
Children in Need in England: Results of a survey of 
activity and expenditure as reported by Local Authority 
Social Services’ Children and Families Teams for a 
survey week in February 2005: Statistical Commentary 
 
This commentary should be read in conjunction with the Children in Need in 
England 2005 Statistical Volume published on 30 March 2006 at: 
http://www.dfes.gov.uk/rsgateway/DB/VOL/v000647/index.shtml  
 
National Analysis 
Numbers of Children in Need 
1. The main findings of the Children in Need census are summarised in Tables 1-

4.  Table 1 gives the numbers of Children in Need ‘on the books’ of Local 
Authority Social Services.  This approximates to the number of open ‘Children 
in Need’ cases at any one time.  This table shows that, in the census week, 
there were approximately 385,900 Children in Need known to Local Authorities 
as requiring some form of Social Services provision; about 2,600 per authority.  
72,600 (19%) of these were Children Looked After, and the remaining 313,300 
(81%) were Children Supported in Families or Independently (CSF/I). 

2. It should be noted that the figure of 385,900 Children in Need is subject to a 
number of caveats which are detailed in Appendix A of the Children in Need 
volume.  These largely centre on Local Authority practice on the recording of 
open cases, the coverage of the Children in Need databases in a few 
authorities, and possible differences in reporting of numbers of cases between 
2000, 2001, 2003 and 2005. 

Numbers of children seen in a week 
3. During the census week, Social Services departments undertook active work on 

behalf of around 234,700 (61%) children. This work could be in connection with 
a wide range of services - for example, the provision of residential care, or a 
family support session.  Of these children, 65,900 (28%) were Children Looked 
After and 168,700 (72%) were CSF/I.   

4. A figure of 60,900 children looked after (excluding short term breaks) at 31 
March 2005 was quoted in the recent statistical volume “Children Looked After 
by Local Authorities, Year Ending 31 March 2005”.  This figure was based on 
data returned through the Department’s SSDA903 return.  The volume 
containing this analysis of the SSDA903 data is available on the internet at 
http://www.dfes.gov.uk/rsgateway/DB/VOL/v000646/index.shtml.  Appendix A 
of the Children in Need volume compares SSDA903 data and data returned on 
the Children in Need census, and discusses the possible effect of respite care 
on these data. 

5. The proportion of children receiving a service in the week was much higher for 
Children Looked After (91%) than for CSF/I (54%) – Table 1.  As with the 
previous surveys, it is reasonable to assume that the figure of 91% for Children 
Looked After is a much firmer figure than the 54% for other Children in Need. 



6. The figures suggest that each of the 150 Local Authority Social Services 
Children and Families teams expend resources on an average of about 1,600 
children per week.  From this point on, unless stated otherwise, the report 
only refers to the 234,700 Children in Need in receipt of services in the 
census week. 

Resources 
7. Tables 1 and 2 show that while Children Looked After only accounted for 28% 

of all children who received a service during the survey week, expenditure on 
Children Looked After accounted for 66% of the total children’ budget.  This 
high proportion of expenditure on Children Looked After is mainly due the 
provision of ongoing services (principally residential or fostering payments) that 
social services are providing for/to Children Looked After, which account for 
46% of the total children’s budget.   

8. In contrast, CSF/I supported during the census week accounted for 72% by 
number of all active Children in Need (Table 1) but only 34% of expenditure 
(Table 2).   

9. Overall, services for Children in Need cost Social Services on average about 
£68.5m per week, with £44.9m being spent on Children Looked After and 
£23.6m on CSF/I. 

