inappropriate’.



7.3.2	evaluation/review 

The presence of performance indicators in a BSP was seen as a means of ensuring self-review, assessment and monitoring the work and effectiveness of services, provisions and organisations.  As well as issues of accountability, performance indicators were regarded by some as being essential sources of evidence that could be employed to illustrate the effectiveness of their activities.  The inclusion of measures and targets was seen to give validity and integrity to a plan, otherwise ‘you are implicitly writing into it, “well we don’t really care, this is not important”’. 



7.3.3	action

Performance indicators were seen by some as the catalysts necessary for activating a BSP, making the plan practical, action-orientated and pragmatic, giving it real-world applications and values.  Reference to performance indicators was said by one core group interviewee to ‘drive all the work that we do’ whilst another noted that the inclusion of performance indicators added the necessary prescriptive element, raising the status of a BSP above a ‘nebulous wish-list’.  It was also claimed that without performance indicators, a BSP would be merely ‘rhetoric’ and of little problem-solving value.  Another ‘Level 2’ interviewee noted that without such measures, the BSP would ‘just sit on a shelf, collecting dust’.  



Some interviewees felt that, as a result of constant referral to performance indicators, they were kept on track and remained focused during both the development and the implementation phases of the BSP.  This was especially apparent in relation to multi-agency working, where reference to common performance indicators was said to have ensured a clarity of definition of outcomes/intentions.  The use of agreed cross-agency indicators was regarded as being of paramount importance in ensuring and demonstrating that all agencies involved were ‘heading in the right direction’.



7.3.4	information

Performance indicators were regarded by some respondents as sources of information and data that could be used to gain insights into the nature and practices of services and institutions.  Performance indicators were thus seen as emanating from, and articulating the core orientations of a service or provision, rather than other information sources which ‘ramble on about its ethos’.  Multi-agency working was deemed to be improved in this way as the ease of access to accurate information was seen to enable the development of clearer understandings and openness.



As well as positive functions, however, interviewees highlighted the possible drawbacks and disadvantages of using performance indicators.  Such responses have been divided into four categories.  Performance indicators were deemed to be disadvantageous if they were:



7.3.5	… inappropriate

Some interviewees questioned the ability of performance indicators to meaningfully measure the outcomes and impacts of provisions and services outlined in the BSP. Respondents also expressed concerns that ‘number crunching’ exercises were not appropriate and did little to actually meet the needs of the client groups, suggesting instead that performance indicators should take on board qualitative as well as quantitative components.  In addition, the inappropriateness of performance indicators was also equated with quantity, the danger being that if overloaded, people may neglect or ignore their demands.



7.3.6	… not considered in context

An effective balance between meeting targets and the consideration or understanding of other intervening variables, such as the work of other agencies and the impact of local societal conditions, was regarded as essential.  Interviewees noted that it was difficult to accurately identify and assess the specific contributions made towards, or the degree of causality involved in, the achievement (or otherwise) of a particular target.  Some interviewees also noted that the performance indicators included in a specific BSP would be of far greater use if they were linked and consistent with targets and measures present in other plans and strategies.



7.3.7	… remote from the service/agency/provision concerned

Some interviewees raised issues surrounding the ownership and control of the performance indicators included in the BSPs.  It was felt that indicators were more likely to be effective and meaningful if they were located clearly within the remit and control of the agency, service or provision concerned, than if they were imposed ‘from the top’.  Equally, concerns were expressed that the failure to meet specified targets may lead to blame and castigation, whereas it was deemed to be more effective and productive to employ performance indicators in a positive, supportive manner.  Failure to match up to a particular indicator was seen by one respondent as illustrating ‘an area for investigation’ not a reason for ‘heads to roll’.



7.3.8	… misinterpreted and misrepresented

Issues surrounding the messages and rhetoric accompanying performance indicators, and crucially, the potential for misinterpretation were raised by several respondents.  On the one hand, performance indicators were seen to be vulnerable to ‘internal’ manipulation and selectivity and therefore effectively worthless, whilst on the other, they were seen to have the potential to be damaging when in the ‘external’ sphere of public information, especially in relation to the media. 



In general, performance indicators were seen as fulfilling vital roles in the BSP, but their value was dependent on the targets being realistic, achievable and located within the remit of the agencies concerned.  Furthermore, performance indicators were to be seen as just that – indicators – which could provide insights and illustrations for further consideration.  It was widely recognised that performance indicators had to be viewed and understood in context and in relation to other factors and circumstances.  If these conditions were met, performance indicators were regarded as valuable components of BSPs.



