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Consultation Point 1 - Inclusion 
(Reference: paragraphs 3.1 to 3.8)
1 
Do you agree with the introduction of an inclusive framework based on the wider concept of additional educational need (AEN)? 
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

The SELB and the WELB welcome the opportunity to comment on “The Way Forward for Special Educational Needs (SEN) and Inclusion”.
SELB and WELB welcome and embrace the introduction of the wider concept of additional educational needs as it includes the cumulative and transient needs of all children and young people in formal and non-formal settings.   It gives recognition to the existence of a variety of factors, additional to Special Educational Needs, which can present barriers to learning for many children at any given time in their school life.  In such situations appropriate support mechanisms need to be in place to address the additional needs of these children.  We acknowledge that barriers to learning do not remain constant and that support needs to be tailored to meet the presenting needs of the child at any given time to ensure a truly inclusive learning environment.  
Our concerns regarding the introduction of the overarching term of AEN relate to the support needs of pupils with SEN and there is the need for reassurance that the support/resources currently directed to these pupils will not in any way be compromised or diluted.  There is also the potential perception by some that children encompassed within the term AEN have also, by association SEN.  We also recognise the increased responsibility for Learning Support Co-ordinators who will presumably have the role of co-ordinating the support for all pupils with AEN which will be a significant task.
The proposed intention to move schools from a culture of labels and dependency on external support/ interventions to one of increased autonomy is to be welcomed.  We do, however, recognise the huge training and support needs of many schools in relation to this.  Not all staff in schools have knowledge and/or skills in relation to teaching children with SEN or indeed the wide range of AEN.  Will the initial reaction of many schools be to reduce class sizes?
While we welcome the commitment given by the Department of Education to ‘seek to develop the capacity of schools ….. in order to respond to an ever increasing diversity of need’ we have concerns about the ability of the DE to deliver on such an ambitious task and one which many may view as somewhat aspirational in nature given the funding and training implications.   To deliver effectively on this commitment necessitates detailed planning and delivery of a structured, comprehensive training programme by staff with the necessary skills, knowledge and experience in the relevant areas. 
Consultation Point 2 - Key Principles of the Proposed Policy Framework
(Reference: paragraphs 4.1 to 4.6)

2
Do you agree with the key principles on which the policy proposals are based?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:
	While we generally agree with the key principles of the proposed policy framework we have concerns regarding the viability of their achievement and believe that to do so will require the establishment of stringent accountability measures.  We also recognise the resources and training implications of ensuring that ‘quality intervention and provision’ is in place to meet identified needs of the ‘vast majority’ of children as referenced in 4.2(e) and (f).

4.2(f) We seek clarification on the term ‘timely support’ and ask who will be responsible for determining if this has been achieved. 

4.2(g) We would like further clarification on this point.

4.2(h) The expectation that ‘all professionals….have the skills and knowledge’ is a very ambitious, if somewhat unrealistic, target.  It requires greater clarity of range and minimum standards of what is required.
We welcome the opportunity for education, health and social care services to work together in the planning, commissioning and delivery of local and regional services and acknowledge the need for inter-departmental co-operation and collaboration at senior management level.  Have health and social care professionals already committed to their involvement as outlined in these proposals?  Who will have responsibility for initiating, co-ordinating and monitoring this collaborative working model?  It is essential that the Statutory Youth Service plays a key role in supporting cross-service co-operation.
4.2(l) With reference to the allocation of the majority of funding to ‘the lowest point of delivery’ we wish to note the unfortunate use of the terminology ‘lowest’.  We also feel that this point should include the proviso ’where possible’ so as to reflect the continuing need for regional provision such as Fleming Fulton.
4.2(m) The meaningful role of parents and carers should be strengthened.
4.3(c) We welcome the clarity provided by the proposed ‘three strands’ of support as opposed to the previous 5 Stages of the Code of Practice.  In relation to Strand three which references External Support, will this include support from staff currently working within peripatetic/learning support services? What is their future role within the proposed policy framework?

4.5 It would be useful to have some examples of the Quality Indicators referred to in this point.

There is a need for more detail and clarification regarding the structure, management and reporting mechanisms of the Multi-disciplinary groups (MGs).


Consultation Point 3 - Early Identification and Intervention
(Reference: paragraphs 5.1 to 5.5)

3
Do you agree with the proposals relating to early identification and intervention?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We feel that it would have been useful to include a section within the policy document outlining the root causes of under-achievement by so many children and young people who fail to thrive within the current education system.  Many barriers to learning have roots in factors beyond the school gates and unless these factors are addressed the ‘medical model’ will remain dominant.  An increase in the development of nurture groups attached to primary schools may help to address this issue although specifically identified funding for nurture groups would need to be allocated.  The mechanisms for working with other agencies are vital to avoid duplication and ensure an equitable and co-ordinated approach.  This has not been addressed in the document in relation to this area where inter-agency working is often essential.
We recognise that early identification and intervention where there are barriers to learning is crucial.  However we have concerns that the race for earlier diagnosis in particular areas of SEN eg Autism, may lead to an inaccurate/flawed diagnosis which is not robust due to the transient nature of some difficulties.  

