








Agenda Item No
DERBYSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL

CABINET

5 September 2006

Report of the Strategic Director for Children and Younger Adults

THE REVIEW OF SPECIAL EDUCATION IN DERBYSHIRE CHILDREN AND YOUNGER ADULT SERVICES
- (Children’s Services)
1.
Purpose of Report  This report summarises the consultation on the review and sets out modified proposals taking account of the consultation and of other developments in Children and Younger Adult Services. 

2.
Information and Analysis  On 14 February 2006, the Cabinet agreed to consult on the recommendations of the report on special education in Derbyshire Children’s Services.

Two hundred and forty-five people attended sixteen consultation meetings across Derbyshire between then and 26 May. 

One hundred and thirty one questionnaires were received. There were sixty-nine letters in response.

Appendix A analyses the responses to consultation.

The framework of the review and its general recommendations received broad support. Those who responded:
· support our aim of services for children and young people with learning disabilities and difficulties working together. 
· think the proposals in the review will help meet children’s needs.
· agree that we should continue with a mix of provision in mainstream and special schools.
· are happy that we should seek to get best value by meeting Derbyshire children’s needs in Derbyshire schools, where we can do this successfully for the child.
· agree with our plans to develop more specialist provision both in special and enhanced resource mainstream schools.
· support our proposals for early intervention and work with the youngest children.

Four review proposals and one established policy received a high level of comment. Where replies did not agree with the review in general, this usually appeared to be because of one or more of these issues.

· Parents and some schools wanted further assurance about the policy agreed in January 2003 of meeting children’s special educational needs with less reliance on Statements.
· The SSSEN team and trade unions representing members of the team set out their concerns about the proposed restructuring of the service and advanced their own proposal.

· There was concern in the Alfreton area about combining Alfreton Park and The Delves special schools or co-locating them with a mainstream school.

· A number of respondents thought the review should have included provision, other than that in special schools, for children and young people with behavioural, emotional and social difficulties, and said there were gaps in our provision.

· Replies said a good deal of further work was needed to develop Working Together for children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities.

Appendix B sets out the Review recommendations, some of which have been modified in the light of views expressed during the consultation. Some of the recommendations in the original report have also been modified because of further developments in the Children and Younger Adults Department.  While some recommendations are covered by existing policy, others require the preparation of specific proposals for consultation and further consideration by the Cabinet.  
3.
Other Considerations  In preparing this report the relevance of the following factors has been considered:- Prevention of Crime and Disorder, Equality of Opportunity; and Environmental, Health, Legal and Human Rights, Personnel and Property Considerations.  
4.
Background Papers  Notes or copies of all responses to the consultation are held by the Children and Younger Adults Department and available for inspection.

5.
Key Decision  Yes.
6.
Strategic Director’s Recommendation  That the Cabinet notes the responses to the consultation, considers the detailed recommendations contained in Appendix B to the report, and agrees to the preparation of a proposed plan for implementing the recommendations with detailed costs.
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 REVIEW OF SPECIAL EDUCATION IN DERBYSHIRE CHILDREN AND YOUNGER ADULT SERVICES

Appendix A to Report to Cabinet

5th September 2006

Analysis of Responses to Consultation on the Review Report
1. Introduction

On 28th February, 2006, Cabinet agreed to consult on the report on the review of special education begun in November, 2003.

This paper shows the level of response, and summarises the replies.

2. The Process of Consultation
2.1 Meetings
Sixteen public meetings were held, chaired by Members or in one case by an officer. Officers made a presentation and noted the discussion.
Table A: Public consultation meetings

	Venue
	Date
	Numbers attending

	Aldercar
	20 March
	7

	Alfreton
	15 March
	31

	Ashbourne
	15 May
	9

	Belper
	27 April
	17

	Bolsover
	14 March
	3

	Buxton
	4 April
	20

	Buxton
	19 May
	23

	Chapel en le Frith
	16 March
	15

	Chesterfield
	26 April
	14

	Chesterfield
	17 May
	29

	Clay Cross
	22 May
	5

	Glossop
	3 April
	12

	Heanor
	23 May
	8

	Ilkeston
	9 March
	6

	Long Eaton
	24 April
	25

	Matlock
	22 March
	6

	Newhall
	16 May
	3

	Swadlincote
	27 March
	12

	Total attendance
	
	245


The twelve meetings up to 27th April were publicised by a circular to head teachers and governors, through the Council website, and by information to early years settings. Small posters were sent out.

