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The Department of Education launched a consultation exercise in August 2009 on ‘Every School a Good School’ – ‘The Way Forward for Special Educational Needs and Inclusion’.

CCMS considers this to be a significant document containing principles which will re shape Special Education Needs provision in Northern Ireland.  Council strongly recommends that each school makes a response to this document by 31 October 2009.

The Policy Proposals Consultation Document and Consultation Response Booklet can be accessed on www.deni.gov.uk. 
This Review is timely and CCMS would encourage you to raise your own and the issues/questions contained in the attachments to this memo in your response to the Department of Education.  For your convenience the pertinent issues/questions are numbered according to the corresponding number in the response booklet.  

It is recommend that Principals and Governors study the document carefully and have particular regard to Annex A of the Consultation Document pages 63-71  along with the Executive Summary and consider the questions and issues sighted for each consultation point. Also included are some additional issues/questions from the specific perspectives of Governors and Senior Management in schools for your attention.

CCMS will be making a detailed response to the Department along the lines of the attached document.  This response will be available on the CCMS www.onlineccms.com in mid October.

‘Every School a Good School’ 
‘The Way Forward for Special Educational Needs and Inclusion’.

Policy Proposals Consultation Document Response
Issues for Consideration
Point 1 – strongly agree with the principles
Giving schools greater control of SEN provision and funding is welcomed and empowering.

However this is only so if it accompanied by the appropriate resources, training and effective mechanisms for collaborative working across service providers.

Key issues are:

1. Training;

2. Links with other agencies which is already problematic; and 
3. The question of ensuring a reduction in the levels of bureaucracy.

An inclusive framework is welcomed however there are issues related to funding, creating the capacity to empower people to deliver, multi-agency co-operation and family context.

Point 2

The principles contained in the document are positive but aspirational and have major management implications for schools.

Where will SENCO (Learning Support Co-ordinators – LSC) get the time to fulfill the new duties?
Difficulty that Initial Teacher Education  is under the control of the Universities although this is a complication, it is not thought to be an insurmountable problem for  DE.
4.2(E) Need for clear detail on how the strategy is going to be funded. If there is no new money, which current essential services will have to be reduced?
4.2(J) Interfacing with other professionals would be welcomed but is highly personnel intensive and an additional time requirement which needs to be resourced.  This could be perceived as an additional workload issue.
4.2(M) What will be the degree of engagement with parents and what is their role in the accountability process?
The new LSC role may require the person to be non teaching and this may not be desired by many SENCOs and may not be practical in small schools.
There might, however, be an opportunity for ‘cluster’ provision in some areas.

Noticeable lack of reference to special units and special schools – what is their future role?
Point 3

Strongly welcome extension of early identification but is it realistic without clear detail on the resource need and its availability.
 How long will a CSP take to formulate and will it be shorter and less expensive than the current statementing process.

Will this increase the bureaucratic burden upon schools particularly during the implementation of new procedures?  Could current technology used for development of IEP’s be continued rather than invent a new system.

Point 4 
Strongly agree with objective but how can these proposals be delivered into the non statutory sector without a significant increase in resources and training?

Should evidence of capability to identify and meet pupil needs not be a requirement of inclusion in the PEAG programme?
Point 5

Nurture groups are welcomed but the emphasis should not just be on the child but on helping the parent/carer to nurture their own children. This would achieve greater results.  Nurture groups should be funded under an enhanced extended schools programme.  There is also a need for Nurture groups in post primary schools.
Greater responsibilities will be placed on SENCO (LSC)
Implementation should not begin until appropriate resources and training are in place. Current system should exist in the interim. Time frame of 3 years is ambitious but welcome.  
Accountability for children placed on AEP’s should primarily rest with the provider in collaboration with the host school.
Point 6

AEP provision is in part a response to the lack of appropriate earlier interventions.  It is essential that AEP providers are licensed and accountable and that their services are used to support the young person remaining at least in part in mainstream education.  This cannot be in competition with school by offering an ‘easier’ option.