We once again acknowledge that to achieve early and accurate identification followed by timely and effective intervention will necessitate a huge funding and training commitment.  It will be essential to develop the skills base of staff in relation to methods/processes of identification in addition to relevant, evidence-based interventions to ensure guaranteed outcomes for the children involved.  The resource implications for rural areas in particular must be considered. 
Clarification is required regarding the areas in which staff will be required to carry out diagnostic testing.  Will it be confined to Literacy and Numeracy or will it also include other areas such as Sensory?  While we recognise that there are currently a range of ‘lower level’ diagnostic tests being carried out in schools, particularly in the areas of Literacy and Numeracy, we feel that the testing/screening administered at Foundation and Early Years levels should be more sophisticated rather than low-level.  Familiarising staff with such tests will have training implications.  How does such diagnostic testing apply to pre-school settings where there is no qualified teacher with the training and skills to undertake such work?
Also if, as proposed, this testing is to be carried out by the Learning Support Co-ordinator there will be significant time implications for this person in relation to the administration of tests, interpretation of results and subsequent action in terms of devising and monitoring Personal Learning Plans to ensure that effective support is being delivered in school to the pupils concerned.  Will the role of LSCs become more administrative in nature and will they lose that teaching/support contact with the pupils, a role which merits a sense of credibility and respect from colleagues?  Will there be an expectation that LSCs will require to have, or agree to undertake particular courses of study?  These are particularly significant issues for small schools.
We welcome the introduction of an electronic based method of recording support delivered to individual pupils as it will facilitate a more co-ordinated support model for the child but recognize the confidentiality issues associated with the sharing of such sensitive and personal information.

To conclude, we strongly agree with early identification and intervention but feel that the document lacks detail as to how this proposal will be implemented in reality.




Consultation Point 4 - Pre-School Settings
(Reference: paragraphs 6.1 to 6.3)

4
Do you agree with the proposals relating to pre-school settings?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We welcome the inclusion of voluntary, non-statutory and private early years’ education settings within the revised framework but acknowledge that in doing so there is a huge resource implication given the number and range of such settings.  We recognise in particular the significant training requirements of the staff working within these settings where training and qualifications vary widely and there are no trained teachers.  If there is an expectation that these staff will deliver on all aspects of the policy including early identification and intervention will there be a requirement for them to have, or work towards achieving, specific qualifications and level of skills/knowledge?  Also, if staff within these settings are to avail of ‘informed advice and expertise’ as required, then there is an understanding/expectation that this support is utilised and translated appropriately into effective support for the children concerned. To do so requires a certain level of understanding/skills/ knowledge – will staff within these settings have the necessary skills and training to enable them to do so?  Will there be a body to oversee the entire voluntary, non-statutory and private sectors to ensure parity of esteem and take account of equity issues including issues of rurality.
There are some concerns regarding the staffing implications for current support services such as Behaviour Support Teams, if their support remit is to be widened to include these additional groups of pre-school settings.

6.3 We have concerns regarding the introduction of Early Intervention Officers and require clarity regarding their specific role, training/professional background, etc.  How will they differ from staff currently working in some of the Support Services?  Could their introduction be perceived as adding another tier of support to that which currently exists?

We applaud the cluster-group approach to facilitate the sharing of skills and expertise across and between the statutory and voluntary and private pre-school settings.  We do however feel that this may not be easily achievable within large rural areas given the lack of nursery and pre-school provision which currently exists there.  This is an issue of concern which we feel has not been addressed within this document. 




Consultation point 5 - Primary and Post Primary

(Reference: paragraphs 7.1 to 7.5)

5
Do you agree with the proposals relating to primary and post primary?
 
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	7.1 We welcome the recognition that “one size does not fit all” and that schools are expected to adjust to meet the needs of all children.

7.2 The focus on greater collaboration between schools is welcomed but it does not recognise the current competition between schools to fill empty desks.

7.3 The importance of the school’s learning environment and adult/child relationships on a child’s SEN need to be recognised and taken into account by schools. This is a welcome move away from an exclusive “in child deficit model” towards a greater focus on the child in context interacting with his environment.
7.4 We welcome the promised funding for nurture groups. Reference to research indicating their effectiveness would be useful at this point. We welcome the recognition that some children from a very early age within primary schools may present with emotional, behavioural or socialisation difficulties of such severity that they require a period of time in a small group teaching situation to prepare them for reintegration into a mainstream class. Reference to support for parents and to the role of current Board services [for example, behaviour support teams and educational psychology services] would be appropriate here. More clarity is required regarding the “certain conditions” to be fulfilled and how the need for such groups will be established. The role of nurture groups for those pupils ill-prepared for the demands of post primary school should also be considered.
7.5 We welcome the declaration that schools should take responsibility for and be accountable for future outcomes in relation to a pupil placed in AEP. It is desirable that no pupil out of school should be completely dissociated from their school although it must be recognised that in a small number of individual cases, relationships between school, parents and pupils may have irrevocably broken down.



Consultation Point 6 - Training and Development
(Reference: paragraphs 8.1 to 8.5)

6
Do you agree with the proposals relating to training and development?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:
	8.1 We would suggest that it would become an obligation on teachers to access training/CPD. This should be part of teachers’ contracts and should not be seen as optional.  The PRSD process for teachers which identifies training needs is integral to this process with CPD a matter of ongoing review, closely linked to the School Development Plan. This requires a formal work-force development plan within a specified time-frame.  There needs to be a core-training programme with capacity for chosen specialisms. The challenges of dealing with diversity of need in the classroom and accepting ownership of SEN will require a mind change for some teachers and Principals.  The up-skilling of teachers is a substantial time and resource intensive area.  The training requirements in the voluntary pre-school sectors will vary widely and minimum standards are not clear.
8.3 It is essential that ITE raise awareness of individual differences in children and appropriate methods of differentiation.

