Overview

The proposals contained in the consultation on performance tables and pupils with special educational needs were generally well-received, with the majority of respondents in favour of the suggested measures. 

Respondents agreed that value added measures should be strengthened to better reflect the progress made by pupils working below National Curriculum (NC) levels and that P scales should be used for this purpose.  Value added measures were considered an important means of acknowledging small degrees of achievement for pupils whose progress could be slow, erratic and difficult to measure. 

P scales was viewed as the most appropriate and widely-used method of assessing pupils working below NC levels, although it was suggested that they would be improved by being broken down into smaller steps of progress, along the lines of PIVATS.  Most respondents agreed that all schools should be required to provide P scales data for pupils working below NC levels, believing that compelling schools to formally recognise the progress of these pupils was essential for inclusion.  It was acknowledged that this would add to teachers’ workloads and that support, training and guidance would be needed before statutory use could be enforced.

Respondents agreed that progress against P levels for PSHE and/or personal development should be included in value added scores for pupils working below NC levels. These subjects were considered to be key for pupils who might have limited academic achievement, although it was acknowledged that they could be difficult areas to assess unless standard criteria and moderation were established. It was also noted that, for consistency, progress in PSHE and/or personal development should also be included in the value added scores for pupils working at NC levels.   

There was support for the proposal to reflect teacher assessments in value added scores for pupils working below NC levels, as teacher assessment was generally considered to be reliable, accurate and most appropriate for pupils who were unlikely to perform at their best in tests.  Moderation was thought to be essential however given that teachers’ opinions could be subjective. 

Views were mixed on the omission of pupils working well below the usual attainment range for their key stage from threshold indicators. A narrow majority of respondents opted against, believing that development of value added measures and School Profiles made this unnecessary. It was thought that omitting these pupils worked against the inclusion agenda, although it was acknowledged that their appearance in the performance tables could skew the results of inclusive schools. 

Respondents agreed with the proposal to include, within the performance tables, a standard judgement of a school’s effectiveness on inclusion, believing that this would help to recognise the work of inclusive schools and encourage other schools to be inclusive. It was noted however that it would be difficult to establish and measure without clear criteria. The addition of local/national averages alongside a school’s statistics on pupils with SEN and statements was supported although there was some doubt as to the viability of making local/national comparisons where there was inconsistency of policy. It was also noted that these measures within the performance tables could deter parents who sought high achieving schools in which to enrol their children.   
Summary

Q1
Do you agree that value added measures should be strengthened to better reflect the progress made by pupils working below National Curriculum levels? 

There were 274 responses to this question. 

257 (94%) respondents agreed that value added measures should be strengthened to better reflect the progress made by pupils working below NC levels;   

17 (6%) respondents did not.  

Those who agreed thought that value added measures:

· provided the most accurate measure of progress for pupils working below NC levels 

· acknowledged the efforts of those schools with a high proportion of such pupils whose Key Stage outcomes within the performance tables could otherwise be disadvantaged 

· promoted inclusion by celebrating the achievements of all pupils whether or not they were able to achieve national measures

· helped to demonstrate the effectiveness of interventions in support of SEN and/or highlight the need for intervention

· reinforced the notion of entitlement for pupils with SEN.

53 (19%) respondents thought that value added measures were important in providing recognition for even the smallest amounts of progress which might otherwise be unrecorded. It was noted that value added measures would be an improvement on the ‘working towards’ mark which many pupils with SEN were currently awarded as this failed to reflect the degree of progress made. 

29 (11%) respondents considered that it would be difficult to measure the progress of pupils working below NC levels given the diversity of their needs and the lack of a comparative baseline. It was noted that the progress of such pupils did not necessarily follow the general trend of their mainstream peers in that it could be slow and erratic and could regress or plateau, possibly taking years to demonstrate the smallest amount of progress. 

Other comments made in relation to strengthening value added measures for pupils working below NC levels included:

· a national framework with consistent methodologies and moderation across schools, supported by training and guidance for teachers would be necessary 

· value added measures should not be used for comparison across schools by being included in the performance tables

· publishing value added measures could compromise the confidentiality of individual pupils in small cohorts/schools

· teachers’ workload could be increased with extra administration 

· value added measures would be inappropriate for some pupils such as those with profound learning difficulties 

· value added measures must take account of socio-economic factors 

· value added measures should be strengthened for all pupils.