SEN inclusion in ITE is essential for all. SEN must be an integral part of EPD, CPD and Leadership training and need to be in place as a matter of urgency.
Need to train teachers in the management of support staff and provide training for support staff.  SENCOs will want to know what training they will receive and how will they will access and disseminate knowledge /skills.
If properly resourced and implemented incrementally the delivery of this would be advantageous.
Training proposals are vague – How will training be developed or delivered, which model of methodology/training will be used?  Who will deliver?  What will the time frame be?  Will there be training on use of diagnostic tests?  Does cascade training really work?

Point 7 

Welcome an appropriately funded and resourced training as a professional pathway.  Possible implication for RTU type leadership training to fully exploit potential in school (or through local area collaboration) and school plus environments.
In any reasonable sized school particularly servicing an area with a high level of social deprivation the LSC would have to be full time equivalent.  It would be important that the LSC should continue to have some teaching role.  They will also need training in management.  Will ther be a qualification/experience requirement?  There is a significant need for both teaching and administration space to fully exploit the new arrangements.  Need to review the Building Handbook to ensure adequate space, particularly in areas of high social deprivation where additional needs exist.  Role change from teacher to administrator- major issues for school management structures
The idea of sharing specialist teachers or LSCs between schools is laudable but in practical terms is fraught with difficulty- timetabling, travel, terms and conditions.
Would SENCO automatically become LSC. Would they have to accept  new terms and conditions?
Point 8

Recommendation does not give sufficient emphasis to  the severity of need.

SENCO’s (LSC) role and status in the drawing up of CSP is unclear.  In terms of the particular subject domains within Post Primary Schools – will there be adequate diagnostic instruments with which a LSC can identify specific barriers particular to a particular domain?
 Delivery-Dependent upon the availability of resources.  

Dilution though delegation yet significantly enhanced accountability and uncertainly over legal implications.

Is this an attempt to reduce the percentage of children with statements?  Key Issues – reduction of costs or childcentredness to meet needs at appropriate time?
Need for clarity- will CSP’s be provided solely for children with multiple barriers – which barriers.  
Review of CSP’s requires regular monitoring and review – the proposal that reviews should occur at the end of Key Stages requires further consideration.
Potential for parents to request a review of CSP needs clarified – which evidence or circumstances  will trigger a review?  What role might the multi-disciplinary group (MG) play?
Point 9

From which sector will the transition co-ordinator emerge?  Where is the additional budget for specialist advisers, carers and managers?  Where does the life skills training programme fit into the curriculum?  Need for clarity on who can trigger access and whether the quality of provision is sufficient.
Point 10(a) – 10 (i)

Issues relating to the competence of governors to deliver on aspects of the developing partnerships role.  Need to examine, understand and clarify role and accountability of governors.

Lack of commitment to appropriate financial support for development of partnership and learning communities – who leads? Who co-ordinates?

What is the mechanism for identification, codification and implementation of current best practice.

Partnership arrangements need to be considered carefully in terms of possible outcomes for children, manageability, accountability and dispute resolution.
Will the proposals increase bureaucratic burden in schools?  All change increases workload at least at the outset.
Greater collaboration between mainstream and special schools is to be welcomed but again needs to be based on clear procedures.
Point 11
This parallels current good practice in schools. 
Key objective is to identify needs and put appropriate supports in place as quickly as possible.
Time scales involved are crucial- between identification of barriers and issue of CSP.

Costs incurred in sharing resources – teacher loans etc not addressed.

Evidence – what criteria – constitutes evidence? 
Standardisation of criteria developed by EP’s should facilitate schools management of parental expectations in the development of CSP’s.
Key question is - Will new system expedite current assessment process?

Point 12

This should remain – in principle, but changes to the system might require changes to the current arrangements 
Point 13

Any new proposals on funding demands changes to the General Schools Budget and the LMS Scheme -which requires full consultation.