7.4	KEY FACTORS: CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Looking across views on key factors in successfully developing the BSP, the recurrence of interagency collaboration as a theme is notable.  Multi-agency strategic-level investment in the process of production and particularly the sharing of targets, seemed a frequent suggestion.  Hence, grasping this issue of a common agenda and addressing how different services’ value positions and theoretical viewpoints can be reconciled may be an important component of any review.  Equally, reconciling how performance targets can be both ‘shared’ and still ‘owned’ by different service providers may also need attention.  



In addition, consideration may need to be given to promoting the value of performance indicators among operational staff who emerged as those most likely to hold negative views. 





SECTION EIGHT:	IMMEDIATE AND LONG-TERM BENEFITS and CONCLUDING COMMENTS



8.1	IMMEDIATE AND LONG-TERM BENEFITS

A final question put to all interviewees asked what immediate and long-term benefits they saw arising from the BSP’s development.  Of the hundred or so comments received, ten were outrightly negative about immediate benefits, but this figure had at least doubled when the longer-term value was discussed.  This appeared to signal interviewees’ world weariness about planning and policy documentation in general or, more specifically, reflected lack of knowledge about, involvement in, or real commitment to the original BSP planning process in their authority.  Whatever the origins of these negatively oriented opinions, this viewpoint is, at the very least, perhaps an important indicator of the need to ensure serious investment in the BSP’s review phase.  It was noteworthy that a similar range of immediate and long-term benefits were suggested by the sample, but there were some differences in emphasis.  Overall, the most frequently referenced benefits were:



increased partnership and multi-agency working

greater clarity about the precise roles and responsibilities of other agencies and services, 

developments towards a ‘common agenda’ with more coherent, consistent and continuous provision

raised awareness of the full range of provision available

higher profile for behaviour and youngsters with behavioural difficulties

better understanding of the role of schools and the LEA in this area



About a third of interviewees identified ‘partnership working’ as an immediate benefit (by far the largest response on this issue).  However, in reply to the longer-term value of the BSP, a higher number of respondents noted their anticipation of a cohesive framework of provision to support young people.  ‘Awareness of provision’ and ‘clarity of roles’ similarly were referenced much more as an immediate benefit than in the longer term, suggesting that these outcomes might be an important baseline to achieve.  The higher profile of behaviour and those youngsters with behavioural difficulties remained a consistent response about both time frames.  Significantly, a number of interviewees highlighted that long-term benefits were dependent on the review phase or could only really be determined when that process had been completed.  Variation between agencies and services was harder to detect, but there was some intimation that Mental Health representatives were more likely than their Social Service colleagues to be guarded about the degree of benefit associated with the BSP in both the immediate and longer term, referencing identification of ‘need’ or ‘gaps’, and ‘raised awareness of provision’ rather more than shared agendas and coherent frameworks for provision.  Similarly, voluntary agency staff were less likely to reference this agenda of an overall cohesive framework.  Perhaps, however, it is worth concluding this section with the response from a nursery school headteacher who simply stated that the long-term benefit of the BSP should be ‘happier and more settled children’.



8.2	CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This research has tried to encompass and convey a wide range of perspectives on issues surrounding the BSP and its development.  Among the six case studies, there were many examples of a committed and imaginative response to the BSP planning imperative.  The study has shown that those services and individuals who recognised and seized the opportunity of the BSP to develop better support systems for troubled youngsters were quite clear that their investment had already paid valuable dividends.
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COMPOSITION OF CORE GROUPS WHO MANAGED THE BSP DEVELOPMENT









































































Single Service

Senior EP [line management to Assistant Director (Pupil and Community Services)]

Senior EP [i/c Improving Behaviour and Attendance Team]



Single Service

Education Officer (Pupil and Student Services)

Pupil re-integration Team Coordinator

Head of Pupil and Student Services [line management to 

Assistant Director (Pupil and Student Services)]





Multi Service

PEP and Deputy PEP [line management to Director of Education]

Head of Pupil Support 

Principal Education Welfare Officer (PEWO)





Multi Service

Education Officer (SN Support)

SN Advisor

PEP



Multi Service

Head of SN Support

PEP

SN Adviser

Education Officer (SN and Statementing)













Multi directorate

PEP and Deputy PEP

Head of Learning and Behaviour Support Services

Teacher Advisor (Inspection, Advice and Training)

Pupil Exclusion and Mediation Officer (Pupil and Parent Support Service)

PEWO

Service Manager, Family Support and Youth Justice (Social Services)







Multi Service

Head of SN Support

PEP

SN Advisor

Education Officer (SN and Statementing)



Multi-directorate

PEP and Deputy PEP

Head of Learning and Behaviour Support Services

Teacher advisor (Inspection, Advice and Training)

Pupil Exclusion and Mediation officer (Pupil and Parent Support Service)

PEWO

Service Manager, Family Support and Youth Justice (Social Services)