Expenditure accounted for by the survey 
10. The CiN survey estimated that Social Services spent £68.5m (Table 2) on 

Children in Need in the survey week, equivalent to an annual spend of around 
£3.6bn.  Of the total weekly expenditure of £68.5m, 47% (£32.5m) was spent 
on costed staff and centre time, 50% (£34.6m) was spent on ongoing costs, 
and £1.4m (2%) was spent on one-off (miscellaneous) expenditure.  This 
expenditure is illustrated in Chart 1. 
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Chart 1 
Components of Total Expenditure by Local Authorities on Children in Need:  % distribution 



11. The implied annual gross expenditure of £3.6bn on the provision of children’s 
social services is lower than the figure of £4.4bn expenditure on children’s 
services reported by Local Authority finance officers on their Social Services 
expenditure returns (form PSSEX1) for the same financial year – see 
http://www.ic.nhs.uk/pubs/persocservexp2005.  It is to be expected that the CIN 
census figure would be slightly lower as it excludes expenditure that cannot be 
allocated to individual Children in Need, as well as services to children that are 
not considered to be “in need”. 

Average cost to a Local Authority of a Child in Need 
12. Table 3 and Chart 2 show the average costs of Children in Need to a Local 

Authority.  These averages have been calculated by taking total costs and 
averaging them out over all Children in Need receiving a service in the census 
week.  This analysis shows that the average looked after child costs Social 
Services £680 per week, and other Children in Need £140 per week, leading to 
an average cost per Child in Need of £290 per week.  
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13. The cost of supporting a looked after child is nearly five times higher than the 
cost of supporting a CSF/I.  Almost 70% of the cost of supporting Children 
Looked After goes towards ongoing expenditure (e.g. residential home costs, 
fostering costs and adoption costs). 

14. In contrast, ongoing costs account for only 14% of costs for CSF/I.  Instead, 
83% of expenditure on CSF/I is accounted for by costed staff/centre time. 

Costed Local Authority staff time 
15. Table 4 shows an analysis of the total number of hours of service received by 

Children in Need, either from Social Work teams or at centres.  This analysis 
shows that CSF/I account for 63% of all Social Work staff and centre time, 

Chart 2 
Cost per child of Children in Need by expenditure type and looked after status 



through either individual work or group work.  CSF/I receive more group work 
on average than Children Looked After, with an average of 0.5 hours being 
received per child in the survey week (compared to 0.2 for looked after 
children).  However, looked after children are shown to receive a much higher 
level of individual work than CSF/I – 3.3 hours per child in the survey week, 
compared to 1.9 for CSF/I. 

Characteristics of Children in Need 
16. Table 5 shows that the single main need for social service intervention for 

children is cases of ‘abuse and neglect’, which account for just over half (55%) 
of all Children Looked After and 30% of other Children in Need.  However, 
Chart 3 illustrates that the distribution of ‘Need’ codes is significantly different 
for Children Looked After from that of CSF/I.   
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17. The profile of expenditure by need code (Table 6) shows a slightly different 

pattern from that appearing in Table 5.  While the ‘abuse or neglect’ category 
accounted for 35% in numbers of Children in Need, in expenditure terms this 
category accounted for 41%.  This implies that these children cost slightly more 
on average than other groups of children. 

18. Table 7 and Chart 4 show the average cost per child in need (£ per week) by 
need code.  As can be seen from Chart 4, the most expensive type of children 
for authorities to support are those children looked after whose reason for need 
is classified as ‘socially unacceptable behaviour’.  The average expenditure per 
week on a looked after child with this need code is around £1,200, compared 
with £680 for all looked after children.  However, expenditure on children with 
this need code only accounts for 6% of all expenditure (Table 6), and these 
Children Looked After only account for 1% of the total Children in Need 
population.  

Chart 3 
Children in Need by need category:  % distribution 
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Age distribution of children in need 
19. Table 8 and Chart 5 show the proportion of children receiving a service by age.  