Q2
Do you agree that P scales data should be used for this purpose?  

There were 270 responses to this question. 

234 (87%) respondents agreed that P scales data should be used to strengthen value added measures to better reflect the progress made by pupils working below NC levels; 36 (13%) respondents did not.  Respondents generally viewed P scales as the only nationally recognised, and the most widely used, assessment tool for pupils with SEN, noting that there was no significant alternative and that the introduction of a new system would be undesirable.  There was some concern that P scales had not been designed for value added measures, yet several respondents cited research undertaken by QCA/Durham University which could support moves towards adapting P scales for this purpose.    

43 (16%) respondents said that P scales would need to be moderated, given that they were subject to different interpretation across schools, many of which had adapted them to suit their particular needs.  The development of standard criteria, training programmes and guidance materials was proposed to ensure consistent use across schools and the compilation of meaningful comparative data. 

34 (13%) respondents suggested that P scales would need further development to accommodate the needs of all pupils working below NC Levels. It was noted that P scales were a ‘best fit’ solution and that the available eight levels were too broad to enable some pupils to move up a level even though they were making progress. Gradation within each level was suggested as a means of allowing smaller steps of achievement to be acknowledged. 

19 (7%) respondents said that they had used PIVATS (Performance Indicators for Value Added Target Setting), a system developed by Lancashire County Council. It was noted that PIVATS supported more detailed assessment as its sub-division of levels allowed pupils to demonstrate, and teachers to recognise, smaller steps of progress.  Several respondents said that they had made use of the 

B-Squared system. 

30 (11%) respondents thought that P scales was a useful tool in the education of pupils working below NC levels. Many had found them to be particularly helpful in target setting, monitoring/assessment and celebrating the achievements of pupils whose progress might otherwise fail to be valued. 

Q3
If you have answered ‘agree’ to Q1 but ‘disagree’ to Q2, what alternative 
method should be used? Please specify and explain why.

There was a minimal response to this question, given that a minority of respondents disagreed with the proposal to use P scales data to strengthen value added measures to better reflect the progress made by pupils working below NC levels.

Suggestions included:

· teacher assessment

· PIVATS 

· Individual Education Plans

· methods developed in individual schools

· achievement statements

· PIPs.

Q4
Do you agree that it should be compulsory for all schools to provide P scales data on pupils working below National Curriculum levels? 

There were 266 responses to this question. 

216 (81%) respondents agreed that it should be compulsory for all schools to provide P scales data on pupils working below NC levels; 50 (19%) respondents did not.  Respondents who agreed suggested a number of positive outcomes, such as:

· a complete set of comparative data to provide a full and reliable national picture of achievement for pupils working below NC levels to inform LEAs and agencies on the effectiveness of current provision or the need for alternative provision for these pupils

· consistency across schools/LEAs in the way progress for these pupils was assessed

· ability to track progress and transfer programmes of work when pupils move to a different school

· improved co-operation between special and mainstream schools by use of common terminology for pupils working below NC levels and by sharing good practice in the use of P scales.  

26 (10%) respondents thought that making the use of P scales compulsory for all schools was essential for inclusion, given that it would ensure that all pupils at whatever level were valued as achievers rather than being viewed as failing to attain or ‘working towards’ NC levels. 

16 (6%) respondents considered that support would be necessary if the provision of P scales data was to become statutory, particularly for many mainstream schools which had little or no experience of using them. It was noted that, given the need for schools to prepare for this, many might not be in a position to provide point scores by 2008 as suggested in the consultation document.  Before this proposal could be implemented respondents proposed that: 

· teachers would need to be trained in the interpretation of P scales

· use of P scales would need to be moderated to ensure consistent use across schools and the provision of comparable data

· work would need to be undertaken to enable transition from Early Learning Goals to P scales and from P scales to NC level 1                                                                                                                                

· guidance and exemplar materials would need to be provided

· national standards for data format and transfer would need to be established 

· appropriate resources would need to be allocated

· parents of children working below NC levels would need to understand how P scales worked.   

14 (5%) respondents were concerned that the compulsory use of P scales would increase teacher workload.  It was noted that assessing pupils using P scales could be a lengthy process which had significant resource implications for schools with a high proportion of pupils working below NC levels. Compilation of P scales data was viewed as an extra layer of bureaucracy for schools and LEAs. 