People appeared likeliest to come if there were local issues, as at Alfreton (special schools).
Table B: Meetings with specific groups or provisions

	Date
	Meeting with:

	2 March
	Local Inclusion Officer Service

	7 March
	Services for Physically, Visually and Hearing Impaired Children

	9 March
	Alfreton Park School Head Teacher

	10 March
	Support Service for Special Educational Needs

	14 March
	Secondary Heads’ Forum

	14 March
	Educational Psychology Service

	15 March
	Derbyshire Governors

	16 March
	Schools JCC

	16 March
	Special Schools Forum

	17 March
	Behaviour Support Service

	28 March
	SSSEN Advisory Panel

	29 March
	Derbyshire Governors Course

	5 April
	Autism Outreach Management Group

	5 April
	Alfreton Park School and The Delves School Staff, Parents and Governors

	6 April
	Support Service for Preschool Children with Special Educational Needs

	11 April
	Special Education Section Team

	11 April
	South Derbyshire Local Implementation Group

	26 April
	Head Teacher Mortimer Wilson School

	2 May
	Peak School Staff

	2 May
	Peak School Governors

	3 May
	Stubbin Wood School Governors

	4 May
	The Delves School Staff and Parents

	4 May
	Ashgate Croft School Staff

	4 May
	Ashgate Croft School Governors

	8 May
	High Peak Enhanced Resource Schools Cluster Group

	9 May
	Bennerley Fields School Governors 

	10 May
	Spire Infant School Staff

	17 May
	High Peak and Derbyshire Dales Secondary SEN Co-Ordinators’ Group

	18 May
	Early Years and Child Care Service Inclusion Team

	24 May
	Holbrook Centre for Autism Staff

	25 May
	Support Service for Special Educational Needs

	5 June*
	Peak School Residential Staff

	6 June
	The Pingle School 

	12 June
	Glossopdale Community College

	12 June
	Aldercar Community Language College

	16 June
	Holly House School

	21 June 
	Belper area SENCOs

	*Meetings after 26th May were requested during the consultation period, but needed to be held after the close of consultation to fit school diaries or existing group schedules.


2.2 Questionnaire and letters

A questionnaire was distributed by leaflets, an article in “Insight” and on-line.
Table C Responses by response slip and E-consultation

(Some people answered in more than one capacity, so the numbers broken down by type of person answering add up to more than the total)
	Type of response
	
	

	Response leaflet (printed leaflet, photocopy, etc)
	Total received
	131

	
	Parent/carer/close family member
	79

	
	Teacher 
	27

	
	Governor
	13

	
	School or college student
	7

	
	Unidentified
	20

	E-form
	Total received
	 19

	
	Parent/carer/close family member
	16

	
	Teacher 
	3

	
	Governor
	1`


A number of letters and papers were received in the course of consultation.

Table D Letters and papers in response to report

	Type of person or body replying
	Number of replies

	Parent/carer
	13

	Councillor
	1

	Governing body
	1

	Mainstream teacher or head
	6

	Special school teacher or head
	10

	Early years setting manager or professional
	1

	Local Authority support service
	18

	Teacher in Local Authority support service
	4

	Teacher trade union or professional body
	3

	Connexions Derbyshire 
	1

	Primary Care Trusts
	3

	LEA officer
	1

	School pupil
	1

	Voluntary organisation
	4

	School council
	1

	Speech and language therapy services
	1

	
	69


2.3 Engaging young people

We tried hard to engage children and young people. Many Derbyshire schools are developing Schools Councils. We wrote to every school to try to engage school councils, and offered a small incentive, but there was only one reply. It was surprising that no special school submitted school council views. 
Fairplay carried out a small scale consultation, which suggested that pupils with additional needs were generally happy in both mainstream and special schools. Work with Fairplay, Umbrella and Parent Partnership suggested we needed to look at developing a consultation approach taking in all children with additional needs.

We got some responses to consultation from pupils in mainstream secondary schools.

We tried to consult with young people looked after by local authorities, as they are over-represented in special educational needs provision. We tried to ask what they thought via the CareZone website, but there were no responses. This may be a result of the structure of this national site.
Knowing the views of children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities is important and we need a system which makes sure we know them.