If an AEP module is included as compulsory in ITE in NI, teachers trained in GB will need appropriate CPD.

8.4– 8.5 The review should recognise the role and responsibility of current Board support services, including psychology, in future capacity building in schools in addition to CASS. Support services currently specialising in SEN are not referenced in sections on capacity building. This is a major omission.
There is a need to consider training and development issues for Boards of Governors as well as for potential non-formal partners eg professional youth work staff and outdoor/residential staff.

Reference to the major implications for the funding of capacity building should be included. This training and development should have at its heart, how children learn and process information in the context of quality teaching and learning. 



Consultation Point 7 - Learning Support Coordinators
(Reference: paragraphs 9.1 to 9.4)

7
Do you agree with the proposals relating to Learning Support Coordinators? 
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We welcome the extended role and skills of LSCs and the recognition of the importance of their role.  Schools however have expressed grave concerns about the range of demands of the role and the balance between teaching and administrative roles.
We recognise that current Board SEN support services can contribute to their enhanced training and time needs to be allocated for this.

We welcome LSCs becoming part of SMT but realise there will be difficulties in this when they operate across a number of smaller schools.

It is suggested that a realistic specified amount of time be allocated to LSCs, based on the size of the school.



Consultation Point 8 – Co-ordinated Support Plans
(Reference: paragraphs 10.1 to 10.6)

8
Do you agree with the proposals relating to Coordinated Support Plans (CSP)?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	10.4 While we welcome the emphasis on expected outcomes, the CSP appears similar to the original concept of the “Statement”. There is the possibility that the difficulties we now have with the proliferation of Statements will attach in time to CSPs as funding will not be ring fenced. More clarity is required regarding which professionals will have responsibility for establishing outcomes and determining whether they have been met and what the criteria for Co-ordinated Support Plans will be.
There is likely to be confusion over terminology as the current Code of Practice describes eligibility for statutory assessment using the terminology “significant and/or complex” difficulties while the review talks about “complex or multiple” barriers.

10.5 It is not feasible that a CSP must be reviewed at parental request. More clarity is needed about dynamic trigger points for a review and the legislative authority such a review will have.

10.6 The criterion for a CSP, “SEN provision that is additional to or different from” that which a mainstream school can be expected to provide is similar to the criterion for a Statement.

It is unclear whether children will require CSPs to access placement in a Special Unit attached to a mainstream school, which is funded by the Board.

It is noted that additional adult assistance can be accessed by mainstream schools through the CSP. This will remain an incentive for schools to seek statutory assessments when their funds are spent. Criteria for such provision needs to be clearly defined.




Consultation Point 9 - Transition Points

(Reference: paragraphs 11.1 to 11.7)

9
Do you agree with the proposals relating to transition points?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	(
	
	
	


Any other comments:

	11.2 We agree with the timely sharing of information, with parental consent, when children move from one phase to another if it leads to the development and implementation of an appropriate intervention programme. The timely sharing of information should enable schools to make reasonable adjustments in preparation for the transfer of the child.

11.3. Reference to the strengths and abilities of the child is welcome.

11.6 We welcome the affirmation of the role of transition co-ordinators and the extension of the service to all pupils with SEN. We hope this means more children will have access to this service and that they will be supported post-transition (and the systems around them guided in helping to support the child). The resource and staffing implications for this extension of the service should be referenced.
It is suggested that the service be extended to all those with AEN. It is essential that at 14, all children with additional educational needs should have access to specialist careers advice on an individual basis.  Access to further education and training and employment are particular concerns for young people with SEN and AEN.
Reference to the role the Statutory Youth Service could have at transition points would be useful.  The Youth Service has demonstrated an ability to help young people address a range of personal and social issues at various transitional stages in liaison with schools.

We strongly agree that the links between transition officers from both health and education should continue to be developed and strengthened.  However, there is not currently a consistency in staffing (diverse roles) across the HSCTs and there is also a range of criteria to be met before being able to access the health co-ordinators.




Consultation Point 10 - Developing Effective Partnerships
(Reference: paragraphs 12.1 to 12.30)

10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(a)
Within school and pre-school settings? (paragraphs 12.3 to 12.5)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We are committed to the continuing development of effective partnerships within school and pre-school settings and particularly welcome the priority given to “whole school” approaches and their potential to make a significant difference in relation to reducing barriers to learning.  A ‘whole school’ approach is not a new idea but has often been impeded, not by a lack of expertise, but by a lack of time brought on by workloads.   We welcome the proposal for enhanced training for classroom assistants and other school staff.

We welcome the proposal to provide clearly defined indicators for schools to assist with school development planning.  We regard this as a useful way of assisting schools with measurement, effective target setting, improving outcomes, data analysis and capacity building for all staff within the setting.  There will need to be some guidance around what constitutes the threshold of collective need and realistic and balanced priorities for School Development Planning, especially given the range of potential needs within eg a large post-primary school.