There were reservations on the compulsory use of P scales from respondents who felt that:

· the consultation document was vague about what the data would be used for and that P scales data should not be published nationally in performance tables as this could lead to unfavourable comparisons and negative messages to parents    

· confidentiality could be compromised in smaller schools where individual pupils could be identified

· P scales were not appropriate for all pupils working below NC levels such as those with degenerative conditions or who had English as a second language and that statistics could be flawed by the diversity of pupils working at this level. 

Q5
Do you agree that value added scores for pupils working below National Curriculum levels should take account of their progress against P levels for PSHE and/or personal development?


There were 268 responses to this question. 

214 (80%) respondents agreed that value added scores for pupils working below NC levels should take account of their progress against P levels for PSHE and/or personal development; 54 (20%) respondents did not. 

58 (22%) respondents believed that PSHE and personal development were key areas for pupils working below NC levels given that they might be the main areas of progress for these pupils. Respondents felt that including them in value added scores would provide a more holistic view of a pupil’s capabilities where academic achievement might be limited or inappropriate. Self-help, independence, social interaction and communication were highlighted as fundamental skills which could provide the basis needed for pupils working below NC levels to access a more academic curriculum and equip them with the social skills they would need for later life. 

24 (9%) respondents thought that if value added scores took account of progress in PSHE/personal development for pupils working below NC levels, this should happen for all other pupils, to ensure the consistency and credibility of value added data. Failure to do this was viewed as a means of reinforcing the difference between pupils working at, and below, NC levels.  Respondents commented that NC levels for PSHE/personal development would need to be introduced in order to calculate value added scores for those who progressed from P scales, level 8.  

23 (9%) respondents said that PSHE/personal development was difficult to assess given both the diversity of topics covered and the diversity of special needs of pupils working below NC levels. It was recognised that assessment of these subject areas could be subjective and that standard criteria, performance indicators, guidance/ exemplar materials and moderation would be needed to support qualitative assessment, ensure consistency of judgements across schools and result in the provision of valid data.   

Q6
Do you agree that teacher assessments for pupils working below the levels of the National Curriculum tests should be reflected in value added scores?

There were 267 responses to this question. 

240 (90%) respondents agreed that teacher assessments for pupils working below the levels of the NC tests should be reflected in value added scores; 

27 (10%) respondents did not.  

56 (21%) respondents believed that teacher assessment could be subjective and would need moderation to ensure consistency of judgements across schools. It was suggested that this could be achieved by providing standard criteria for measurement of progress, guidance/exemplar materials, teacher training and sampling across local education authorities.  

32 (12%) respondents favoured teacher assessment as the best method for pupils working below NC levels, particularly those with complex needs or health problems who relied on one to one tuition with teachers and teaching assistants. Respondents believed that teachers’ assessments could be more accurate and reliable as they were best placed to recognise and record progress from day to day, giving a better indication of overall achievement for pupils who might react badly to tests or whose performance could be inconsistent.   

Q7
If you think that pupils who are performing well below the usual 
attainment range of their key stage should be omitted from threshold 
indicators, tick box A. If you think this is unnecessary because of the 
development of value added measures and school profiles, tick box B. 
There were 248 responses to this question. 

110 (44%) respondents thought that pupils who were performing well below the usual attainment range for their key stage should be omitted from threshold indicators;            138 (56%) respondents thought that this was unnecessary because of the development of value added measures and school profiles. 

33 (13%) respondents thought that it would work against the inclusion agenda to exclude pupils working well below the usual attainment range for their key stage from threshold indicators. It was considered that every pupil’s achievement should be recognised and valued at whatever level and that omission from the threshold indicators would, in effect, create a two-tier system where the progress of pupils who failed to reach a certain standard was disregarded.    

17 (7%) respondents felt that inclusive schools were penalised by having the results of underperforming pupils reflected in their performance table scores. It was noted that despite successful interventions and effective teaching even a small percentage of pupils who fell below the usual attainment range for their key stage could adversely affect a school’s position within the tables. It was felt that this acted as a disincentive to mainstream schools to admit pupils with SEN and deterred parents who sought high performing schools in which to enrol their children.   

Respondents who disagreed with omitting pupils from the threshold indicators believed that:

· omission would result in an incomplete, meaningless and false picture of a school’s performance within the tables which could be misleading to parents
· the system could be open to abuse where pupils were identified for omission to protect performance table positions 

· there would be little incentive for schools to drive pupils to attain threshold indicator levels if there was an option to omit them     

· schools should be accountable for all of their pupils.