2.4 Views about how we consulted
Some parents said they had not learned of the meetings through schools. 
The Authority relies on schools, settings and services to let people know of consultations like this one. Posters in schools seemed most helpful in telling parents. More investment in posters might have been effective.

Staff from SSSEN thought reorganisation of their service should have been a headline proposal in the consultation leaflet. They thought schools and parents might not know that we intended to alter SSSEN.
However, we sent the review report to every head teacher, by e-mail and on paper. It made very clear what we proposed. SSSEN teachers in consultation emphasised their own close links with primary schools. They understood the proposals of the review by early March. It is very unlikely that the limited response to the proposals was simply because people did not know about them.

The head teacher of Mortimer Wilson School contacted parents by letter to draw their attention to review proposals regarding possible co-location of special schools. There was some concern that the report did not say where the schools would be co-located. However, we do not know this. It would depend on consultations and decisions that can only take place when and if the Alfreton area is considered under Building Schools for the Future.
The e-consultation produced a small response. Some people complained of insufficient space on the e-form for free text comments. 

Many people found it hard to get to the review and consultation documents in the Derbyshire website. For example, you reached them by a site search on “Special education review” but not on “SEN review”. 

Consultation partners were circulated with the review documents. Table E shows who was contacted and who replied.
Table E: Consultation Partners circulated with review report and responses received

	Alderwasley Hall School
	

	Amber Valley Borough Council
	

	Association for School and College Leaders
	

	Association of Educational Psychologists
	

	Association of Teachers and Lecturers
	(

	Bolsover District Council
	

	Cheshire County Council
	

	Chesterfield Borough Council
	

	Chesterfield College
	

	Clerks to Justices, Derby, Buxton, Chesterfield and Ilkeston
	

	Cystic Fibrosis Research Trust
	

	DCC Chief Officers
	

	Department for Education and Skills – James Muncey
	

	Department for Education and Skills – Pauline Smith
	

	Derby City Education Service
	

	Derby College
	

	Derby Deaf Children’s Society
	

	Derby Diocesan Board of Education
	

	Derby Dyslexia Institute
	

	Derbyshire Association for Spina Bifida and Hydrocephalus
	

	Derbyshire Association for the Blind
	

	Derbyshire Autism Services Group
	

	Derbyshire Chamber of Commerce and Business Link
	

	Derbyshire Coalition for Integrated Living
	

	Derbyshire Connexions
	(

	Derbyshire County Councillors
	((1)

	Derbyshire Dales District Council
	

	Derbyshire Deaf Children’s Society
	

	Derbyshire Federation of Parent Teacher Associations
	

	Derbyshire Head Teachers
	

	Derbyshire non schools DJC staff side
	

	Derbyshire School Governors
	

	Diocese of Hallam
	

	Down Syndrome Association
	

	Dyslexia Institute Nottinghamshire
	

	East Midlands Regional Special Educational Needs Partnership
	

	Erewash Borough Council
	

	Erewash Partnership Ltd
	

	Fairplay
	( (with Umbrella)

	GMB
	

	Government Office for the East Midlands
	

	Head of Policy and Research, DCC
	

	High Peak Borough Council
	

	Learning and Skills Council
	

	Leicester City Council
	

	Leicestershire County Council
	

	MENCAP
	

	National Association for Special Educational Needs
	

	National Association of Head Teachers
	

	National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers
	(

	National Union of Teachers
	(

	North Derbyshire Health
	(

	North Derbyshire Riding for the Disabled
	

	North East Derbyshire District Council
	

	Nottingham City Council
	

	Nottinghamshire County Council
	

	Notts Diocesan Education Service
	

	PACES High Green
	*

	Robert Ogden School
	*

	Royal School for the Deaf, Derby
	(*

	SCOPE
	

	Sheffield Metropolitan City Council
	

	South East Derbyshire College
	

	Southern Derbyshire District Council
	

	Southern Derbyshire Health
	(

	Sutherland House School
	((Response from Nottingham Regional Society for Autistic Children and Adults)

	Staffordshire County Council
	

	Tameside and Glossop Primary Care Trust
	(

	Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council
	

	Umbrella
	((with Fairplay)

	University of Derby
	

	University of Derby at Buxton
	

	WEA
	

	*A written response was received from NASS on behalf of non-maintained special schools in the charitable and non-profit-making sectors in the East Midlands area.


2.5  Analysis of replies
Table F: The categories used to sort the responses

	Administration systems to help meet children’s and young people’ s special educational needs
	This heading is about how we establish what children’s and young people’s needs are and get help to them.

