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1 Background and aims

The Department for Education commissioned a survey of parents and young people with
an Education, Health and Care plan (EHC plan).

The aim of the survey was to build a representative national picture of how parents and
young people in England were experiencing the Education, Health and Care assessment
process and the resultant EHC plans, to assess whether delivery of EHC plans properly
reflected the intentions set out in the Children and Families Act 2014 and the
accompanying SEND Code of Practice.

Specifically, the survey sought to do the following:
e Understand the extent to which children, young people and parents experienced
EHC needs assessments and EHC plans as they are intended to be experienced;
e Understand variation in experiences by groups with different characteristics;

e Explore how satisfied they were with the process and the resultant EHC plan, and
the extent to which this varied by local authority and by groups with different
characteristics;

¢ Identify how the Education, Health and Care assessment process and the
resultant EHC plans could be improved;

e Understand any variation in experiences by local authority, to identify where action
was needed to improve experiences, and where, conversely, there were examples
of best practice from which others could learn.

The key findings of the survey are presented in the main report, published alongside this
document”.
There were three key stages to the study:
e Cognitive testing of the questionnaire, testing content and also different formats
(online, telephone, postal);

e A feasibility stage to test the likely mainstage survey response rates by conducting
a small-scale survey using different contact strategies;

¢ A mainstage which involved collecting the views of parents, children and young
people who had received an EHC plan in the calendar year 2015.

This Technical Report presents detailed information on the methodological approach for
the study at each of the key stages, including information on sampling, data analysis and
weighting.

' Adams, L. et al (2017) Experiences of Education, Health and Care plans: a survey of parents and young
people. Department for Education, Research Report RR657
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2 Sampling

All sample for the survey was drawn from two official databases: the National Pupil
Database (NPD), a dataset containing the details of all pupils in state schools, nurseries
and alternative education providers; and the Individualised Learner Record (ILR) which
records information on learners in publically-funded further education.

These databases do not cover children/young people attending private providers and
hence these are an omission from the starting sample. They also do not cover
children/young people studying at Higher Education Institutions?.

The mainstage sample was made up of children and young people with an EHC plan that
was created in the calendar year 2015.

Because no indication is given in the NPD collections or ILR of the date/period in which
an EHC plan was produced, multiple returns of each collection were obtained in order to
identify ‘new’ EHC plan cases by comparing individuals’ records over time.

The first step was to identify which returns ‘framed’ the sampling window as either a
‘baseline’ file, marking the period directly up until the sampling window (where any EHC
plans flagged would have been created before the sampling window), or ‘main’ file,
marking the close of the sampling window (where any ‘new’ EHC plans present would
have been created within the sampling window).

The table below shows the returns that were used to derive the starting sample.

’The possibility of supplementing the sample with records held by the Higher Education Statistics Agency
was explored but this was not possible.



Table 2.1: NPD and ILR returns used for mainstage sampling

Main file(s) Baseline file |Rationale

NPD |Spring Census |Spring Comparing between Spring Census releases is
2016 Census 2015 |the 'best fit' for mainstage sample building. Any
(collected (collected EHC plans shown in the main file (2016

January 2016) |January 2015) |collection) that are not present in the baseline file,
were considered to have been created within the
calendar year 2015.

AP Census AP Census As per the Spring Census, any EHC plans shown
2016 (collected 2015 in the 2016 and AP and EY Censuses that were
January 2016) |(collected not present in the 2015 baseline files were
January 2015) |considered to have been created in 2015.

EY Census EY Census
2016 (collected 2015
January 2016) |(collected

January 2015)

ILR |R14 2014/15 R04 2014/15 |R04 (December) collections were the 'best fit' for
(collected end of| (collected mainstage sample building as they framed the
academic year |December sampling window more closely than other ILR
14/15) 2014) releases.

& Any EHC plans shown in R04 15/16 that were not
R04 2015/16 present in R0O4 14/15 were treated as 'new' EHC
(collected plans created in 2015. In addition, R14 14/15 was
December used to pick up any new EHC plans created since
2015) R04 14/15 that might not have appeared in R0O4

15/16 if the learner had left education at the end
of the 14/15 academic year.

To ascertain which EHC plans found in the main files were ‘new’, a process of elimination
was then applied. This is summarised in Table 2.2:

Table 2.2: Approach for establishing ‘new’ EHC plans

Main file Baseline file Status
Child / young person |EHC plan flag EHC plan flag present Existing EHC
A present plan
Child / young person |EHC plan flag EHC plan flag NOT ‘New’ EHC plan
B present present
Child / young person |EHC plan flag Individual not listed ‘New’ EHC plan
C present




The sampling approach described above resulted in a total sample size of 65,172
records with an EHC plan in 2015. Table 2.3 shows the breakdown of this starting
sample by source and key demographics - including whether the child/young person for
whom the EHC plan was created was aged under 16 (in which case the survey approach
was made to their parent) or 16+ in which case the young person themselves was initially
given the opportunity to take part themselves.

Table 2.3: Profile of mainstage sample

Parent (children Young Person T
aged under 16) |(aged 16 or over)
Source
School Census 43,682 5,857 49,539
AP Census 1,919 1,650 3,569
EY Census 2,444 0 2,444
ILR 8 9,612 9,620
Gender
Male 35,416 11,856 47,272
Female 12,631 5,263 17,894
SN;);?)il\Sn (data missing on 5 0 5
Age
Children under 5 5,688 0 5,688
Primary school-age children (5-10) 21,954 0 21,954
Children aged 11-15 20,411 0 20,411
Young people aged 16-25 17,119 17,199
Total 48,053 17,119 65,172

It was not possible to contact a small proportion (6%) of the mainstage starting sample
during the research. Among the 9,612 ILR records with an EHC plan that was created in
2015, 4,162 were excluded because of their contact preferences (they had opted out of
being contacted by telephone and either post or email), bringing the total amount of
eligible sample down to 61,010.




2.1.1 EHC plan data classification errors

This starting sample included records for some individuals who did not actually have
EHC plans. This was because some education providers had misunderstood how pupils
with SEN should be recorded in the school census following changes to support for them
set out in the Children and Families Act 2014. New SEN data categories were introduced
to the school census: ‘SEN Support’ and ‘EHC plan’. Children with SEN whose needs
were being met without a SEN Statement (i.e. those receiving School Action and School
Action Plus) were to be re-classified into the new ‘SEN Support’ category. Those pupils
with SEN Statements were to be re-classified to the ‘EHC plan’ category, after they had
transferred from a SEN Statement to an EHC plan (following an EHC needs
assessment). The transfer process should have been carried out in stages in schools,
with pupils being transferred by year group. The data should have reflected this with a
mix of SEN Statements (for those waiting to transition to a plan) and EHC plans (for
those who had transitioned or who did not have a SEN Statement and required anew
EHC plan). However, for some schools, very high proportions or all of the pupils with
SEN Statements were identified as having an EHC plan, suggesting that they had been
incorrectly reclassified in one go without reflecting the staged transfer process.