As Chart 5 shows, the age distribution of CSF/I is generally even across all 
ages, at between 4% and 7% per age band.  However, there are marked peaks 
for children aged up to 3 years, which is likely to represent the provision of early 
years care.  In contrast, the age distribution within the Children Looked After 
population is noticeably skewed towards the older age groups, with around 44% 
of all Children Looked After being aged between 13 and 18, an increase from 
41% in 2003.  In the same period, the proportion of CSF/I that are between 13 
and 18 has decreased from 31% to 27%.  There is a distinct group of children 
aged 18 and over who are supported in their families or independently and this 
group appears to have increased in size since the last census from 6% to 7% of 
CSF/I. 

Chart 4 
Average cost per child in need (£ per week) by need code 
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Children Looked After Children Supported in Families or Independently  
Ethnicity 
20. The same ethnic categories (those used in the 2001 National population 

Census) were used in all four Children in Need censuses.  The distribution of 
Children in Need by ethnicity has been very similar on all occasions.  As before, 
Local Authorities have been able to ethnically classify around 90% of their 
Children in Need. 

21. Overall, around 18% of Children in Need are of ethnic identity other than white 
(Table 9).  If asylum seekers are excluded from this calculation, this figure is 
reduced to 16% (Table 21).  In total, around 8% of children had ethnic identity 
‘Not Stated’.  These percentages compare with the figures from the 2001 
National population census which indicates that around 14% of the population 
have an ethnicity other than white.  This means that, depending on the 
classification of the ‘not stated’ category, the overall incidence of Children in 
Need in the category of ‘ethnicity other than white’ is between 1.3 and 1.9 times 
the national average in the under 18 population as a whole.  

22. Table 9 indicates that only 1% of Children Looked After have ethnicity ‘Not 
Stated’.  The figure for other CSF/I is much higher (11%).  This table also 
indicates that around 2% of children in need are in an ethnic group other than 
those detailed.  This is much higher than indicated in the Census data, which 
has under one per cent of children recorded as ‘other ethnic group’.  Within the 
Children in Need population, a high proportion of these children are asylum 
seekers – 32%, compared to 4% in the Children in Need population as a whole. 

23. Comparing the ethnic distribution of the Children in Need population with data 
from the 2001 National population Census on the ethnic distribution of children 
aged under 18 illustrates that children of a black or mixed ethnic identity are 
over-represented within the Children in Need population.  In contrast, children 

Chart 5 
Age distribution of children receiving a service 



of an Asian ethnic identity are under-represented.  In particular, children from a 
mixed ethnic group are over-represented in the Children Looked After 
population.  The effect of the ‘Not Stated’ group should be taken into account 
when considering this analysis.   

24. Table 10 and Chart 6 show the ethnic distribution of children served during the 
survey week, broken down by age.  These indicate that children with ethnic 
identities of ‘not stated’ are over represented in the under one age group – 17% 
of the not stated group are under one, compared to 6% for all Children in Need.  
Likewise, children with ethnic identities of black or ‘other’ are over represented 
in the 16+ age groups.  Within each ethnic category, the highest proportion of 
children receiving services aged 18+ is found within the black and ‘other’ ethnic 
categories – 12% and 11% of children within these ethnic categories are aged 
18+ compared to 5% over all.   
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25. Examination of the primary need code of active children recorded in the 

Children in Need census by ethnic category highlights some differences in need 
between ethnic groups (Table 11).  Children of a mixed ethnic identity are the 
most likely to be in need because of ‘abuse or neglect’ – 46% of children with 
this ethnic identity have this need code, compared to 37% of Children in Need 
overall.  Children of an Asian ethnic identity are the most likely ethnic group to 
be in need because of ‘child’s disability’.  22% of children of an Asian ethnic 
identity are in need because of child’s disability, compared to 13% of all 
Children in Need.  

Disability 
26. In the Children in Need census, children who are disabled can be identified in 

two ways.  For each child, authorities are asked to identify those who are 
disabled.  In addition to this, authorities can also use the need code ‘child’s 
disability’ when determining why a child receiving services is in need.  However, 

Chart 6 
Ethnic group of children receiving a service, by age 



if a child is identified as disabled, this does not automatically imply that they are 
in need because of their disability – i.e. a child may be identified as disabled, 
but have a need code other than ‘child’s disability’.  