	Derbyshire special provision in general
	We placed in this section replies about broad principles we should follow in educating those with learning difficulties and disabilities. 

	Enhanced resource schools
	This section includes any response mainly about ER schools in general or a particular school.

	Extended special schools including outreach from special schools
	Here we placed any reply that concentrated on development of extended services in and around special schools.

	Family-centred provision
	This is a broad heading for replies about working with the broader family to help the child.

	Foundation Stage (0-5) provision for children with special educational needs 
	Replies went here if they concentrated on children in the early years.

	Mainstream schools - funding to meet children’s and young people’s special educational needs
	We set up this heading to include the broad range of replies on how mainstream schools get money to meet pupil’s special needs – often the move to non-statemented funding.

	Provision by Health, including therapies and CAMHS 
	In this section we placed replies mainly about provisions Health makes in working together to meet a young person’s needs.

	Process of consultation in special education review
	We recorded comments about how we carried out the review.

	Provision for children and young people with autism spectrum disorder 
	The replies in this section concentrated specifically on provision for those with ASD.

	Provision for children and young people with  emotional, behavioural and social difficulties
	As for ASD.

	Provision for children and young people with dyslexia and other specific learning disabilities
	As for ASD.

	Rural issues
	One respondent specifically pointed out issues in rural areas.

	SEN Co-ordinators in mainstream schools – their role and needs
	Some replies emphasised the role of the SENCO and the support they need.

	Special needs travel
	Replies here were about getting children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities to school or an early years setting.

	Special schools
	Replies here were about special schools in general and the principles of making special need provision in mainstream or special schools.

	Special schools maintained by Derbyshire
	These replies dealt with Derbyshire special schools The next four sections relate to replies about special schools in the different parts of the County.

	Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - Amber Valley
	

	Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - Chesterfield and North East Derbyshire
	

	Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - Erewash
	

	Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - High Peak
	

	Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - residential provision
	This was about the need for residential educational provision for Derbyshire pupils with learning disabilities and difficulties and how we provide it.

	Special schools not maintained by Derbyshire
	Replies on principles, practices, or specific issues about placements schools maintained by other Authorities, by the voluntary and non-profit, or commercial sectors.

	Support services provided by Derbyshire  for children and young people with special educational needs  - role and function
	This section had all the replies about how we support schools and other providers through Derbyshire Children’s and Younger Adults’ Services

	Working Together among services for children and younger adults 
	These replies that were about processes and structures that enable us to work together to meet the needs of children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities.

	14-19 provision for young people with special educational needs
	This heading covered replies that were mainly about provision for this age range, including college, leaving school and adult services


2.5.1 Replies to questionnaire
The questionnaire asked nine questions about the recommendations.

Table G: Analysis of questionnaire replies

	QUESTION
	RESPONSE FROM:
	%AGE 

YES
	NUMBER

YES
	%AGE

NO
	NUMBER

NO

	Overall are our plans for special education right?
	School/college student
	100%
	6
	0%
	0

	
	Parent, carer, close family member
	92%
	81
	8%
	7

	
	Teacher
	95%
	19
	5%
	1

	
	Governor
	92%
	12
	8%
	1

	
	Other 
	95%
	18
	5%
	1

	Do you think they will improve services for children with special needs?
	School/college student
	100%
	7
	0%
	0

	
	Parent, carer, close family member
	90%
	79
	10%
	9

	
	Teacher
	75%
	15
	25%
	5

	
	Governor
	82%
	9
	18%
	2

	
	Other 
	89%
	16
	11%
	2

	Do you agree with these key ideas?

	· Special education should be offered in a mix of mainstream and special schools
	School/college student
	100%
	6
	0%
	0

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	92%
	87
	8%
	8

	· 
	Teacher
	88%
	21
	12%
	3

	· 
	Governor
	100%
	11
	0%
	0

	· 
	Other 
	94%
	18
	6%
	1

	· Special needs support should be provided at home, in playgroups, preschools and nurseries for very young children
	School/college student
	100%
	6
	0%
	0

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	100%
	95
	0%
	0

	· 
	Teacher
	100%
	22
	0%
	0

	· 
	Governor
	100%
	11
	0%
	0

	· 
	Other 
	100%
	19
	0%
	0

	· Wherever possible Derbyshire children who need to should attend Derbyshire special schools
	School/college student
	100%
	6
	0%
	0