Analysis conducted in the preliminary stages of this study showed that some institutions
had over time been re-classifying individuals flagged as having an EHC plan to another
SEN marker again. Just under a third (29%) of EHC plans shown in the Autumn 2014
School Census were no longer marked as such in the Summer 2015 Census; while a
significantly lower proportion of EHC plans shown in the Spring 2015 Census were no
longer marked as such in the 2016 Spring Census (18%).

Table 2.4: Instances of possible re-classification over time

Number of EHC Number %
plans re- re-
classified |classified
Autumn Census 2014 11,004 3,183" 29%
Spring Census 2015 19,821 3,574™" 18%

"Compared with Summer Census 2015
““Compared with Spring Census 2016

As the absolute number of EHC plans almost doubled between Autumn 2014 and Spring
2015 Censuses while the proportion of EHC plans being re-classified had decreased
over this period, there was a strong suggestion that the ‘worst’ period of data
misclassification was over. However, it was not possible to predict at the outset with
confidence the exact number of records within the mainstage sample that were not truly
EHC plan cases.

Analysis of Spring Census 2016 data at the provider level indicated that there were still
providers where a high proportion of children with SEN were flagged in the NPD as




having an EHC plan — albeit to a much lesser extent than in the 2015 release. As Table
2.5 shows, there were six schools in the 2016 School Census where 50% or more of their
SEN pupils were marked as having an EHC plan®.

Table 2.5: Schools with a high proportion of EHC plans

. ‘New’ EHC
Number of Number of PLOFi)IZr\tI\I;i)trI: anSEEHNC plans — valid for
SEN pupils EHC plans p|a?1 mainstage
P fieldwork
Provider 1 47 45 96% 11
Provider 2 29 21 72% 19
Provider 3 58 42 72% 2
Provider 4 94 59 63% 58
Provider 5 55 28 51% 28
Provider 6 24 12 50% 4

Records from these schools could have been excluded from the mainstage survey
sample as there was an element of doubt over the accuracy of these EHC plan markers.
In terms of the impact this would have had on the starting sample size:

e Excluding schools where 50% or more of SEN pupils were flagged as having
EHC planss would have removed 122 records from the mainstage sample;

e Excluding schools with 60% or more would have removed 90 records;
e Excluding schools with 70% or more would have removed 32 records.

The decision was made not to exclude any records as there was no certainty about the
inaccuracy of these EHC plan flags and so on balance it was preferable not to ‘lose’ any
legitimate cases from the mainstage sample.

2.1.2 Contact details

The ILR contains a range of contact details but the NPD contains only postal addresses.
As a small scale exercise to explore augmenting these contact details, we approached a
small number of local authorities to understand whether they would be willing/able to

® Three schools had 100% of their SEN pupils flagged as having an EHC plan, but the absolute number of
pupils affected are so low (one pupil at one school, two pupils at each of the other two schools) that they
have not been included in this analysis.



explore appending the contact details that they hold about individuals in their area that
have received an EHC plan to the sample generated through the NPD/ILR.

Six authorities were contacted in February 2016 with a request for data for individuals the
authority had produced an EHC plan for in 2015. Ultimately, this approach was found to
be an unrealistic means of sourcing the contact details of individuals with EHC plans for a
number of key reasons:

o Difficulty getting hold of the right local authority officer(s) able to agree such a data
request;

e The level of resource required by the authority to fulfil the request — and the impact
this would have on timetabling;

¢ Resistance by the authority due to concerns over data protection.

As a result, the survey used the contact information available on the NPD/ILR
supplemented by a telephone look-up exercise to obtain additional telephone numbers.

2.2 Sampling for the pilot stage

The aim of the pilot stage was to test the methodology outlined for the mainstage, without
diminishing the ‘pool’ of potential mainstage respondents. The pilot sample was therefore
compiled of children and young people with an EHC plan that was created before 2015 to
avoid any overlap with the mainstage sample.

As for the mainstage, the pilot sample was drawn from two sources: the main School
Census collection in the NPD and the ILR.

The pilot sample was made up of 2,400 records for children and young people who had
an EHC plan created in 2014.
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3 Questionnaire design and cognitive testing

This first stage of the study involved extensive questionnaire development in conjunction
with the DfE project team and Advisory Group, and assessment of available sample
sources.

The questionnaire was designed by IFF Research and Derby University. It asked parents
and young people about their experiences of the Education, Health and Care
assessment process and the resultant EHC plans, with a particular focus on aspects
where the SEND Code of Practice sets out what the process should be like*. There were
two slightly different versions of the questionnaire® — one for young people aged 16+, and
one for parents/carers of children aged up to 15 years old®.

A number of different resources were consulted and referenced during the questionnaire
review stage, including but not restricted to:

e The SEND Code of Practice 2015;

e The Personal Outcomes Evaluation Tool (POET) for children and young people
with Education Health and Care Plans (EHC plans);

e Qualitative data from a study by ASK Research, mapping user experiences of the
EHC plan process.

In addition, the questionnaire was reviewed by a panel of experts’. It was also tested in
detail with young people and their parents during a ‘cognitive testing’ phase.

3.1.1 Cognitive testing of the questionnaire

The aim of the cognitive testing was to check whether the question wordings were
understood as intended, and whether the questions were asking about things that the
parents and young people would be able to answer.

Specifically, the cognitive testing explored with parents and young people:

* This focus on whether parents and young people had experienced specific elements set out in the Code
of Practice was in part informed by the findings of Skipp and Hopwood (2016). Their qualitative study,
Mapping user experiences of the Education, Health and Care process, established that parents tended to
score individual components of the process (referral, assessment etc.) differently to how they scored their
satisfaction with the process overall. It also found that parents’ overall satisfaction varied according to their
degree of understanding of what the process should be like — meaning that parents could express high
levels of satisfaction with an experience of the process that did not appear to be in line with the Code.

® Versions of the final questionnaires for parents/carers and young people are presented in the appendices
to the main report. See Adams, L. et al (2017) Experiences of Education, Health and Care plans: a survey
of parents and young people. Department for Education (Research Report RR657)

® Where the child or young person named on the EHC plan was aged 16-25 years, the questionnaire was
designed for them to fill out, where they were aged under 16, the questionnaire was largely designed for
the parent or carer to complete on their behalf. This version of the questionnaire also included a section for
the child/young person to complete themselves if they chose to, with or without their parent/carer.

" From Derby University, the DfE project team and its Advisory Group.

11



e The comprehension and appropriateness of questions, exploring any obvious
difficulties associated with particular survey modes;

e Parent and young people’s experience of the whole questionnaire (especially their
thoughts on whether they thought the questionnaire allowed them to accurately and
fairly present their feelings about the process of getting an EHC plan);

e Whether the questionnaire worked in online, paper and telephone formats.

The cognitive study sample was compiled using the National Pupil Database (NPD) and
Individualised Learner Record (ILR), as well as using the University of Derby’s network of
contacts in the SEND arena. As the mainstage of the survey covered EHC plans created
in the calendar year 2015, the cognitive testing phase only drew on EHC plans created in
2014 in order to preserve the mainstage sample.