We agree with the importance of clearly defined, targeted and time-bound interventions and would endorse the proposed role for school management in relation to reducing barriers and improving outcomes.  We would note that there will be a significant training role for ESA and others to support Principals, Governors and others in relation to this role.  There will also be a need for guidance on the definition of ‘time-bound’ and what role the review process will have within agreed timeframes. A review of the success and effectiveness of any interventions is equally important in regard to an exit strategy.
There will also be a role for support and advisory staff to monitor and encourage standards which are of a consistent standard.  The schools’ LSCs will clearly have a key role in this process.  This raised profile may encourage greater co-operation and ownership among other school staff and we would note the following implications for this shift in responsibility and remit:-

· Schools’ salary policies vis-à-vis appointment to Senior Management;

· Existing terms and conditions of SENCos in relation to the proposed changes – suitability of the individual to the demands of a new role and Union input;

· Adequate time allocated to enable the LSC to fulfil the role;

· The potential for a disproportionate amount of LSC time spend at multi-agency meetings.

For pre-school settings there is an issue in relation to current non statutory pre-school provision and the minimum levels of training expected.  Management structures and levels of expertise vary and the training needs within the non statutory sector will need to be a priority and will require considerable investment.  Transport Policy at present excludes these pupils except for exceptional cases to Early Years Project in Special Schools.  This has huge implications for funding of transport and risks associated with this age group.




10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(b)      Across educational settings & learning communities? (paragraphs 12.6 to 12.7)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	(


Any other comments:

	We are committed to the development of effective partnerships across educational settings which we believe to be crucial.   We would wish to acknowledge the existing and developing good practice across Area Learning Communities in relation to the Entitlement Framework.  There is already anecdotal evidence of these facilitating the sharing of ideas, expertise and knowledge within the ALC.  Considering that many of the existing ALCs are functioning effectively it would be hoped that the geographical boundaries already established would not be severely disrupted by any new arrangements.  We welcome the potential for electronic training resources and communication through the ESA managed network and would hope that learning from other similar projects would be applied (eg Learning NI).  It is noted that not all Area Learning Partnerships/Communities may include a Special School.

Area based planning must take into account the diversity of the school system in Northern Ireland and the fact that a large number of the population lives in rural areas.  We would record some concerns about the potential for disproportionate time and travel commitments incurred for those involved.  Teacher time away from curriculum delivery may become an additional barrier to learning – caution is needed!

Potential exists to involve the Youth Service particularly through the provision of tailored personal and social development opportunities and related accreditation.  More reference should be made to non-formal learning opportunities within the broader community setting eg Bright Futures.

We would wish to record serious concerns in relation to the proposal regarding financial and other incentives as a ‘reward’ for collaborating.  We fundamentally oppose the financial incentive suggestion as a potential motivating factor for collaborative working.  We believe there to be inherent risks and practice issues should this proposal be agreed (e.g. how will schools be assessed in relation to the extent of their commitment to the collaborative relationship?) 




10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(c)
Between mainstream and special schools? (paragraph 12.8)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	We would note as for response 10b that not all Area Learning Partnerships may include a Special School.  Improved partnerships between Special and Mainstream Schools will increase the opportunities for Special School staff to engage in professional development for Mainstream Schools with particular reference to the Primary Schools in learning communities.  
There are concerns that a training role for Special School teachers will take them increasingly away from the work they are contracted to undertake i.e. teaching children and young people; the assumption seems to be that they will be comfortable and happy to train teachers from mainstream settings.  Are we to assume that there will be fewer children in special schools or will there be adequate substitute cover to provide opportunities for teachers to share expertise?  What are the implications for existing trainers e.g. within the boards/ESA?
Whilst acknowledging the important role Special Schools have as centres of expertise and their key role in sharing experience and skills with the mainstream sector we would highlight the following reservations about the proposal in paragraph 12.8 to formally recognise specialist roles either locally or regionally:

· The potential for enrolment to be affected by areas of expertise and quality of provision/support.  A curricular area of specialism or two plus areas of focus may be preferable to an identified area of Special Educational Need specialism e.g. Autism;

· Larger and/or newer schools which may have more funding may be considered to have environments more conducive to perceived expertise; 

· The implications for current board expertise and remit in co-ordinating learning support services centrally – clarification of role within ESA;

· Disruption to school possible via increased partnership working needs to be balanced with the need to prioritise curriculum delivery; 

· It will remain important for each Special School to continue to develop their own practice and specialist training and ensure continuity of service within their setting;

· Exchange of information across the settings will need to be realistic in order to ensure the appropriate application of learning – how will this be efficiently and effectively disseminated within schools in line with the whole school approach model as proposed?

· Quality assurance of specialisms and expertise – who will be responsible for this and what will be the agreed standards regionally?

· It should be noted that there is a range of Special School provision catering for very different special educational needs.

· There should also be a reference to the expertise developed by teachers in special units and how this could be shared with mainstream colleagues.