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	94%
	87
	6%
	6

	· 
	Teacher
	92%
	21
	8%
	2

	· 
	Governor
	100%
	11
	0%
	0

	· 
	Other 
	94%
	17
	6%
	1

	· More pupil places should be available in Derbyshire special schools
	School/college student
	60%
	3
	40%
	2

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	96%
	88
	4%
	4

	· 
	Teacher
	100%
	23
	0%
	0

	· 
	Governor
	100%
	11
	0%
	0

	· 
	Other 
	100%
	17
	0%
	0

	· More mainstream schools should have special units for special needs pupils
	School/college student
	75%
	3
	25%
	1

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	83%
	73
	17%
	15

	· 
	Teacher
	86%
	25
	14%
	4

	· 
	Governor
	90%
	9
	10%
	1

	· 
	Other 
	89%
	16
	11%
	2


	· More mainstream schools should develop specialist special needs support
	School/college student
	75%
	3
	25%
	1

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	89%
	77
	11%
	10

	· 
	Teacher
	87%
	26
	13%
	4

	· 
	Governor
	90%
	9
	10%
	1

	· 
	Other 
	85%
	17
	15%
	3

	· Special school buildings should be improved and appropriate to meet the needs of pupils
	School/college student
	75%
	3
	25%
	1

	· 
	Parent, carer, close family member
	99%
	86
	1%
	1

	· 
	Teacher
	100%
	21
	0%
	0

	· 
	Governor
	100%
	16
	0%
	0

	· 
	Other 
	100%
	18
	0%
	0


Most replies agreed with the review’s conclusions of principle. 
For a small minority, one of the following factors was so important as to lead them to reject the review as a whole:
· They thought we planned to shut special schools

· They did not believe in children receiving special education in mainstream schools

· They opposed reducing statements

· They opposed special school reorganisation in Amber Valley
· They were SSSEN teachers concerned about proposed reorganisation
2.6 Responses in each area in table F 
3.2.1 Administration systems to help meet children’s and young people’s special educational needs

A range of replies referred to these issues. In general there was support for the proposals. 

Parents recognised the importance of these systems. 
There were also comments from SEN co-ordinators and from LEA services, including the central SEN administration team, Local Inclusion Officer Service, and Educational Psychology. 

There were some very positive comments about Derbyshire systems. Several parents compared their Derbyshire experience favourably with what they had met other areas. Others said things were going well for their child, in some cases without statements.  

Parents still used use the ideas of fights and battles to describe their experiences. Some parents said you had to be articulate and know the system to affect decision making. They thought what your child got depended on how well you fought their cause.

Detailed comments showed what led to this feeling, where it existed. 

Parents still found procedures bureaucratic, and said they lacked information especially about what range of provision was available. 

Some were unhappy that much of their contact was with caseworkers. They thought their contacts should be with professionals who knew the child, who should have more weight in making decisions. Some parents said the system took too little notice of those who actually knew the child. 

Some parents thought Local Authority officers had strong agendas which came first in decision-making. They thought these included not making statements, ceasing them where possible, minimising provision in new statements, reducing provision in existing statements and emphasising mainstream placement, to the point where some parents felt information about special provision was kept from them. Some parents said professionals supported them when they made a decision but did not lead a decision, especially about special schools or a need for statutory assessment.

Attendance at consultation meetings over-represented parents of children with statements, who might have a commitment to this system. However, written responses carried the same themes. 

There was a small number of replies from primary schools, generally sceptical about moving away from statements. Secondary schools were usually happier about the move to school funding of special needs, though they recognised that new systems were needed in areas such as transition.

The Educational Psychology Service remained a main source of advice on the needs of children and responded across the full spread of its work and also with special reference to early years.

Educational psychologists, like parents, were concerned about some features of how we provided for children. They suggested that the need to get children placed sometimes took priority over suitability of placement. They thought insufficient note was taken of advice which set out children’s needs specifically. At worst, they thought advice was ignored if it contradicted what we had available.
The educational psychologists suggested that, in the early years, it was important to set out clearly what provision was available, if possible without a statement. They thought there should be fast-tracking for young children with high disabilities to make provision based on existing early assessments.