The cognitive testing was carried out by the project team at IFF Research and Derby
University between February and March 2016. Interviews were carried out face to face
and typically lasted for an hour to an hour and a half — depending on the speed with
which the parent or young person was able to complete the questionnaire. Interviews
were conducted in London, East Sussex, Staffordshire, Birmingham, Leicestershire and
Derbyshire.

In total 36 interviews were conducted:

e 18 interviews with parents of children aged under 16;
e 18 interviews with young people aged 16+.

Within these main cohorts, quota targets were set to ensure a good spread of
characteristics between different sub-groups. Among parents these targets were based
on the age of the child in receipt of an EHC plan, among young people these were based
on the primary need of the individual (available as an ILR sample marker). Interviews
with respondents attending a range of educational settings were achieved.

Table 3.1 shows how the interviews were split between the parent and young people
sub-groups.

Table 3.1: Breakdown of cognitive interviews by age and primary SEN of the child

Parent interviews (18) Young person interviews (18)
Age of child Primary need of the young person
Primary Communication /
Aged under Children aged Physical or Mental interaction or
school ”
4/5 : 11 sensory health cognition and
children L
learning
6 interviews 6 interviews 6 interviews 6 interviews 5 interviews 7 interviews
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Each cognitive interview consisted of two key stages:

The parent or young person reviewed the introductory letter and completed the
questionnaire in one of three ways - reflective of the three survey modes that
would be employed in the pilot and mainstages (i.e. as postal, online and
interviewer-administered telephone surveys®);

An in-depth discussion led by the interviewer, exploring the parent or young
person’s experience of completing the questionnaire.

Each survey mode was tested with both parents and young people.

At a general level, the response to the questionnaire in the cognitive testing was positive
and parents and young people welcomed the chance to share their views and for the
most part, there were no difficulties answering the questions.

A few areas for improvement emerging from the cognitive testing included:

Some minor presentational issues across the different modes tested (online,
postal, telephone) — for example making sure signposting was clear in both the
postal and online formats, breaking up longer banks of questions using
agree/disagree scales for the telephone interview due to difficulties recalling the
scale;

In the letter, a need for signposting to support / further information such as the use
of a separate ‘FAQs’ section which also included data protection reassurances, to
keep the upfront text introducing the research simple.

In the questionnaire itself, some parents and young people struggled with some of
the question wording or terminology — for example young people struggled with
the term ‘provision’; and parents asked for clarification on whether or not the
question about the educational setting attended referred to the present setting or
the setting the child/young person attended when the EHC plan process was first
started.

Some aspects of parent and young people’s experience were not being captured
by the questions — for example making more than one request to get the EHC
plan.

The different stages of the EHC plan process were not always clear in parent and
young people’s minds — for example reviewing the EHC plan or being offered a

8 As the purpose of the cognitive testing was to gauge respondents verbal and non-verbal reactions to the
survey questionnaire it was important for the interviews to be carried out face to face. Where the survey
mode being tested as an interview-administered telephone survey, this was explained to the respondent
and the questionnaire was read aloud by the interviewer to the respondent in the same way as they would
over the phone. Other considerations were made to make the cognitive testing ‘true to life’ — for example
the interviewer did not make eye contact whilst reading the questionnaire script, to replicate the experience
of answering the questionnaire via telephone.
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Personal Budget. Similarly, parents and young people weren’t always sure which
authorities/bodies were meant to be responsible for different stages of the
process.

e The questionnaire did not always provide an option for respondents to say that a
particular part of the process was not relevant to them e.g. in terms of
engagement with staff and services - young people generally had not had
involvement in this.

o Difficulties identifying one ‘primary’ type of SEN for the child/young person — it was
generally felt that individuals had multiple areas of need and it was not possible to
identify a single ‘main’ need.

e Some sensitivities around the framing of ‘forward-looking’ questions and feeling
these weren’t always relevant, and a strong sense that the EHC plan itself would
not change the child/young person’s future — the emphasis would need to be on
the content of the EHC plan and specifically the help/support it sets out.

A report on the results of the cognitive testing findings was sent to the Department for
Education Advisory Group and a discussion meeting held to go through the suggested
changes to the questionnaire. These were agreed and the questionnaire and letters were
revised on the basis of the feedback.
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4 Piloting

As mentioned earlier, the contact details available on the NPD and ILR are limited.
Hence, it was decided that the survey would need to take a mixed-methodology
approach to maximise response.

A pilot exercise was conducted to explore which combinations and sequences of survey
methodologies obtained the best response rate.

The only contact details that are available for all records in the NPD and ILR are postal
addresses. Hence the options available to include all eligible parents and young people
in the survey were:

e A ‘post-to-web’ survey where parents and young people are sent an introductory
letter which provides them with a log-in and password for an online survey;

e A paper-based survey involving a questionnaire sent out in the post.

However, self-completion exercises through either of these routes typically achieve
relatively low response rates and hence it felt beneficial to include a telephone element to
boost response rates (even though telephone numbers were only available for part of the
sample).

Three approaches to combining these methodologies were trialled as below (and
illustrated in Figure 4.1):

e Approach A: Sending a postal questionnaire initially (including in the covering
letter details for accessing the survey online). Then sending a reminder letter two
weeks later with the details for accessing the online survey. One week after the
reminder email, attempting to contact by telephone all non-responders for whom
a telephone number was held.

e Approach B: Initially only offering the ‘post-to-web’ option but issuing a paper
questionnaire with a reminder letter two weeks after the initial invitation to
participate. Then one week later moving to a telephone approach as outlined
above.

e Approach C: offering the ‘post-to-web’ option but then moving straight to the
telephone stage after around 2 weeks. This approach did not use the postal
version of the questionnaire at all.

15



Figure 4.1 Outline of fieldwork approaches

Approach A Approach B Approach C

Full pack containing postal

questionnaire Invitation letter containing Invitation letter containing
(and also online log-in online log-in details online log-in details
details)

Full pack containing postal
Reminder letter containing questionnaire

online log-in details

(and also online log-in

details) @

Close of Survey

A starting sample of 800 records (554 parent and 246 young person) was used for each
of the three approaches i.e. a total pilot sample of 2,400.

The pilot fieldwork was carried out between 11" April and 23™ May 2016. A reminder was
sent out (for Approaches A and B) two weeks following the initial launch, from 25" April.
Telephone fieldwork for all three contact strategies was carried out between 3™ May —
23" May.

Email addresses were available for 106 records in the pilot sample (taken from the ILR
sample). A reminder email was sent to these records to coincide with the reminder letter
being posted. The email invite was based on the reminder letter, with text around how to
access the online survey modified accordingly.

A dedicated helpline and email account was set up which was routed directly to the
project team and checked on a daily basis, for any respondent queries and also to
monitor opt-outs to the survey. Any opt-outs were removed from the contact database to
ensure they did not receive any reminder letters/emails and were not contacted during
the telephone fieldwork (127 people).