27. The number and proportion of children identified as disabled in the 2005 census 
is higher than in the 2001 and 2003 censuses.  This may indicate an increased 
prevalence of disability but could also be because this information was used in 
a Performance Assessment Framework (PAF) indicator for 2004-05.  This 
indicator looked at the proportion of disabled Children in Need in each Local 
Authority compared with the proportion of disabled children in the Local 
Authority area.  More information on the PAF indicator set and this particular 
indicator can be found at:  
http://www.csci.org.uk/care_professional/information_for_councils/paf.aspx. 

28. Data included in Table 11 has already suggested that there is a higher 
incidence of need due to disability amongst Children in Need with an Asian 
ethnic identity.  Table 12 breaks down children identified by Local Authorities as 
disabled into ethnic categories.  This analysis concurs with Table 11, indicating 
that there is a higher incidence of disability amongst Children in Need with an 
Asian ethnic identity – 22% of children in this group were recorded as disabled, 
compared to 15% of Children in Need overall.   

29. Around 15% (34,100) of the Children in Need population who received a 
service during the survey week were disabled (Table 13).  These children 
accounted for 17% of gross expenditure on Children in Need (Table 14).  Table 
16 indicates that around 25% of disabled children (8,500) are in need for some 
reason other than their disability.  Around half of these children (4,100) are in 
need because of ‘abuse or neglect’. 

30. The age distribution of disabled Children in Need is older than the age 
distribution of all Children in Need.  This is true for both Children Looked After 
and CSF/I.  For example, 17% of Children Looked After are aged under 5 
compared with only 5% of disabled Children Looked After.  For CSF/I the 
equivalent figures are 28% and 19%. 

31. Comparing Tables 5 and 16 highlights a number of children who are listed as 
having a ‘disability’ need code, but who are not listed as disabled in the census.  
In Table 5, 29,700 children are identified as being in need because of their 
disability, but Table 16 only includes 25,600 of these.  A similar disparity was 
found in the previous Children in Need censuses.  This highlights the difficulties 
staff have in distinguishing between disability as a condition of the child, and 
disability giving rise to the need for services.  It seems from the reporting of the 
data that this distinction is a borderline decision in a significant number of 
cases.  There could be other factors: 
(i) continuing underreporting of disabled children 
(ii) uncertainty about definitions  
(iii) instances of a child being counted by his/her authority as being in need 

due to disability because the child is in a family with a disabled sibling 
other than the child 



(iv) some children whom authorities consider as in need as a consequence 
of a health condition but who would not otherwise be (formally) 
categorised as disabled. 

Autistic children 
32. Since the 2001 Children in Need census, authorities have been asked to 

identify any child known to them who had been diagnosed autistic by a qualified 
medical practitioner.  Here, ‘autism’ could range from ‘classical autism’ to 
‘autistic spectrum disorders’.  However, for the purposes of this survey 
authorities were asked not to include children who have been diagnosed as 
having Aspergers Syndrome.   

33. As can be seen from the data in Table 17, children with autism who received a 
service form a small subgroup of the Children in Need population, and there are 
a number of important caveats about these data: 
(i) They represent the reporting of cases by authorities, and this may reflect 

different levels of awareness of autism across the country 
(ii) The figures are not incidence data, and should not be used for that 

purpose.  These figures only include children with autism receiving social 
services support 

(iii) Reporting of autism appears to vary from authority to authority with some 
authorities reporting relatively large numbers and others very small 
numbers, including a significant number of zeros. 