Value added measures was considered to be the best method of evaluating the impact of school provision, providing more context than threshold indicators. Several respondents thought that it was too early to comment on the effectiveness of school profiles. 

There was some support for the achievement of pupils performing well below the usual attainment range for their key stage to be reported separately, given that, for some, the usual attainment range for their key stage would never be reached. This option, it was noted, would celebrate the achievement of pupils who failed to reach threshold indicators and provide recognition for schools which practiced inclusion without compromising their performance tables scores.    

Q8
Do you agree that a standard judgement of a school’s effectiveness on inclusion should be published in performance tables? 
There were 260 responses to this question. 

188 (72%) respondents agreed that a standard judgement of a school’s effectiveness on inclusion should be published in performance tables; 72 (28%) respondents did not. 

Several respondents said that such a move was essential, believing that it would reflect the real picture of inclusion, allowing comparability across schools and better informing parental choice. Concerns included the possibility of pupils being pushed into inappropriate settings in order to improve judgements within the performance tables or that the judgement could be used as an excuse for low attainment.

61 (23%) respondents questioned how it would be possible to make a standard judgement on a school’s effectiveness on inclusion and how this would be presented within the performance tables. Several respondents suggested further consultation on this proposal given the numerous issues it raised, such as:

· the complexity of measuring inclusion effectively given the diversity of pupils e.g. those with disabilities, children in care and travellers

· the unreliability of comparison from year to year given the difference in cohorts each year

· the need for objectivity in an area which could be subjective

· the limitations of a rating/score/mark within the performance tables to fully reflect the particular circumstances of individual schools

· whether the judgement should be made through Ofsted inspection, school self-evaluation or both.

36 (14%) respondents suggested that there should be a set of criteria and a definition of inclusion on which to base a judgement of effectiveness to ensure clear understanding, transparency, consistency and fairness.  Basing the judgement solely on performance outcomes or value added scores for pupils with special educational needs was considered to be too crude. A number of indicators were suggested, including:

· improvements in a child’s educational skills

· pupil and parental satisfaction with provision

· level of challenge to/investment made by the school

· day to day classroom practice

· support for pupils and staff

· how the school works with parents and agencies

· SEN training

· community involvement. 

21 (8%) respondents believed that a standard judgement on a school’s effectiveness on inclusion would provide recognition for those schools which practiced inclusion and would offset the sometimes negative effect pupils with special educational needs had on their performance table positions. It was also noted that such a move could help to promote the inclusion agenda if there was a formal requirement for all schools to demonstrate their inclusiveness, motivated by publishing of their effectiveness rating/score in the performance tables.        

Q9
Do you agree that the statistics for the school on the number and 
percentage of its pupils with SEN and statements should have local 
authority and national averages published alongside?

There were 253 responses to this question. 

188 (74%) respondents agreed that the statistics for the school on the number and percentage of its pupils with SEN and statements should have local authority and national averages published alongside; 65 (26%) respondents did not. 
Respondents could see advantages in that such information would give a fuller picture which would provide context and allow comparison. It was also believed that it would support the recognition of inclusive schools and enable parents to make more informed choices. Several respondents however were unconvinced of the need for this information in the performance tables, perceiving it as overcomplicating the format for minimal benefit. There were also concerns surrounding the confidentiality of pupils who might be identified within the figures.   

55 (22%) respondents noted that it would be difficult to achieve accurate and reliable statistics given the disparity across schools and local education authorities on those pupils who were included on the SEN register and who were issued with statements.       

The variety of these policies, it was considered, would make any comparison of statistics published within the tables meaningless. Respondents highlighted a number of issues which made such a measure flawed, including:

· SEN registration/statements did not give a true reflection of inclusive schools 

· SEN registration could be based on funding rather than need

· it could act as an incentive to register pupils inappropriately as SEN/issue statements

· statementing was being used less across LEAs 

· lack of a national standard for determining inclusion of pupils on School Action/Plus

· inaccuracy and deficiency of PLASC data.

18 (7%) respondents thought that publishing statistics on the number of SEN/statemented pupils for each school, alongside local/national averages, could be detrimental to admission. It was recognised that parents could be deterred from enrolling their children at a school with a high proportion of pupils with SEN, believing that this could adversely affect attainment levels. 
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