In total, 317 parents and young people were interviewed during the pilot stage. The
response rates to each of the three contact strategies is shown in the table below:

16



Table 4.1: Response rate by approach

Parents Young people

Starting sample 554 | 554 | 554 | 246 | 246 | 246 | 800 | 800 | 800

Online responses 8 15 | 10 2 7 5 10 22 | 15

Online response rate | 1o/ | 300 | 900 | 19 | 3% | 2% | 1% | 3% | 2%

Paper responses | 37 46 0 9 14 0 46 60 0
Paper response rate

7% 8% | 0% 4% 6% | NA| 6% 8% | N/A

Telephone responses | 46 25 | 38 19 20 | 16 65 45 | 54

Total completed | 91 86 | 48 30 41 | 21 121 127 | 69

Responserate | 16% | 16% | 9% | 12% |17% | 9% | 15% | 16% | 9%

The key findings from the pilot exercise were that:
e The approaches that included a paper questionnaire option (Approaches A and
B) obtained a considerably higher response rate;
e The overall response rates for Approach A and B were similar but Approach B;

e Resulted in more interviews completed online and fewer by telephone which
is more cost-effective;

e Achieved a higher response from young people.

On this basis, the decision was taken to proceed with Approach B for the mainstage
survey i.e. a letter to participate in the survey containing a link to the online survey,
followed by a reminder letter including the link to the online survey and a paper
questionnaire, and finally telephone fieldwork.

17



5 Mainstage fieldwork

The mainstage survey focused on children and young people with an EHC plan that was
created in the calendar year 2015 (when the survey took place, this was the most recent
full calendar year for which data was available).

The NPD and ILR databases identified 65,172 children and young people who had an
EHC plan put in place in 2015° and these cases formed the starting sample for the
survey. Of these, it was not possible to contact 4,162 ILR records due to their contact
preferences, bringing the total eligible mainstage sample down to 61,010 records.

The survey approach was an attempted census of these records.

The survey fieldwork was carried out from 25" July to 28" November 2016. A total of
13,643 parents and young people took part.

5.1.1 How parents and young people took part

Letters were initially sent to the families of all those in the starting sample. These letters
explained the purpose of the survey and how the survey data would be used, and invited
the recipient to take part by accessing an online survey.

The initial invitation letters were sent out on 22" July 2016. This letter included an option
for individuals to ‘text-in’ and opt to be contacted during the telephone fieldwork stage. In
total, 275 individuals used the text-in option — of these 197 texted in before the reminder
letters were sent (i.e. between 25" July and 19" August 2016) and were therefore
excluded from the reminder mail out.

After four weeks, those who had not responded were sent a reminder letter (19" August
2016). This again contained details for accessing the online survey, but also included a
paper questionnaire booklet and a reply-paid envelope, providing individuals with the
option of taking part in this way.

The initial invitation was also sent by email as was the reminder to those individuals we
had email addresses for: 2,870 people received the initial email invitation and the
reminder email was sent shortly after to those who had either not completed the survey
or not opted out.

Of the eligible sample of 61,010 records, telephone numbers were obtained for 23,217
records. Of these, 20,152 were eligible for contact during the telephone stage — this
included those who had not completed the survey after the initial invitation or reminder
letter/email and had a telephone number available. Those individuals who had either

® This figure is known not to be entirely accurate because of a degree of data reclassification errors where
some education providers had incorrectly re-categorised all their SEND pupils as having an EHC plan.
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opted out of the survey or informed IFF that they did not have an EHC plan in place (127
people) were not contacted.

The telephone element of the mainstage was started six weeks after the reminder mail
out (fieldwork period: 3™ October 2016 to 28" November 2016) °. We attempted to
contact by telephone all non-responders for whom a telephone number was held.

It was also possible to request the questionnaire in an EasyRead format; to ask to be
interviewed face-to-face; or to request an interview in a language other than English.
Nobody completed the survey in EasyRead format, although it was sent out to a small
number of people who requested it. In total there were eight foreign language interviews
completed (two Bengali, two Urdu, two Gujarati, one Polish and one Spanish.).

In the majority of cases (48,053 of 61,010 records that were eligible to be contacted) the
child/young person with the EHC plan was under the age of 16, and hence the invitation
letters and telephone calls were in the first instance addressed to their parent or carer.
However, 12,957 records were for a young person aged 16 or over. In these instances,
the young person themselves was approached to take part.

Where the survey invitation was sent to the parent or carer, they were invited to consult
the child or young person with the EHC plan about the answers to give, if they felt this
was appropriate. There was also one section of the questionnaire (‘Section H’) sent to
parents/carers that focused on the experiences of the child or young person specifically:
parents/carers were encouraged to fill in this section with the child/young person’s input,
or to answer the questions from their point of view, as far as possible.

Where the survey invitation was sent to the young person, they were invited to complete
the questionnaire either themselves, or — if they preferred — with their parent/carer, or
with their parent/carer answering on their behalf. The majority of responses come from a
parent or carer on behalf of the young person. Overall, of the 13,643 responses received:

e 10,675 were from parents/carers answering principally about their own
experiences of the EHC plan process (on behalf of a child/young person aged
under 16);

e 2,246 were from parents/carers answering on behalf of a young person aged 16+;
and,

e 722 were from young people aged 16+ answering about their own experiences.

'% A small-scale telephone exercise was carried out before the mainstage proper telephone fieldwork. The
exercise was carried out over two weeks (1 6" August to 31% August 2016) to contact the 275 records that
had ‘texted-in’ to opt for a telephone interview as it was felt that it was important to keep these individuals
engaged with the study. For example those who had texted in after the initial invitation letter was sent in
July would otherwise have not received a follow-up call until sometime between September and November
2016.
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5.1.2 Mainstage response rates

From a starting sample of 65,172 records, 13,643 completed interviews were achieved at
a response rate of 21%. When looking at the 61,010 records that we were able to contact
for the research (i.e. excluding the 4,162 ILR records that were excluded because of their
contact permissions), the response rate was 22%.

The starting sample of 65,172 records contained some individuals who had incorrectly
been flagged as having an EHC plan, largely as a result of the EHC plan data
classification issue discussed in the sampling chapter. Outcomes from the telephone
interviewing stage made it possible to estimate the proportion of records incorrectly
labelled in each local authority. Using these figures produced an estimate of the true
population of EHC plans at 57,112.

Using this adjusted population figure gives a response rate of 24%.

Table 5.1 shows the number of responses achieved at each stage of the fieldwork period
(i.e. online, postal and telephone).

Table 5.1 Response rate by approach

Approach Questionnaire type Total Total (based
Parent Young person pooan?aj;riztne)i
Eligible starting 48,053 12,957 61,010 57,112
sample'?
Online responses 2,045 348 2,393 2,393
4% 3% 4% 4%
Paper responses 4,854 1,106 5,960 5,960
10% 9% 10% 1%
Telephone 3,776 1,514 5,290 5,290
responses 8% 12% 9% 9%
Total completed 10,675 2,968 13,643 13,643
Overall response 22% 23% 22% 24%
rate

Table 5.2 shows a full breakdown of the sample outcomes from the telephone survey.
Among the 20,152 records loaded for telephone fieldwork (i.e. those that had a telephone

" This figure has been calculated using the mainstage starting sample of 65,172 records to give the most
accurate estimate of the true population of EHC plans.
"2 This is based on the 61,010 records that were eligible to be contacted.
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number and had not taken part online or via the postal survey), 26% completed a

telephone interview.