34. Data included in Table 17 indicate that 6,700 autistic children received a 
service during the census week in 2003 (3% of the Children in Need 
population).  This is an increase from a reported 5,300, or 2%, in 2003.  As can 
be seen from Table 17, the Children in Need census recorded nearly four times 
as many autistic boys receiving a service during the survey week than autistic 
girls.  This compares to the gender split among the general Children in Need 
population of 56% boys and 44% girls.  Table 20 and Chart 7 show the age 
distribution of autistic children.  It is evident from these analyses that the age 
profile of autistic Children Looked After differs from autistic CSF/I, with autistic 
CSF/I being, on average, younger than autistic Children Looked After.   
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Children Looked After Children Supported in Families or Independently  
35. Overall, around £2.8m was spent during the survey week on active autistic 

children (Table 18 – 4% of total spend).  This is equivalent to just under £0.1bn 
per annum.  The majority of this expenditure was on ongoing costs – 68% of 
expenditure on autistic children was accounted for by this category. 

Asylum seekers 
36. The 2005 census is the third year in which children who are asylum seekers, 

whether in families or unaccompanied, have been separately identified in the 
Children in Need census.  Table 20 shows that in 2005, 8,400 active asylum 
seeking children were recorded – 4% of all Children in Need.  This is a 
decrease from 12,500 (6%) in 2003.  70% of these children were from ethnic 
minorities (Table 21). 

37. Asylum seekers accounted for 4% of all expenditure on Children in Need, as 
shown in Table 20.  They cost around 22% more per child on average than 
other Children in Need but were more likely to be looked after (35% versus 
28%) which partially explains this additional cost.  Asylum seeking Children 
Looked After cost slightly less than other Children Looked After (£600 per child 
per week rather than £685), but those supported without being “Looked After” 
cost more than their non-asylum seeking counterparts (£220 rather than £135 – 
62% more).  Some of this difference in costs is likely to be due to the fact that 
asylum seekers are, on average, older than other Children in Need.  It is also 
likely that non-“Looked After” asylum seekers need more support provided to 
them than other CSF/I as they do not have support from their family network. 

Expensive Children in Need 
38. There has been some interest in children who are in receipt of high levels of 

expenditure, and what proportion of resources these children account for.  
Table 23 shows the results of an analysis performed upon children who had 

Chart 7 
Age distribution of autistic children receiving a service 



between £600 and £5,000 spent on them during the survey week; this group of 
children accounts for just under 12% in number of all active Children in Need. 

39. This analysis shows that, not unexpectedly, Children Looked After form a high 
proportion of this expensive group (79%).  Overall, Children Looked After with 
costs between £600 and £5,000 form 33% of the active Children Looked After 
population, but account for 68% of costs.  Likewise, CSF/I in this group form 3% 
of the active CSF/I population, but account for 27% of the total expenditure on 
this group.  Overall, 54% of expenditure on Children in Need was accounted for 
by around 12% of children.   

Detailed comparison with previous Censuses 
40. Table 24 sets out the main data for the four censuses that have been 

undertaken to date.  As mentioned in Appendix A of the statistical volume, the 
methodology of the 2000 survey is slightly different to that of the subsequent 
surveys; this should be borne in mind when comparing results across the four 
years.  The following analysis focuses mainly on comparing results between 
2001 and 2005. 

41. There is a high degree of consistency in the reporting of data between 2001 
and 2005, but a number of key trends emerge: 
(i) The number of active Children Looked After did not change between 

2001 and 2003, but increased by 6% between 2003 and 2005.  In 
contrast the number of active CSF/I increased by 5% and by 3% 
between 2003 and 2005. 

(ii) Cost of provision of Children in Need services increased by around 19% 
between 2001 and 2003, and by 15% between 2003 and 2005.  
Although this increased cost was obvious for both Children Looked After 
and CSF/I between 2001 and 2003, between 2003 and 2005 most of the 
increase in expenditure was on Children Looked After and costs of CSF/I 
only increased by around 3%.  Expenditure on children’s services as 
reported on the PSSEX1 return increased by around 15% between 
2000/2001 and 2002/2003 and by 29% between 2002/2003 and 
2004/2005.  Expenditure data reported on the 2005 Children in Need 
census accounted for around 82% of expenditure as reported on the 
PSSEX1. 