There needs to be specific detail on funding outlined before detailed comment can be made.

Will LMS funding mechanism be resolved before SEN policy implementation?
If fewer children are to be educated in special school settings will special school teachers be available for outreach and school to school collaboration.
In the past it was impractical to apply LMS to special schools so how can it now be applied to children with multiple barriers placed in a variety of schools settings.

Is FSM an appropriate proxy to gauge deprivation within a community?
Point 14

The policy statement implies increased accountability for Governors, Principals and Teachers in all schools.

Will there be additional training for governors? Accreditation? Welcome -for the sentiments expressed in 16.3 but there is a need to ensure delivery by DE and to clarify the implications of increased accountability of Governors/Principals to the ESA.
Please comment on point 16.3 on page 49 from your own perpetive.
Point 15

The DE has a key role in communicating parental roles/responsibilities and need to be able to respond when there are shortfalls in understanding of roles and responsibilities.
Is there a danger of diluting the ‘professional’ expertise of teachers in ultimately determining the needs of pupils?  Alternatively this may be viewed as a welcome development as it could provide a new way of joining the teachers’ role as educator with an enhancement of their well established skills in identifying pupil’s needs.
Need for clarification in stakeholder responsibilities within Multi Disciplinary Groups.

Potential for the new arrangements to increase the bureaucratic burden for schools.

Concern about huge increase of accountability being foisted upon individual schools and governors.

Greater accountability of LSC  to SMT and Governors and expansion of role of LSC may have benefits but there is a need to consider how this may be achieved.

What training will be put in place to ensure compliance with the entire range of school responsibilities.

School roles/responsibilities are conditional on DE/ESA/Multi Agency partners fulfilling their roles.  In a collaborative/partnership working responsibilities need to be shared. – who will ensure this?
Inspection process for SEN requires significant modification.

Point 16

Agree with phased implementation.

3 years may be too short a timeframe for such a range of change.
Review of funding is critical and needed immediately.

Resources should be made available before implementation can begin.

If a child has a statement – a CSP is required?
Review assessment/statementing arrangements during the implementation phase.
It is essential that current service is provided as there is anecdotal evidence that statements are being ‘phased out’.

Some general points for consideration in Additional Comments
Will the proposals for the new policy be appropriately funded given current financial/budgetary constraints which are unlikely to change within the comprehensives pending review.

How will appropriate training be delivered?  Timing?  Resourcing?  Which model of training/methodology?  Who will deliver?
Over what period of time will the strategy to drive the policy evolve?  What are the issues in relation to transition?

With empowerment to schools which is to be welcomed how will accountability be delivered?  What impact has this on governors responsibilities?

The policy is dependent upon multi agency, multi disciplinary collaboration.  What mechanisms/resources are available to develop these relationships for the benefit of children?  Who is the lead agency in these multi-agency relationships?  Is there a commitment from other organisations?
Changing roles of SENCO’s demands significant training and non contact time – significant changes to current school management structures.

Need to review the Building Handbook and related matters to ensure appropriateness of accommodation to emerging needs, particularly in areas of social deprivation or where clustering/collaborative arrangements might emerge.

Implications of Proposals for Principals and Senior Management.

· With the limited resources within the small school (staff and buildings), can the Principal ensure that his/her school is fully inclusive e.g. disability access?

· Difficulties of finding the resources to train staff to meet pupil needs.

· Does the Principal have the expertise to assess or to monitor/evaluate assessment of pupil needs?
· The increased role of the LSC and the capacity to have an LSC always available (class commitments where LSC is not “non-teaching”) to support other teachers.

· Availability of physical space in schools e.g. for meetings/assessments etc

· Accountability pressures – parents knowing additional funds are available for SEN and challenging how those resources are used in school.

· Assumption that sharing expertise in learning communities exists in practice. Does DE have a realist view of the area learning communities?

· When funding is not ear-marked, schools struggling financially may be tempted to use some SEN funding for other purposes.