Refusals were low and accounted for just 4% of the starting sample, whilst contact was

not made with 24% because their telephone number was incorrect.

Table 5.2 Telephone survey outcomes

Approach Questionnaire Total
type
Parent | Young
person
Starting sample (all records with telephone numbers that | 13,080 | 7,072 20,152
did not complete online or postal survey)
Unobtainable / wrong numbers 27% 18% 24%
No EHC plan 8% 9% 9%
Opt out *Y% *% *%
Refusals 5% 4% 4%
Made multiple calls but not able to convert to interview 30% 47% 36%
Not available during fieldwork *% *% *%
Prefer to complete by other format (but did not do so *% 1% *%
within fieldwork period)
Completed interviews 29% 21% 26%

Overall the response rate to the mainstage survey was higher than that of the pilot. There

are a number of possible explanations for this:

e The lag between EHC plans being issued and fieldwork was smaller for the
mainstage sample than for the pilot sample (which included only EHC plans

created in 2014);

e The fieldwork period for the mainstage fieldwork was longer;

e Some promotional activity was undertaken in advance of mainstage fieldwork. The
key findings from the pilot were published on the IFF website and in a DfE news
letter to SEND contacts in local authorities. The National Network of Parent Carer
Forums also promoted the mainstage survey while it was live to raise awareness,
particularly among parents and young people eligible to participate.
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5.2 Number of responses by local authority

Ideally the survey would have obtained robust results for each local authority. However,
the size of the starting sample and the availability of contact details limited the extent to
which this was possible.

Although all local authorities were represented in the starting sample, the number of EHC
plans per authority varied considerably. At two authorities, fewer than 5 EHC plans had
been created in 2015, whilst Hertfordshire, Birmingham and Kent had the largest amount
of sample with over 12,000 records each.

As Table 5.3 shows, at least 50 interviews were achieved in 71% of local authorities. Of
the remaining 43 local authorities where fewer than 50 responses were achieved, the
average number of records available for interview was 160 though there were four local
authorities where there were fewer than 50 records available.

Table 5.3 Response by local authority

Overall number of local authorities 153
Fewer than 50 responses 43
50 to 99 responses 70
100 to 199 responses 25
200 or more responses 14
Total with over 50 responses 109
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6 Weighting

The approach to the survey was an attempted census and hence there was no need to
apply any design weights.

However there were slight variations in the profile of the starting sample and the profile of
achieved responses as a result of;

e Varying levels of contact details provided (meaning not all could be approached
for the telephone stage, for example);

e Some groups being more likely to respond than others.

To explore the impact of these factors on the achieved sample, the profile of the starting
sample was compared with the profile of achieved interviews for the following
demographic variables:

e Sample source;

e Age of the child/young person for whom the EHC plan was for;
e Ethnicity of the child/young person™?;

e Gender of the child/young person;

e The primary SEN type of the child/young person with an EHC plan (available as a
market on the NPD and ILR sample)

This comparison is shown in Table 3.1. As the table shows, at an overall level, the profile
of achieved interviews was similar to the starting sample in terms of age, gender and
primary SEN of the child/young person with the EHC plan.

A slightly lower response was achieved from respondents where the child/young person
with the EHC plan was non-white, this group made up 25% of the starting sample but
22% of the completed interviews.

A lower response was also achieved from respondents where the child/young person
with the EHC plan was aged 16-25 (26% of the starting sample but 22% of the completed
interviews). This can be explained by the 4,612 ILR records that were excluded from the
research because of their contact preferences. When these ineligible records are
excluded from the calculation, the pattern of response is much closer (21% of the starting
sample compared to 22% of completed interviews).

3 Ethnicity of the child/young person was available as a marker on the NPD but not the ILR. A ‘nationality’
marker was available on the ILR sample. For the purposes of weighting, the categories from the ethnicity
and nationality markers were cross-referenced and combined where considered appropriate, to produce a
a new ethnicity marker that could be applied to all records from both the NPD and ILR.
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Table 6.1 Comparison of starting sample and completed interviews

Starting Completed
sample interviews
Overall number of respondents 65,172 13,643
Sample source NPD 55,552 | 85% | 12,251 90%
ILR 9,612 15% | 1,392 10%
Age of child/young Under 5 5688 9% | 1087 8%
person with EHC plan : _ : _
I:(r)l)mary school-age children (5 21954 34% | 4931 36%
Children aged 11-15 20411 31% | 4690 34%
Young people aged 16-25 17119 26% | 2935 22%
Gender of child/ young [Male 47,272 | 73% | 9,860 72%
person with EHC plan | remgle 17,894 | 27% | 3,782 | 28%
Not stated 6 0% 1 0%
Ethnicity of child/ young |White 46,695 | 72% | 10,316 76%
person with EHC plan | Non-white 16,545 | 25% | 2,976 | 22%
Not stated 1,932 3% 351 3%
Primary need — NPD Specific Learning Difficulty 2156 4% 501 4%
only Moderate Learning Difficulty 6098 1% | 1324 11%
Severe Learning Difficulty 5525 10% | 1194 10%
Pro.found & Multiple Learning 1871 39 412 3%
Difficulty
Speech, Language & 7528 | 14% | 1706 14%
Communication Needs
Hearing Impairment 1084 2% 252 2%
Visual Impairment 667 1% 164 1%
Multi-Sensory Impairment 160 0% 48 0%
Physical Disability 2724 5% 699 6%
Autistic Spectrum Disorder 12626 23% | 3025 25%
Other Difficulty/Disability 1419 3% 353 3%
Social, emotional and mental 7577 14% 1449 12%
health
SEN support but no specialist 104 0% o5 0%
assessment of type of need
Not stated 6013 1% | 1099 9%
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There were also variations in the profile of the starting sample and achieved interviews
by local authority as Table 3.2 shows.

Table 6.2: Comparison of starting sample and completed interviews by LEA

Local authorities Total ‘true’ Starting Completed
population of EHC | sample (exc. interviews
plans created in ineligible
2015 records)