(iii) Between 2003 and 2005 there was very little change in the cost per child 
of CSF/I.  This implies that the increase in total cost of CSF/I was due to 
the increase in numbers of children served.  In contrast, for Children 
Looked After between 2003 and 2005, and for both groups of children 
between 2001 and 2003, the increase in total expenditure was due to 
both an increase in the number of children and an increased cost per 
child. 

 



Local Authority Level Analysis 
Table A 
42. Table A shows the incidence in each authority of the number of Children in 

Need who received services during the survey week, expressed as a rate per 
1,000 of the 0-17 population.  It should be noted that some Children in Need 
can be 18 or over, so using the 0-17 populations may cause a slight distortion 
in authorities with significant numbers of Children in Need aged 18+. 

43. This table shows that in England, on average during the survey week, Social 
Services Departments spent money on about 21 Children in Need per 1,000 
head of 0-17 population.  There is a wide variation in these incidence data, with 
around 50% of authorities having values between 16 per 1,000 and 28 per 
1,000.  However, values ranged from about 10 per 1,000 to over 90 per 1,000.  
These variations are likely to be due to factors such as social demographics, 
differing policy between Local Authorities, and differing reporting methods.  
However, not all variation can be explained in this way. 

44. The authorities in the South East showed the lowest levels of activity in 
comparison to their population levels, seeing 16 children per 1,000 during the 
survey week.  The highest proportion seen was in London, which saw 28 
children per 1,000 in the survey week. 

Table B 
45. This table shows the numbers of Children in Need receiving services from 

Social Services during the survey week.  In England overall, 28% of all children 
seen were looked after.  Just over 50% of authorities had values of between 
23% and 34%, with a couple of authorities having over 50%.   

46. The number of Children Looked After seen during the survey week as a 
proportion of all Children in Need was similar between all regions, ranging 
between 23% and 34%.  The North West and the West Midlands had the 
highest proportion of Children Looked After seen at 34% and 33% respectively. 

47. Table B also shows the ratio of the number of CSF/I receiving a service to the 
number of looked after children receiving a service.  Nationally, for every 2 
looked after children who received a service, around 5 CSF/I received a 
service.  Around fifty percent of authorities had ratio values between 2.0 and 
3.4, although a few authorities recorded values of under 1 or over 6 which are 
likely to be due to variations in reporting.  A high value on this ratio could 
represent an authority who is undertaking work with CSF/I with the aim of 
reducing the number of children that become looked after.   

Table C 
48. Data on the proportion of open cases actually served during the census week 

are contained in Table C.  This shows that nationally, on average, 54% of 
CSF/I and 91% of Children Looked After received a service during the survey 
week.  Examination of this table reveals that the overall figures of total children 
for a small number of authorities are subject to margins of error.  More detail on 
this is given in Appendix A, paragraphs 4-6, of the statistical volume.   



49. The highest proportion of CSF/I and Children Looked After were served in 
Unitary Authorities, serving 58% and 93% of their CSF/I and Children Looked 
After populations respectively.  In contrast Shire Counties served the lowest 
proportion of Children in Need, 52% of CSF/I and 90% of Children Looked 
After.  Likewise, the lowest proportion of Children Looked After were seen in 
Shire Counties, at 88%, compared to 93% in Unitary Authorities.   

50. At regional level there is little difference in the proportions of children served, 
but the North East and South West serve fairly high proportions of CSF/I (61% 
and 58% respectively) and Yorkshire and Humberside serve fairly low 
proportions of Children Looked After (84%). 