· Will every school be given a minimum SEN allocation which will then be enhanced depending on number of children identified?  What will be the mechanism for allocation and determination of funding?  Are individual school allocations likely to be more beneficial to schools in addressing pupils needs and/or barriers to learning than funding generated and allocated through a global funding mechanism.
· Who will be ultimately responsible if litigation arises? School or ESA?

· Coping with challenging demands from  parents, especially in an under-resourced environment.

· Additional responsibilities of LSC and inclusion of LSC on SMT will have financial implications for schools and management structures.  It cannot be expected of teachers to take on this key role without additional remuneration.  The document in its current format places an expectation of Principals and governors to renegotiate/consult in a similar fashion as to which occurred at the time of the introduction of cross-curricular co-ordinators.  Implications for the school’s current and future management structure needs careful reflection.
· Will accreditation for LSC be an essential requirement for LSCs in the future (a la PQH for Principals)

· There are considerable difficulties in arranging and attending case conferences. E.g. time, getting everyone together.  How will this be managed within MGs?

· The challenge function of the MG will undermine the professional expertise of the teaching profession.

· With a move from 5 stages to 3 stage system, will Educational  Psychology  be better placed to respond more quickly to pupil/school needs when required?  If not where will accountability lie for delays – the Principal?

· In reality, many of  the responsibilities of Governors will fall back on the Principal unless the overall quality of School Governor recruitment and training improves.

· Quality of training delivered to build capacity in schools is vital – who will be delivering the training?
· Agree with the need to make more use of specialist schools to support mainstream.

· Will there be flexibility for children to have needs met in a number of settings e.g. 2 days special school, 3 days mainstream? If so, what will the management, transport etc implication of this be?

· It is agreed that in general, it is probably best for children with Special Needs to be educated in mainstream however it is essential that appropriate resources are made available to facilitate this.

· In future, the pressure will be on schools to keep SEN children in mainstream.  What implications will this have for special units, EOTAS, Alternative Education Programmes etc?

· Implications for class size in mainstream – a fully-inclusive class 30 KS1 pupils and 30+ KS2 pupils will be unmanageable.

· Implications for DE building handbook in terms of appropriate physical environment in schools.

Implications of Proposals for Governors

· Awareness of content and implications of the document allied to training in specific responsibilities within it.

· Concern that thrust of document is finance driven and not necessarily in the best interests of children who exhibit SEN.

· This document rehearses the overview and is merely a broad policy framework – Governors do not know enough details re its outworking and how it impacts upon their role and their current structures.

· Likelihood of enhanced legal challenge from this policy.

· Concern, although technically no material change, to a more sharply focussed measure of accountability to the functioning of Governors in terms of accountability for;

· Educational outcomes and their monitoring for SEN children

· Specific accountability for funding, its appropriate allocation and expenditure and the allocations pertaining to earmarked functioning.

· Managing classroom assistants expectations and changes to role and associated funding issues.

· Concern re appropriate training and its availability

· Changes in the relationships for locally based governors and the parents of such children arising from the policy implementation.

· Training issues for newly constituted BOG.

· Interrelationships between own school and those of the staff of local communities of schools.

· Managing multi-disciplinary teams’ expectations.

· Managing expectations throughout the transition period of implementation.

LSC

· Why should ESA dictate a school’s management structure?

· Will teachers be upgraded?

· Detailed training probably requires significant absence of a key member of staff.

· Issues relating to consultation/renegotiation of JD and role of LSC/SENCo.

· Transition between current and new role.

· Are we to assume that LSC s have the skills to be trainers of teachers to spread expertise?

CS Plans

· Managing parental expectations for those children about to be ‘statemented’

· Target setting – much more care needed – will they become minimum competence levels?

· Significant shift towards individualised learning – within large PP classes and in specialist subjects is complex, demanding resource intense and requiring of high level management skills.

· The expectation in terms of support within a CSP will either be reduced because of financial constraints or inhibited by access to resources or cause a great deal of friction between the school and the parents. 
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