All local authorities 57,112 100% | 61,010 | 100% | 13,643 | 100%

Barking and Dagenham 129 0.23% 192 | 0.31% 31 0.23%

Barnet 335 0.59% 436 | 0.71% 78 0.57%

Barnsley 206 0.36% 226 | 0.37% 45 0.33%

Bath and North East 324 | 0.53% 81 0.59%

Somerset 296 0.52%

Bedford 288 0.50% 321 0.53% 75 0.55%

Bexley 247 0.43% 328 | 0.54% 76 0.56%

Birmingham 1328 2.32% | 1565 |2.57% | 244 1.79%

Blackburn with Darwen 254 044% | 252 |0.41% | 36 0.26%

Blackpool 189 0.33% 195 | 0.32% 33 0.24%

Bolton 326 0.57% 363 | 0.59% 74 0.54%

Bournemouth 327 0.57% 330 | 0.54% 78 0.57%

Bracknell Forest 178 0.31% 172 | 0.28% 42 0.31%

Bradford 497 0.87% 610 |1.00% | 125 | 0.92%

Brent 405 0.71% 435 | 0.71% 80 0.59%

Brighton and Hove 236 0.41% 306 | 0.50% 61 0.45%

Bristol City of 417 0.73% 484 |0.79% | 104 0.76%

Bromley 274 0.48% 317 0.52% 69 0.51%

Buckinghamshire 410 0.72% 454 1 0.74% | 127 0.93%

Bury 403 0.71% 389 | 0.64% 68 0.50%

Calderdale 351 0.61% 360 | 0.59% 99 0.73%

Cambridgeshire 840 1.47% 878 1.44% | 238 1.74%

Camden 248 0.43% 267 | 0.44% 44 0.32%

Central Bedfordshire 179 0.31% 214 0.35% 51 0.37%

Cheshire East 330 0.58% 350 |0.57% 90 0.66%

Cheshire West and Chester 424 0.74% 449 10.74% | 105 0.77%

City of London 1 0.00% 1 0.00% 1 0.01%

Cornwall 413 0.72% 531 0.87% | 129 | 0.95%

Coventry 316 0.55% 303 | 0.50% 58 0.43%

Croydon 550 0.96% 586 |0.96% | 104 0.76%

Cumbria 888 1.56% 994 1.63% | 257 1.88%

Darlington 94 0.16% 112 | 0.18% 20 0.15%

Derby 278 0.49% 351 0.58% 70 0.51%

Derbyshire 592 1.04% 767 |1.26% | 168 1.23%

Devon 312 0.55% 375 | 0.61% 75 0.55%

Doncaster 191 0.33% 170 | 0.28% 40 0.29%

25




Local authorities Total ‘true’ Starting Completed
population of EHC | sample (exc. interviews
plans created in ineligible
2015 records)

All local authorities 57,112 100% | 61,010 | 100% | 13,643 | 100%

Dorset 233 0.41% 253 | 0.41% 62 0.45%

Dudley 186 0.33% 281 0.46% 61 0.45%

Durham 917 1.61% 903 1.48% | 205 1.50%

Ealing 329 0.58% 390 | 0.64% 69 0.51%

East Riding of Yorkshire 203 0.36% 228 | 0.37% 71 0.52%

East Sussex 461 0.81% 522 |0.86% | 126 0.92%

Enfield 311 0.54% 384 0.63% 64 0.47%

Essex 062 1.68% | 1275 |2.09% | 254 1.86%

Gateshead 355 0.62% 389 | 0.64% 91 0.67%

Gloucestershire 772 1.35% 785 1.29% 181 1.33%

Greenwich 189 0.33% 298 | 0.49% 66 0.48%

Hackney 293 0.51% 356 | 0.58% 63 0.46%

Halton 136 0.24% 119 | 0.20% 28 0.21%

Hammersmith and Fulham 77 0.13% 94 0.15% 19 0.14%

Hampshire 1226 2.15% | 1259 |2.06% | 355 2.60%

Haringey 230 0.40% 271 0.44% 54 0.40%

Harrow 266 0.47% 318 0.52% 66 0.48%

Hartlepool 117 0.20% 125 | 0.20% 20 0.15%

Havering 239 0.42% 236 | 0.39% 64 0.47%

Herefordshire 214 0.37% 189 | 0.31% 44 0.32%

Hertfordshire 1402 246% | 1382 |2.27% | 360 2.64%

Hillingdon 398 0.70% 427 | 0.70% 90 0.66%

Hounslow 256 0.45% 272 | 0.45% 51 0.37%

Isle of Wight 182 0.32% 183 | 0.30% 60 0.44%

Isles Of Scilly 2 0.00% 2 0.00% 2 0.01%

Islington 204 0.36% 247 | 0.40% 34 0.25%

Kensington and Chelsea 43 0.08% 41 0.07% 8 0.06%

Kent 2287 4.00% | 2208 |3.62% | 591 4.33%

Kingston upon Hull City of 178 0.31% 175 | 0.29% 34 0.25%

Kingston upon Thames 161 0.28% 166 | 0.27% 42 0.31%

Kirklees 501 0.88% 434 | 0.71% 90 0.66%

Knowsley 279 0.49% 311 0.51% 47 0.34%

Lambeth 400 0.70% 479 | 0.79% 87 0.64%

Lancashire 1153 2.02% | 1298 |2.13% | 210 1.54%

Leeds 900 1.58% 895 | 1.47% | 219 1.61%

Leicester 379 0.66% 369 | 0.60% 61 0.45%

Leicestershire 1165 2.04% | 1185 [1.94% | 270 1.98%

Lewisham 248 0.43% 288 | 0.47% 63 0.46%

Lincolnshire 033 1.63% 874 1.43% | 257 1.88%
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Local authorities Total ‘true’ Starting Completed
population of EHC | sample (exc. interviews
plans created in ineligible
2015 records)

All local authorities 57,112 100% | 61,010 | 100% | 13,643 | 100%

Liverpool 366 0.64% 368 | 0.60% 69 0.51%

Luton 249 0.44% 241 0.40% 54 0.40%

Manchester 885 1.55% 986 |1.62% | 169 1.24%

Medway 651 1.14% 644 1.06% | 131 0.96%

Merton 202 0.35% 192 | 0.31% 45 0.33%

Middlesbrough 150 0.26% 171 0.28% 33 0.24%

Milton Keynes 676 1.18% 668 1.09% 146 1.07%

Newcastle upon Tyne 316 0.55% 343 | 0.56% 65 0.48%

Newham 130 0.23% 150 | 0.25% 30 0.22%

Norfolk 535 0.94% 547 | 0.90% | 146 1.07%

North East Lincolnshire 174 0.31% 159 | 0.26% 39 0.29%

North Lincolnshire 177 0.31% 187 | 0.31% 47 0.34%

North Somerset 117 0.20% 86 0.14% 27 0.20%

North Tyneside 185 0.32% 198 | 0.32% 50 0.37%

North Yorkshire 581 1.02% 610 |1.00% | 163 1.19%

Northamptonshire 712 1.25% 725 | 1.19% | 161 1.18%

Northumberland 234 0.41% 266 0.44% 68 0.50%

Nottingham 252 0.44% 281 0.46% 54 0.40%

Nottinghamshire 595 1.04% 573 10.94% | 162 1.19%

Oldham 114 0.20% 118 | 0.19% 23 0.17%

Oxfordshire 502 0.88% 556 | 0.91% | 152 1.11%

Peterborough 184 0.32% 188 | 0.31% 35 0.26%

Plymouth 556 0.97% 576 |0.94% | 115 | 0.84%

Poole 97 0.17% 104 0.17% 24 0.18%

Portsmouth 163 0.28% 172 | 0.28% 44 0.32%

Reading 198 0.35% 218 | 0.36% 29 0.21%

Redbridge 349 0.61% 424 | 0.69% 79 0.58%

Redcar and Cleveland 248 0.43% 274 | 0.45% 66 0.48%

Richmond upon Thames 237 0.41% 232 | 0.38% 50 0.37%

Rochdale 325 0.57% 395 | 0.65% 74 0.54%

Rotherham 282 0.49% 303 | 0.50% 81 0.59%

Rutland 47 0.08% 35 0.06% 10 0.07%

Salford 211 0.37% 238 | 0.39% 43 0.32%

Sandwell 229 0.40% 237 0.39% 54 0.40%

Sefton 138 0.24% 174 | 0.29% 45 0.33%

Sheffield 222 0.39% 280 | 0.46% 52 0.38%

Shropshire 400 0.70% 431 0.71% | 118 0.86%

Slough 107 0.19% 167 | 0.27% 29 0.21%

Solihull 207 0.36% 188 | 0.31% 48 0.35%
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Local authorities Total ‘true’ Starting Completed
population of EHC | sample (exc. interviews
plans created in ineligible
2015 records)