10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(d)
Between Education and Health and Social Care (e.g. Education and Skills Authority and proposed Regional Health Boards)? (paragraphs 12.9 to 12.17)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We firmly believe in the importance of effective partnerships between Education and Health and Social Care and would highlight the importance of continuity of existing good practice and provision and the associated risks under RPA to progress.  Increased multi-disciplinary working is of particular benefit to children and young people with complex needs who require access to services across both sectors.  This is aspirational, however, and will not be possible within either sector on the basis of current levels of work therefore human resources issues and resourcing generally will be a priority.  Other considerations/concerns include:

· The interface between local health commissioning groups and MGs;

· Geographical pragmatics in relation to MGs;

· MG’s budget holder and decision-making accountability.  Who makes judgement re finance and priority spending?  Resources will need to be ring-fenced with accountability;

· Schools have raised issues of the lack of capacity of Health & Social Services to respond to the immediacy of need often faced by school staff in supporting pupils with high risk needs;

· The evidence base for jointly planned and delivered services in terms of outcomes needs to be carefully considered;

· Financial implications and potential consequences arising from a recommendation from a body not accountable for the budget ie diverse professional interests eg who will recommend transport?  MGs/LSCs/schools?  

· Members of the MGs may be more loyal to their own service line manager than the MG co-ordinator.  Problems with multi-disciplinary groups have often included a lack of knowledge about the roles and responsibilities of other group members, the structures and curriculum in schools, a degree of intolerance for the views of others and a tendency to pass work to other services;  
· Who will organise and take responsibility for multi-disciplinary meetings?

· There is a real danger that the authority of the school Principal and Board of Governors may be undermined.  Time should be taken when setting up the MGs to address these problems, especially the clarity needed about roles and responsibilities.  Training could be a big issue and the membership of MGs might regularly change which requires further training for new personnel;

· Conflicts of interest and diverse statutory duties;

· Detail around the implementation of these proposals will be crucial to their success or otherwise;

· Administration of MGs in relation to the structure of learning communities;

· Child Protection issues/LAC issues and issues around confidentiality within MGs;

· Recommendations need to ‘align’ with School Nursing and Health Visiting Review Consultation document and other documents/strategies;

· Who will have ultimate responsibility to identify ‘barriers to learning’?  Some Health staff may never have been in a school in their working practice;

· Funding and quality assurance re services, resources and training provided.  Currently, for example, some schools purchase Speech and Language training privately;

· Who agrees the boundaries – co-ordinating role/reporting and planning between health and social care and education?

· Contractual issues – Union implications – SLAs re term time availability will affect health professionals and will be vital to effective implementation;

· Training and development needs across sectors – health knowledge of educational issues and vice versa;

· Thresholds between Health & Social Care and Education need to be carefully considered and agreed.



10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(e)
Between the Department of Education (DE) and the Department of Employment and Learning (DEL)? (paragraph 12.18)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We believe that the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships between DE and DEL are essential but wish to highlight the following:   

· Care should be taken to ensure that we do not end up polarising children or creating a hierarchy of entitlement to provision – all children should have support moving from school to adult life.

· The need for more detail in relation to the implementation of this partnership; the type of liaison, protocols, clarity of structures etc.

· The need for information to be shared.

· The importance of planning to ensure smooth and effective transition from childhood to adult life.

· The need for clear and consistent communication systems to promote collaboration.  It would be essential that information in relation to the needs of a child or young person is shared in a timely and appropriate manner.




10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(f)
Through the establishment of Multi-disciplinary Groups? (paragraphs 12.19 to 12.25)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	We believe that the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships through the establishment of Multi-disciplinary Groups (MGs) are aspirational and fraught with a range of potential difficulties.  Some have already been highlighted in the response to question 10d.  other issues include:-

· What will be the legal status of the MG?  How will they be held to account for multi-agency decisions when current legal appeal mechanisms relate to the Education Authorities only?

· Some clarification that Child Protection and Mental Health concerns should not be an issue for Multi-disciplinary Groups (MGs) as immediate action required;

· Where do attendance issues sit with MGs – a significant barrier to learning;

· MG Co-ordinator’s role needs to be clarified – who will provide the administrative support? Is this a full-time specific post? Each MG will have a co-ordinator. This will raise issues of governance, professional development and accountability.  Will the MG have a signposting service or will they give direct advice?
· Additional funding and time allocation implications for Education and Health.  There are currently significant resource difficulties to health staff in attending key pupil meeting in schools;
· Consideration needs to be given to outworking of structures in Children Services within ESA;

·  “Each MG will…arrange dual placements for a child within schools in the area”. (12.23)  We are unsure as to whether this reflects partnership working or the child being enrolled in two schools.  We appreciate it is intended to be ‘movement’ of pupils within an Area Learning Community.  This has huge implications for placement funding, transport costs and logistics;

· Dual placements may result in long journeys for young/vulnerable children in rural areas and again issues of rural proofing must be considered;

· There is a need to explain how many MGs there will be, how many sub-groups and the differences in their roles;
· The MGs may have a role in encouraging greater opportunities for joint training between health and education.

· How will parents be involved?
· ‘Challenging’ schools is a sensitive role and MG members need to be knowledgeable about school structures.  Perhaps the wording could be changed here;

· Feedback needs to be sought regarding criteria and procedures to ensure commonality across MGs;

· The schools are best placed to know how children are doing in their schools and this needs to be respected.  The MGs must have teacher representatives;

· MGs should be realistic in what they demand of schools when demonstrating that every effort has been made to meet the child’s needs through reasonable adjustments.  The ELBs ‘Good Practice Guidelines’ should have a useful role here;

· Diversity issues for children, young people and families will need to be respected;

· Concerned that it appears MGs will have a ‘policing’ role which may interfere with relationships individual professionals have with school; 

· There may be a contradiction in the hope that the Review would promote consistency of practice given the proposal to set up a network of groups and sub-groups. A proliferation of groups may increase bureaucracy and inconsistency especially if the MGs have a role in deciding when a statutory assessment is required;

· How will the MG be qualified to carry out the role of challenging schools on the effectiveness of support and interventions?