Table D 
51. Expenditure incurred by Social Services varies between authorities.  As 

discussed in Appendix A to the statistical volume, it is likely that there are still 
differences in accounting conventions between some authorities as well as 
difference in Local Authority recording practice, which makes comparisons 
between authorities difficult.  It is also the case that in some authorities, some 
activity on children is resourced out with Children and Families budgets; and in 
some others services for children (for example those provided by adult teams or 
Occupational Therapists) may be centrally managed and not recharged to the 
Children and Families budget, even though the sums involved are non-trivial.  
This complicates the reconciliation of activity being reported in the Children in 
Need census and the expenditure being reported separately on the annual PSS 
EX1 returns. 

52. In England, on average, around 66% of expenditure incurred in the census 
week was accounted for by Children Looked After, even though this group 
accounts for only 28% of children receiving services.  Around 90% of authorities 
had values of between 48% and 78% of expenditure being accounted for by 
Children Looked After, although there are some extreme values that seem 
notably different from the majority of figures implying again that some 
authorities used different reporting methods.   

53. Regionally, the West Midlands and the North West had the highest proportion 
of expenditure accounted for by Children Looked After (69%) and London had 
the lowest (62%). 

Table E 
54. Table E shows the average cost per CSF/I and Children Looked After during 

the survey week.  It is based upon the total expenditure numbers as shown in 
Table D, and the total number of children served, as shown in Table B, and 
therefore is subject to the same constraints upon interpretation as these 
individual tables. 

55. Eighty per cent of authorities have an average spend per looked after child of 
between £435 and £980 – this compares to the England average of £680.  
Likewise, 80% of authorities had an average spend per CSF/I of between £95 
and £215, compared to the England average of £140.   



56. There is a notable regional variation in these figures, with London having the 
highest cost per Children in Need of £195 per CSF/I and £820 per looked after 
child.  The lowest costs for Children in Need were recorded by Yorkshire and 
Humberside which had an average cost of £110 for Children Looked After and 
£570 for CSF/I.   

Table F 
57. Table F shows the distribution of children receiving services in each authority 

by category of need.  There is a fairly similar pattern by region although it is 
worth noting that London shows higher proportions of children receiving 
services because of absent parenting and low income than the other regions.  
This result is largely due to the greater numbers of unaccompanied asylum 
seeking children in these regions, the vast majority of whom are receiving 
services for these reasons.  See paragraph 63 for more commentary on asylum 
seeking children. 

Table G 
58. There is wide variation in the ethnic mix of Children in Need, with the proportion 

of children with a white ethnic identity being about half in London than what it is 
elsewhere, and black and other ethnic identities being markedly higher. 

Table H 
59. Table H provides further information on numbers of children who are disabled.  

Across England these are 31 disabled children receiving services per 10,000 
population, but there is considerable variation between regions, with 22 
disabled children per 10,000 population receiving services during the survey 
week in the West Midlands, but 42 per 10,000 receiving services in the South 
West.  See paragraphs 26 and 27 for an explanation of how children are 
defined as disabled and comments on why the numbers of disabled children 
reported have risen since the 2003 census. 

Table J 
60. Numbers of autistic children who received a service are shown in Table J.  

Paragraph 32 provides details on how authorities were asked to report on 
children with autism, and paragraph 33 details important caveats that should be 
applied to the interpretation of Children in Need autism data.  

61. These figures confirm that authorities support children with autism, even though 
the figures in the table are likely to under-represent the true position, given the 
problems mentioned in paragraphs 32 and 33. 

62. The highest proportion of autistic children is found within Shire Counties, which 
account for 44% of the active autistic children reported.  The lowest proportion 
is found within London authorities, which account for 15% of reported cases. 

Table K 
63. This table shows the number of asylum seeking children reported by Social 

Services Children and Families teams as receiving a service during the survey 
week.  Numbers of asylum seekers vary widely between authorities, with 
around 30 authorities reporting five or fewer asylum seekers and around 40 



reporting at least 50.  As would be expected, there are large differences 
between regional figures, with by far the highest number of asylum seekers 
being found in London and the South East (5,000 and 1,300 respectively).  The 
lowest number of asylum seekers was present in the South West, which 
reported only around 110 who received a service during the survey week. 
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