All local authorities 57,112 100% | 61,010 | 100% | 13,643 | 100%

Somerset 238 0.42% 232 | 0.38% 63 0.46%

South Gloucestershire 325 0.57% 316 | 0.52% 82 0.60%

South Tyneside 297 0.52% 314 | 0.51% 61 0.45%

Southampton 255 0.45% 244 | 0.40% 42 0.31%

Southend-on-Sea 319 0.56% 312 | 0.51% 76 0.56%

Southwark 379 0.66% 401 0.66% 95 0.70%

St. Helens 147 0.26% 143 | 0.23% 26 0.19%

Staffordshire 475 0.83% 461 0.76% | 129 0.95%

Stockport 563 0.99% 585 |0.96% | 129 0.95%

Stockton-on-Tees 382 0.67% 369 |0.60% 70 0.51%

Stoke-on-Trent 225 0.39% 237 | 0.39% 54 0.40%

Suffolk 354 0.62% 383 |0.63% 93 0.68%

Sunderland 405 0.71% 432 |1 0.71% 96 0.70%

Surrey 1043 1.83% | 1016 |1.67% | 258 1.89%

Sutton 259 0.45% 287 | 0.47% 67 0.49%

Swindon 223 0.39% 265 |0.43% 56 0.41%

Tameside 250 0.44% 203 0.33% 35 0.26%

Telford and Wrekin 207 0.36% 196 | 0.32% 36 0.26%

Thurrock 163 0.29% 151 0.25% 39 0.29%

Torbay 300 0.53% 350 | 0.57% 77 0.56%

Tower Hamlets 451 0.79% 527 0.86% 62 0.45%

Trafford 252 0.44% 322 |0.53% 68 0.50%

Wakefield 398 0.70% 308 | 0.50% 72 0.53%

Walsall 255 0.45% 279 | 0.46% 77 0.56%

Waltham Forest 206 0.36% 253 | 0.41% 59 0.43%

Wandsworth 281 0.49% 286 | 0.47% 52 0.38%

Warrington 445 0.78% 464 |0.76% | 100 0.73%

Warwickshire 466 0.82% 493 |0.81% | 102 0.75%

West Berkshire 328 0.57% 322 |0.53% 89 0.65%

West Sussex 779 1.36% 813 |1.33% | 206 1.51%

Westminster 92 0.16% 85 0.14% 15 0.11%

Wigan 317 0.56% 365 | 0.60% 79 0.58%

Wiltshire 669 1.17% 664 |1.09% | 186 1.36%

Windsor and Maidenhead 88 0.15% 97 0.16% 28 0.21%

Wirral 491 0.86% 531 0.87% 98 0.72%

Wokingham 210 0.37% 217 | 0.36% 54 0.40%

Wolverhampton 185 0.32% 171 0.28% 34 0.25%

Worcestershire 547 0.96% 591 0.97% | 151 1.11%

York 306 0.54% 301 0.49% 82 0.60%

28




Given the expectation that there would be some geographical variation in EHC plan
processes between local authorities, it was important to correct for the slight differences
in the profile of the achieved and starting sample by local authority in order to produce
results that were accurate at a national level. We also decided to correct for the small
difference in the profiles by ethnicity.

The weights were applied using a cell weighting approach based on a local authority by
ethnicity grid as shown below.

Table 6.3 Example of weighting grid

Local authority | White British/Irish Non-White Missing

LA1

LA2

LA3

Etc.

For each cell the weight applied was calculated in the following way:

e The proportion of responses in each cell was calculated for both the achieved
sample and the starting population. For example in the achieved sample, the
number of responses by those in LA1 from a White British/Irish ethnic background
were calculated as a proportion out of the whole achieved sample (i.e. out of 13,
643), and for the total population.

e The proportion in the achieved sample was divided by the proportion in the
starting population to give a weight for that cell. This weight was then applied to
each record in the cell e.g. to all records in LA1 from a White/British ethnic
background. Weights were calculated at 15 decimal places.

For the purposes of applying the weighting, the population figures used were adjusted to
try to take account of data reclassification errors made by some education providers
referred to earlier which meant the starting sample of 65,172 cases over-estimated the
size of the actual population of EHC plans issued in 2015. During the mainstage
fieldwork, a record was kept of parents and young people who responded to the survey
saying that the child/young person did not have an EHC plan in place. This information
was then used to produce a more accurate estimate of the ‘true’ population of EHC plans
created in 2015.
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Using outcomes from the telephone stage, we were able to look at the proportion of
those who we had contact with that turned out not to have an EHC plan in place' for
each local authority. We then applied these proportions to the starting sample to produce
an estimated ‘true’ population of 57,112 EHC plans. The data on ethnicity by local
authority was re-scaled to this total and these figures were used for the weighting
calculations outlined above.

The lowest weight applied to any cell was 0.1876934913 and the final highest weight was
2.8238065562.

Table 6.4 shows the minimum and maximum weights calculated for each ethnic group:

Table 6.4 Minimum and maximum weights for each ethnic group

Ethnicity Minimum weight Maximum weight
White British/Irish 0.2388826253 2.6277088790
Non-White 0.2388826253 2.6717135729
Missing 0.1876934913 2.8238065562

" As part of the telephone interview, care was taken to explain to respondents what an EHC plan is and to
differentiate between an EHC plan and Statement of SEN to ensure there was no misunderstanding. The
telephone data relating this is therefore considered a reliable source of information. For this reason, we did
not exclude records from the population of EHC plans in 2015 who reported not having an EHC plan via the
online or postal survey.
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7 Data analysis

7.1 Coding

Several questions in the survey offered the option of providing an ‘Other (please specify)’
response. Such responses were reviewed and, where possible, assigned to an existing
code (‘backcoding’). Where backcoding was not possible — and if similar or identical
responses emerged among the ‘other’ answers — additional codes were added to reflect
the emerging themes.

The survey also contained two open-ended questions, without a pre-developed
codeframe. Here parents and young people were asked what went well during the
process of getting an EHC plan and what didn’t work well. These responses were
recorded verbatim. Once the fieldwork period had finished, code frames were drawn up
to reflect the common themes which emerged for these questions.