· The potential for difficulty around census should the network of MGs have responsibility for arranging placements for children; 

· It appears that the idea of ‘team around the child’ is not to the fore;

· Parents may need support to ensure meaningful feedback re MG decisions.



10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(g)
With parents and carers? (paragraphs 12.26 to 12.28)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We would welcome a more consistent and effectively delivered partnership with parents and schools, particularly those parent groups who are more difficult to engage.  Clarification is needed on expectations around parents’ attendance at MGs. There is not enough reference to parental roles, responsibilities and duties and how parents can be helped to play a more active role.  There may also be a need for a parent advocate/liaison officer to attend the MG.  



10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(h)
With children and young people? (paragraph 12.29)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	(
	
	
	


Any other comments:

	The development of improved partnerships with children and young people is to be applauded and should be a priority as per UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC).  We welcome the proposals and would stress the importance of very clear structures to ensure effective and meaningful implementation and an open and genuine expression of views and ideas.

Feedback to children and young people will be important to ensure that children and young people feel that their voice has been heard and their opinions taken seriously. 
The Statutory Youth Service has proven expertise in helping build the capacity of young people to engage in meaningful participation and in developing peer models of facilitation.
A range of developmentally age appropriate and creative methods should be used to collate views.  Will there be an independent voice representing the child?




10
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the development of effective partnerships:

(i)
With voluntary organisations? (paragraph 12.30)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	(
	
	
	


Any other comments:

	Effective partnerships with voluntary organisations are valued and there is considerable evidence of sound existing partnerships. We believe that we have much to learn from the experiences and practice of the voluntary sector.  There will be issues in relation to the exchange of confidential information and parental/pupil consent in relation to the sharing of personal/sensitive information.  There may be cost and training implications and there will certainly be the need for clarity in relation to quality assurance.

A realistic approach grounded in effective communication will of course be needed to avoid duplication of services and provision.  Named interventions promoted by some voluntary groups may influence parents who want such interventions for their children irrespective of need.  The MGs may have a role in encouraging those approaches which have been robustly evaluated and which are considered best practice.




Consultation Point 11 - Outworking of the Proposed Model
(Reference: paragraphs 13.1 to 13.9)
11 Do you agree with the replacement of the sequential stages of 1-5 of the current CoP by the proposed 3 strand model (Within School, Within School plus External Support, Co-ordinated Support Plans)? 
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	We agree overall with the 3 strand model but have concerns about the role of MGs and the sub-groups as outlined in 10(d) and 10(f).  LSCs would need training and support while transferring to the new model as well as time for an appropriately phased transition.

13.2 More clarity is required regarding “Schools will be responsible for the vast majority of their children’s diverse needs….” – in particular how will funding allocation be audited and what “guidance and indicators detailing the provision they will be expected to deliver” will be provided?
It is important that the school as an organisation considers how it may need to change and adapt to meet the child’s needs.  There are some concerns about children who require support where it is not recognised by the school that this should be provided from within their own resources.

13.5 We are unsure as to what “commission” means.  Does this refer to the services to be employed by ESA?  Clarification is needed on how schools access services, for example, will it be necessary to go through MGs or “buy in” services directly and how will Board Support Services be accessed?  Currently there is a practice in some schools of “buying in” Speech and Language Therapy and Counselling Services through Extended Schools funding because they have not been able to access sufficient service through core service routes.  This brings with it issues of governance, quality assurance and unco-ordinated service delivery.
The present Code of Practice provides a logical approach with the roles and responsibilities of all relevant parties well explained.  The lack of detail in “The Way Forward” document makes it difficult to judge how the proposed 3 strand model will operate in practice.  The idea of schools having more expertise and the funds to intervene early is very positive.  How parents will be involved needs to be clarified.  

13.9 It should be noted that the psychologist’s advice is only one of several in the process of Statutory Assessment.




Consultation Point 12 - Resolution and Appeal Mechanisms

(Reference: paragraph 14.1) 

12
Do you agree that the current informal appeal, dispute avoidance and resolution and formal appeal arrangements (SENDIST) for children with SEN should remain unchanged?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	We believe there should continue to be a staged approach as at present – with the opportunity for DARS input before Tribunal.  The ETI Survey recommendations in relation to DARS should be actioned.

Because the schools will have greater responsibilities in the early stages of the new model, there is a need for a formal line of appeal for parents to appeal against decisions taken by the school at the early stages.  Currently parents and schools view Statements as protecting children and ensuring appropriate provision is in place.  Assurance and confidence that children’s needs are being met will be vitally important – particularly for those children who would previously have had a Statement but would not meet the threshold for a Co-ordinated Support Plan.
Additionally there would need to be a mechanism for appealing against decisions made by MGs.  These decisions would relate to provision, funding and also decisions whether to undertake a Statutory Assessment of a child’s Special educational needs.  The current arrangements as they relate to ELBs would not be appropriate if the decision making processes were to change in such a significant way.