The Local Inclusion Officer Service was heavily involved in operating and developing Derbyshire’s administrative systems. Officers sought to build on the provision descriptors to help parents understand what was available at school action/plus. They were positive about the new Inclusion Planning Meeting system. They suggested linking multiprofessional assessment of special educational needs and the Common Assessment framework. This would mean revising the Authority’s special education recording system.  
Like educational psychologists, local inclusion officers wanted to see flexible systems of access to resource for the youngest children.

They stressed how Derbyshire could support schools in reducing bureaucracy, pointing to present systems no longer needing the presentation of Individual Education Plans (IEPs). SEN co-ordinators, however, suggested a strong pressure remained to provide very detailed evidence in requests for statutory assessment, with IEPs still requested in practice.

Parents still found our letters very legalistic. Examples of their concern came from our current programme of discontinuing statements, so we may be making less progress than we hope. 

The special education administration team was working with parents to develop letters, as the review recommended. It was hard to achieve consensus. Some parents had found letters prepared by other parents condescending.

Neither local inclusion officers nor the SE administration team thought we should fully move statement writing away from the LIO group.

3.2.2 Derbyshire special provision in general 

There were again some warm comments on Derbyshire provision, such as “utmost praise for the way DCC have helped” and “excellent”. 
Replies also included strong criticism of some aspects of our provision, and a range of suggestions for how we could improve.

Most people wanted a range and choice of provision. Nobody suggested closing special schools.

Replies suggested the child’s individual needs should be carefully and fully considered and a range of provision should be available.

One respondent saw nothing new in the report, and said it was what was happening already. Most people, however, saw the proposals as setting out new challenges and opportunities.
A number of respondents said training was a key issue. Several doubted that levels of training in mainstream schools were high enough to meet the level of pupil needs now encountered.
A few respondents said money was the key. They did not think there was the money to put the review into practice, and said more money should be available to meet special needs. More detailed issues about resources were also raised. Newtown Primary governors and others reminded us of the additional space needed by some children with special needs, their helpers and equipment.

Exclusion from school was an issue. Three parents or carers told the stories of their children who were regularly sent home or had been permanently excluded. Schools had difficulty when behaviour stemming from a child’s disability challenged their systems. It was hard to find alternative provision when a child was excluded, especially when account was taken of the difficulties one respondent said children with communication problems had in fitting in with those with emotional, social and behavioural difficulties.

A Councillor raised issues about statutory assessment and identified advantages to statements. He was unsure of the ability of schools to meet needs without statements but also thought it essential for there to be systems which held schools to account for use of SEN funding.

A parent raised strong feelings that her views were disregarded in what she called pointless meetings; though it was not clear to what issues or views she referred. 

A school student referred to advantages of play, leisure and childcare schemes linked to school.

The vulnerability of children with additional needs was mentioned as affecting how provision should be made for them in mainstream schools. (It also formed part of issues for special schools discussed in another section.)

A Connexions officer said the test of standards must always be “Is this good enough for my child?”

3.2.3 Mainstream schools - provision and approaches to meet children’s and young people’s special educational needs

Derbyshire has been bringing down its number of statements since 2002. The rate of reduction in Derbyshire is very similar to the national rate of reduction. This is established County policy, not a new development proposed by the review.
However, many replies were about the move to meet special needs from school budgets.

Parents and carers were not confident about moving away from statements.

They doubted we had moved money to schools to allow children to be get provision they would have had under statements. The National Union of Teachers asked us to evaluate the development and show how we had reduced bureaucracy, by lower administrative costs or staffing. Local inclusion officers, closely involved with this process, took a more positive view, suggesting schools had developed greater assurance in meeting needs. Indicators such as a low rate of referral to the SEN and Disability Tribunal supported this.

Parents and carers, and some school staff, contrasted legal safeguards for children without and with a statement. 

Parents and carers gave examples of different children in their families with and without statements. 

One parent summed up the distinction. Provision without a statement was a matter of goodwill, but a statement gave legal rights.
Parents and carers thought it was much harder with no statement to get consistent provision if you moved areas, in County or nationally. Your position in trying to get into a popular secondary school was different. Your child might have more trouble getting into infants school in the first place. In all these ways, parents and carers emphasised advantages from the legal protection of a statement.

There were suggestions of how better to assure provision without statements. 
The Parent Partnership Service suggested a compact where the school set down what it would provide. 
Umbrella also said parents wanted the provision their child would without a statement set down. 