7.2 Data editing

The following data edits were applied where necessary to postal, online and telephone
responses:

e Where the parent or young person revealed as part of their response to the open-
ended questions or as a comment elsewhere that they did not have the final
version of their EHC plan yet — their answer to the opening question about
whether or not they have an EHC plan was amended accordingly. This closed the
survey as they were not considered eligible to participate;

e Where the parent or young person had responded that the EHC plan had been in
place for more than 3 years — their answer was re-coded as ‘don’t know’ (this was
not a plausible response as EHC plans were introduced in 2014);

¢ Where the given date-of-birth of the child / young person made them significantly
over the age of 25, their response was re-coded as ‘don’t know’ (this was not a
plausible response as EHC plans are available for individuals up to the age of 25

only).

Two questions in the survey asked parents or young people whether they had a) heard of
/ been told about sources of information, advice and support and complaints processes
and b) whether they had gone on to use these. At these questions, the following data
edits were applied as ‘logic checks’:

e The parent or young person said that they had used a particular service but left
blank the question of whether or not they had heard of / been told about it — these
responses were coded that they had heard of / been told about the service;
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The parent or young person had heard of / been told about at least one of the pre-
coded services, but left blank the question of whether they had used any of them —
these responses were coded that they had used ‘None of these’ services;

The parent or young person had heard of / been told about ‘None of these’
services but left blank the question of whether they had used any — code that they
had used ‘None of these’;

The parent or young person had responded ‘don’t know’ to the question of
whether they had heard of / been told about any of the pre-coded services, but left
blank the question of whether they had used any — code ‘don’t know’ for the
question of whether they had used any.

7.3 Cross-tabular analysis

Once the mainstage fieldwork period had finished, a set of data tables were produced to
a specification agreed in advance with the DfE and this formed the cornerstone of the
analysis process.

The following cross-breaks were used throughout the set of tables:

Age of child / young person;
How long the EHC plan process took;

Whether or not the child / young person had a SEN statement before applying for
the EHC plan;

Whether or not the EHC plan was provided following the family’s first request for
one;

Types of need covered by the EHC plan, particularly comparing Plans which
covered education, health and social care with Plans covering education only;

Primary SEND need;

Region;

Ethnicity of the child / young person;

Number of EHC plans issued by the Local Authority in 2015;

Number of appeals to a SEND Tribunal per 10,000 of 0-18 population in a Local
Authority;

Index of Multiple Deprivation, particularly comparing the top and bottom quintiles.
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The data tables included significance testing and highlighted differences that were
significant at the 95% level. Two types of tests were performed:

e z-tests comparing the findings for the sub-group with the remainder of the sample

e t-tests comparing the findings for a sub-group with all other sub-groups within that
category (so for example comparing results for EHC plans created for young
people aged 16+ with all other age groups).

Tables were analysed with consideration given to the original research objectives and the
questions that the research set out to answer. Significant differences highlighted in the
tables were analysed in the context of the research objectives and not reported
indiscriminately. However a full set of tables is also available on request (see final page
for contact details).
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Appendix A

Table showing how the new ‘ethnicity’ variable was created by cross-referencing and
combining codes on the NPD for ethnicity and ILR on nationality.

Ethnicity Code Ethnicity New Ethnicity
(NPD/ILR) variable
31 White White British/Irish
English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish
32 / British White British/Irish
WBRI British White British/Irish
WCOR Cornish White British/Irish
WENG English White British/lIrish
WIRI Irish White British/Irish
WIRT Traveller of Irish Heritage White British/Irish
WOWB Other White British White British/Irish
WSCO Scottish White British/Irish
WWEL Welsh White British/Irish
34 Irish Non-white
35 White and Black Caribbean Non-white
36 White and Black African Non-white
37 White and Asian Non-white
Any Other Mixed / multiple ethnic
38 background Non-white
39 Indian Non-white
40 Pakistani Non-white
41 Bangladeshi Non-white
42 Chinese Non-white
43 Any other Asian background Non-white
44 African Non-white
45 Caribbean Non-white
Any other Black / African / Caribbean
46 background Non-white
47 Arab Non-white
98 Any other ethnic group - not provided Non-white
AAFR African Asian Non-white
ABAN Bangladeshi Non-white
AIND Indian Non-white
AKAO Kashmiri Other Non-white
AKPA Kashmiri Pakistani Non-white
AMPK Mirpuri Pakistani Non-white
ANEP Nepali Non-white
AOPK Other Pakistani Non-white
AOTA Other Asian Non-white
AOTH Any other Asian background Non-white
APKN Pakistani Non-white
ASLT Sri Lankan Tamil Non-white
ASNL Sinhalese Non-white
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Ethnicity Code Ethnicity New Ethnicity
(NPD/ILR) variable
ASRO Sri Lankan Other Non-white
BAFR African Non-white
BANN Angolan Non-white
BAOF Other Black African Non-white
BCON Congolese Non-white
BCRB Caribbean Non-white
BEUR Black European Non-white
BGHA Ghanaian Non-white
BNGN Nigerian Non-white
BOTB Other Black Non-white
BOTH Any other Black background Non-white
BSLN Sierra Leonean Non-white
BSOM Somali Non-white
BSUD Sudanese Non-white
CHKC Hong Kong Chinese Non-white
CHNE Chinese Non-white
CMAL Malaysian Chinese Non-white
COCH Other Chinese Non-white
MABL Asian and Black Non-white
MACH Asian and Chinese Non-white
MAOE Asian and any other ethnic group Non-white
MBCH Black and Chinese Non-white
MBOE Black and any other ethnic group Non-white
MCOE Chinese and any other ethnic group Non-white
MOTH Any other mixed background Non-white
MOTM Other mixed background Non-white
MWAI White and Indian Non-white
MWAO White and any other Asian background Non-white
MWAP White and Pakistani Non-white
MWAS White and Asian Non-white
MWBA White and Black African Non-white
MWBC White and Black Caribbean Non-white
MWCH White and Chinese Non-white
MWOE White and any other ethnic group Non-white
NOBT Information not obtained Non-white
OAFG Afghanistani Non-white
OARA Arab Non-white
OEGY Egyptian Non-white
OFIL Filipino Non-white
OIRN Iranian Non-white
OIRQ Iraqi Non-white
OJPN Japanese Non-white
OKRD Kurdish Non-white
OLAM Latin American Non-white
OLEB Lebanese Non-white
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Ethnicity Code Ethnicity New Ethnicity
(NPD/ILR) variable
OLIB Libyan Non-white
OMAL Malay Non-white
OMRC Moroccan Non-white
OOEG Other ethnic group Non-white
OOTH Any other ethnic group Non-white
OTHA Thai Non-white
OVIE Vietnamese Non-white
OYEM Yemeni Non-white
WALB Albanian Non-white
WCRO Croatian Non-white
WEEU White Eastern European Non-white
WEUR White European Non-white
WGRC Greek Cypriot Non-white
WGRE Greek/Greek Cypriot Non-white
WGRK Greek Non-white
WITA Italian Non-white
WKOS Kosovan Non-white
WOTH Any other white background Non-white
WOTW Other White Non-white
WPOR Portuguese Non-white
WROM Gypsy/Romany Non-white
WTUC Turkish Cypriot Non-white
WTUK Turkish Non-white
WTUR Turkish/Turkish Cypriot Non-white
WWEU White Western European Non-white
0 Missing Missing
99 Ethnic Group information not sought Missing
REFU Refused Missing
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