The resolution and appeal mechanisms for the Co-ordinated Support Plans, if similar to the arrangements for statements, would appear appropriate, but would relate to a much smaller group of children than those currently with Statements.



Consultation point 13 - Funding

(Reference: paragraphs 15.1 to 15.5)

13
Do you agree with the proposals relating to funding?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	There is an inadequate evidence base for the assumption that a significant amount of money will be saved by a reduction in bureaucracy.

15.2 While there is merit in a fixed part of the budget being allocated to schools for milder forms of special educational needs this should also take account of areas of social deprivation which will have higher numbers of such children.

If schools are to be fully accountable to ESA for the effective use of allocated funding the Review should specify what steps ESA will take if funding is not used effectively.  Stringent monitoring arrangements need to be put in place and sanctions made explicit to ensure that children’s statutory rights are resourced.  The role of ETI needs to be clarified.  There are major training requirements in relation to this area.
The LMS Common Funding Formula (CFF) uses the October census to identify the core funding delegated to LMS schools at the start of each financial year (April).  Any increase to the school enrolment (5% or 10 pupils) between the previous and most recent census date attracts additional funding in-year. 

LMS CFF is a “blunt instrument” and would not take into account the changing needs of the school population.  Pupils with special educational needs (SEN) are identified throughout the school year but the October census only identifies these pupils at one moment in time.  

If new funding arrangements are introduced through the CFF they should be sufficient to meet the basic SEN needs of each school.  A new approach would then be required to meet the increased needs of the school and could be addressed on a termly basis eg using e-schools’ data.  

Contingency resources would also need to be retained centrally to meet the additional cost of the changing needs of school above pre-determined stages/levels.

The cost of absence cover (sickness, maternity leave, etc) in relation to pupils with SEN would need to be built into LMS financial planning (i.e. schools would need to retain their own contingency sum to meet the additional cost of staff absences). 

There may be quality assurance issues in ‘buying in’ of services to ensure they are suitable and appropriate and building on the ethos of the school.

The role of MGs in relation to schools’ utilisation of funds needs to be clarified.  ESA will be responsible for budgetary management and accountability while some funding matters may be driven by MGs.

To ensure effective partnership working between Education and Health it would be important that the timing of the bidding process for funding and allocation of funding are co-ordinated across both Agencies.

Classroom Assistants costs account for a sizeable proportion of the Special Education budget.  It is not clear if this budget will be held by schools, by MGs, centrally by ESA or by all three.

15.5 A review of the funding mechanism for Special Schools is welcomed.  This would bring consistency to this area of provision.

Clarification is required regarding Special Schools funding for Outreach Services and the impact on the continuity of teaching and learning within the school.  How is the funding to be allocated?  What mechanisms would be in place to ensure co-ordinated equitable Outreach Services across NI?  How would this fit with Board Services?
What mechanisms would be in place to ensure the quality and consistency of this Service regionally and to measure, review and evaluate outcomes?

Transport
Transport costs for children with special needs are a significant and complex area which have not been considered by the review.

Who will be making the recommendation for transport?  There will need to be consistency applied across ESA (current practice applies a range of different assessment measures/criteria).  It is unrealistic to expect school Principals to be responsible for the organisation of transporting pupils with a range of SEN to and from school.  It is an advantage to have centralised criteria and decision-making powers.  Will the decisions about transport be taken centrally and will the home-school transport budgetary element remain at centre?
Within the new framework many children who require transport on medical grounds because of their special educational need would be unlikely to have Co-ordinated Support Plans.



Consultation Point 14 - Monitoring, Review, Evaluation & Accountability

(Reference: paragraphs 16.1 to 16.5)

14
Do you agree with the proposals relating to monitoring, review, evaluation & accountability?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	16.2 We agree with the development of the EMS system consistently throughout NI to support the operational administration of education and support for pupils and to inform strategic planning and policy development.  We would point out however that such development requires considerable technical support to ensure a system which is fit for purpose, applicable across a range of services as well as across ESA, DE and schools and is compatible with Health Service IT systems to ensure co-ordinated recording and sharing of information across health and education where appropriate.

16.3 The challenge function of ELBs/ESA with regard to the accountability of BoGs and School Principals for the quality of provision and the effective use of funding will require clear guidance and regulations and has significant training implications for all concerned.  There is a significant role change in terms of responsibility and accountability for Boards of Governors.  There is concern that funding will not be ring-fenced, making it difficult to ensure that it is appropriately and proportionately targeted.

16.4 The role of multi-agency integrated services in assessing the level of support required gives decision making power to health and social care services without the accompanying responsibility and accountability for resource allocation and prioritisation.

16.5 We welcome in intention to provide Statutory Guidance and Regulations to support the implementation of the proposed framework.  It will be important to ensure regional agreements and not just local service level agreements if there is to be consistency and equity in the system.  This process will take time, training and funding if it is to be comprehensive and effective.



Consultation Point 15 – Roles and Responsibilities
(Reference: paragraphs 17.1 to 17.19)

15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(a)
The Department of Education (DE)? (paragraphs 17.1 to 17.2)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	(
	
	
	


Any other comments:

	We agree in principle with the roles and responsibilities for DE and acknowledge the required DE investment.  The cyclical training programme proposed has significant funding and workforce implications including the development of training programmes and training for trainers to deliver on this objective.  We recommend the involvement of practitioners in the design of quality indicators.