There was interest in the descriptors of provision. Some schools were reported to tell parents that what the descriptors set out was more than they could provide. Such schools were not confident they had skills or resources to meet needs without statements. One SENCO in a mainstream primary feared descriptors of provision in school action plus raised parents’ expectation beyond what her school could meet, leading to conflict.  

Schools varied greatly in their confidence about meeting special needs. 
Many issues could affect this. 
Confidence partly depended on all schools in an area meeting needs to the same degree. Sometimes a particular school felt pressure to take more than its share of meeting needs in a locality. A SEN co-ordinator said this could grow if you gained a good reputation for working with special needs. There was support for the Authority taking a strong moderating role in this and other respects, but scepticism about how it could take account of all the pressures on school budgets.

Parents and carers claimed that sometimes professional advice suggested a statement or additional provision would be needed on a change of phase but administrators placed priority on avoiding a statement. They said this meant a statement and the associated provision was not put in place until well after a new placement had begun to fail the child. 
3.2.4 SEN Co-ordinators in mainstream schools – their role and needs
The SEN co-ordinator is important in meeting special needs in mainstream schools. 
There were several references to the role, some in responses from SEN co-ordinators themselves. 
The review had suggested schools should follow the Code of Practice’s guidance on the SENCOs' role and support they need.

Replies generally supported the review recommendations. However, there was some concern about how we work together in Children’s Services, especially in statement review meetings. 

There was a strong feeling from SENCOs and schools that there could be more support in several ways. 

Services and agencies could add value by more often taking action in their own right, rather than only advising on work the school could do. SENCOs experienced their work as involving much chasing up of agencies, especially those outside traditional education boundaries.

3.2.5 Support services provided by Derbyshire for children and young people with special educational needs - role and function

3.2.5.1 The Support Service for Special Educational Needs and other teacher-based support services

The review proposals meant disbanding the Support Service for Special Educational Needs (SSSEN) and making two new services. 

One would join about 40% in funding terms of the SSSEN with services for specific low incidence disabilities, creating a service for advice, development and training across primary and secondary phases. 

The second would make a service for direct teaching to children with statements and in school action plus, and advice to those working with them in primary schools. 
This service would be organised round clusters of schools, perhaps attaching a named teacher to a cluster. 

The service argued against the change, in responses from teams, a whole service response, letters from individual teachers, and letters from professional associations representing teachers in SSSEN.

There were few comments from parents or schools. Parents and carers were concerned if they saw their child’s face to face teaching getting less. Schools gave mixed responses with differing emphases on areas of the service’s work. One SENCO strongly advocated the value of the present SSSEN structure but also said her school would like to buy services from delegated funds.

The SSSEN developed arguments supporting its present organisation. It extended them into a proposal for a single teaching service, incorporating present SSSEN and services for specific disabilities. 

The proposals replaced the structure from the Best Value review of the former SSSEN. The service said the Best Value review in 2000 was still recent and that the service had developed positively since then, including during the course of the present review.

Like other services, it was part of the very positive judgement of the last Authority inspection. It had the “Chartermark", and placed high value on its investment to gain this. Like other Derbyshire services, it had positive feedback from users.

The service said it still had a high rate of direct pupil contact. Some teams gave figures showing this. Training and support approaches included co-working and demonstration lessons. The service reasoned this came from its present structure. We could lose it if we separated different service functions. 
SSSEN said that, to be effective, it must support change in practice around the child, as well as teaching the child. There was a balance between the higher level teaching skills, developed further since Best Value review, and other aspects of the role. This was in fact set out within the role of the service giving direct support; the “60%” service. 
The service gave primacy to its own role in advice and school development but made little mention of the relative roles of other services with functions in school support. 

The service suggested review proposals might complicate management. It thought proposed “SNASS” specialisms might divide children with complex needs among a range of specialists. The new proposals recognised a need to develop specialisms to meet the complexity of current needs, but the SSSEN thought it could more appropriately develop them within its generalist model. 

Other existing support services raised different issues about complexity. They also have capacity to advise and train about students with complex needs. The Support Service for Physically Impaired Children said it would more appropriately take up some of the functions proposed within SNASS. As would be expected, services with more closely defined specialisms saw more value in the specialist framework for development proposed in the review.

Arrangements for organising the new teams were only outlined in the review document. The service thought the proposals threatened career pathways, and that it would be hard to allocate staff between the services.
The service expressed some concern about greater school involvement in the management of the service. Staff thought this might dictate concentrating on direct teaching.
There were few comments on the SSSEN from other Local Authority services. The Educational Psychology Service indicated the need for greater detail, which would depend on further consultation about how to implement the proposals.