15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(b)
The proposed Education and Skills Authority (ESA)? (paragraph 17.3)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	(
	
	


Any other comments:

	17.3(b) The setting up and maintenance of MGs will require administrative, IT, financial and monitoring and evaluation activities and the quality control, funding and governance issues have already been noted.

17.3(d) How will these regional teams fit with the regional teams proposed by ESA?

17.3(h) This is dependent on good IT systems including the capacity of health systems to “talk” to education systems.

17.3(j& k) These are new duties requiring clarity including clarity as to how they relate to the ETI responsibilities outlined in 17.18.




15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(c)
The Department of Health, Social Services and Public Safety (DHSSPS)? (paragraphs 17.4 to 17.6)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	We endorse the model of integrated service delivery including integrated approaches to inspection where appropriate but are concerned with the provisional nature of this as outlined in 17.5 for the health and social care sector “within available resources”.  This undermines and weakens the nature of collaborative working and may have serious legal implications in meeting children’s identified special educational needs where these include health interventions eg speech and language therapy.



15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(d)
Multi-disciplinary Groups (MGs)? (paragraphs 17.7 to 17.8)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	Our comments throughout this response document and in particular in 10(d) and 10(f) refer.  In addition to the very significant issues already raised about the role of MGs we would add:-

· The need for MGs to interface with School Improvement Officers.

· What role would MGs have in collating and recording data for research purposes?

· How would a budget to support the MG framework be determined?




15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(e)
Mainstream schools and other educational establishments? (paragraphs 17.9 to 17.16) 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	(
	
	
	
	


Any other comments:

	We strongly agree that the “whole school” take responsibility to provide for the diversity of need and that schools develop the effective use of all data.  The proposals provide clear guidance for all school members on the full range of responsibilities.




15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(f)
The Education and Training Inspectorate (ETI)? (paragraphs 17.17 to 17.18)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	(
	
	
	


Any other comments:

	We agree that ETI should have an enhanced role in evaluating effectiveness against quality indicators and outcomes as well as the effectiveness of funding allocated.  Schools and ELBs/ESA will need explicit guidance on the challenge functions in relation to standards not met.




15
Do you agree with the proposals relating to the roles and responsibilities for:

(g)
Children’s Services Directors? (paragraph 17.19)
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	(
	
	
	
	


Any other comments:
	We welcome the proposal for collaborative working across Health and Education Directorates which will bring a more co-ordinated approach and believe that the lead strategic role lies with the Director for Children’s Services within Education.  




Consultation Point 16 - Proposed Phased Introduction of the Policy

(Reference: paragraphs 18.1 to 18.7)
16
Do you agree with the proposed phased introduction of the policy?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Don’t know
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	(
	


Any other comments:

	The pre-implementation dates may need reviewed given the delay in the publication of the consultation document.

It is essential to have a phased introduction with a strategic plan for implementation over a three to four year period.  This should afford opportunities for schools to avail of appropriate staff training at a whole school level and build confidence in the implementation of the Policy.  This time span should also support the establishment of multi-disciplinary working arrangements which is key to effective collaboration.

Significant investment of time, training and resources will be vital if the proposals are to be effectively implemented.  Paragraph 18.7 Indicates that full implementation is dependent on ‘necessary resources…available’ from Education, Health and Social Services sectors.  Consistency will be difficult across the region given that there will be one Education Authority and five Trusts.  

To minimise litigation and ensure continuity of assessment and identification of needs and provision through existing statements, the implementation phase should begin with the ‘new cases’ and will require a longer timescale than that proposed.  All statemented children being reviewed over 2 years for consideration of a CSP will be unrealistic.




Additional Comments
If you have any additional comments you wish to make about the proposals please use the box below.

	· Concerns have been expressed from schools, interest groups and children and young people regarding a meaningful consultation period on this substantive and far-reaching review.  The timing and length of the consultation period initially limited the opportunities for comprehensive, detailed consideration of all aspects of the review.  We are relieved that the consultation period has been extended to 30 November 2009.
· The aims of reducing bureaucracy and promoting consistency are worthwhile and necessary.  However the document does not convince that there will be less bureaucracy, inconsistencies or delays but hopefully progress towards its realisation will involve further consultation.

· The review references inconsistency in current SEN provision under 5 Boards but proposes a network of groups and sub-groups which could lead to greater inconsistency and bureaucracy.

· The lack of detail and the absence of guidance and regulations makes consultation difficult at this point in time.  It is vital that consultation and review with key stakeholders continues during the pre-implementation and implementation phases.
· Special Educational Support Services and Educational Psychologists presently have a central role within the arrangements for children with SEN and this is not reflected in the present document.

· Developments towards the changes outlined should be structured and paced in such a way so as not to cause confusion and provide for an appropriately phased introduction.

· There may be problems for ESA if personnel who are not from ESA on the MGs make recommendations which demand funding.  The MGs can make requests to other services but depend on co-operation.  The legal status of MGs needs to be clarified.

· If there are a large number of MGs there need to be criteria, guidelines, clear indicators etc. to ensure consistency and commonality.

· Effective training for all, undergraduate, beginning teachers and serving staff as well as BoGs and ELB/ESA staff will be essential.

· There are concerns in relation to levels of training expected for leaders of the significant number of playgroups, now included as part of these proposals.  

· Parental responsibility may not have been adequately referenced within the proposals.
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