Parts of the SSSEN response related to delegation. The review had not emphasised this, in contrast to previous discussions of the service. The service was opposed. 

It became clear during the review consultation period that time from the SSSEN needs to move from direct teaching for children with statements to school action plus time which can be used flexibly, by negotiation with schools. 
In consultation, some heads supported attachment of a named teacher to a school cluster.

SSSEN staff asked about benchmarking. Benchmarking was undertaken in the course of the review, but it did not produce consistent outcomes. There had been similar experience in the Best Value review. 

SSSEN staff raised issues of benchmarking with other Authority’s services to argue against delegation and resource bidding. Delegation is mentioned in the review only because it is recognised some schools may wish to raise it, and formal resource bidding is not proposed. The limited range of replies from teachers and parents with experience of other systems did not lead to a general conclusion although not all were negative about the features criticised by SSSEN. 

The benchmarking that was possible showed support service structures differed across Authorities, to meet local needs. In some cases (for instance the Educational Psychology Service) comparisons were straightforward, as all authorities had such a service. With teaching services, comparisons were more difficult. A central service like SSSEN teaching children directly was uncommon now across Authorities. It appeared that other Authorities kept smaller teaching support services, because the staff in those services did not teach directly. The direct teaching role justifies the present size of the SSSEN.
The report’s reference to age issues, the subject of negative comment, was to the upward skew of ages of the service relative to the teaching workforce as a whole, established by work by Personnel in summer 2005. This could be expected; the service made many references to its skills and quality, and both qualifications and experience contribute to these. 
The Authority had no ageist assumption. Its resource planning must take account of probabilities, based on the ages at which staff members generally choose to retire and retirement ages for which their trades unions argue strongly. In the SSSEN, it was statistically likely that a significant number of staff would retire over the next few years. The large size of the service made this a planning issue. There was no assumption that older staff would prefer the method of working of one or other of the new services proposed. SSSEN staff themselves suggested older staff might prefer direct teaching models but the Authority categorically had no view on this.
Special school heads and other respondents raised issues about their schools’ future roles. The report, following “Removing Barriers to Achievement”, saw expanded roles for special schools in supporting mainstream schools and developing reciprocal inclusion. This development called for co-ordination with existing services, as it might lead to duplication or overlap.
Respondents said the report lacked a clear vision of how links between support from special schools and that from central services would be co-ordinated. Special schools pointed to their expertise, experience of children with higher level needs, and work on curriculum approaches. 
Though special schools said they had much to offer, they thought putting the offer into place would call for extra resources. They suggested they link with the SSSEN to produce an integrated service. Some referred to providing a service where children from mainstream schools could spend part of the time being taught in a special school, for a fixed period. These developments overlapped with the direct teaching role for SSSEN. 
A small number of respondents addressed the extension of support, advice and training functions to secondary schools. There was some support, but some scepticism about spreading resource more thinly.
The SSSEN made a counter-proposal. The National Union of Teachers and the Association of Teachers and Lecturers made proposals with some similar features.

Key features of the SSSEN service proposal would be that central teacher-staffed support services came together as a “Special Educational Needs Advisory and Support Service” (SENASS) under one management. This would include SSSEN, the support services for hearing, physically, and visually impaired children, the SSPSCSEN and the autism outreach function.

This large centrally held service would spend 60% of its time teaching in primary and 40% teaching, advising and supporting across phases. This was the split inherent in the “40% SNASS” model, criticised by some respondents. The use of it by SSSEN in its model suggested it was seen as valid.
It was claimed that this would produce a single criterion and system of referral to the SENASS.The proposal placed particular value on the link between direct teaching and advisory, support and training functions. 

However, the apparent simplicity of the proposal appeared misleading. Other services outside SSSEN had specialist functions and the advantages of the proposed structure to working in Children’s Services were not clear.

In other responses to consultation, the present specialist services for specific areas of need set out dangers of their skills being lost in a generic service, referring to benchmarks including concern from the British Association of Teachers of the Deaf. 
The SSSEN proposal appeared at face value to extend direct teaching by the proposed service to secondary schools. This would have stronger resource implications than the report’s proposal. The funds for direct teaching and support in secondary were long ago delegated and this is inherent in the funding structure SSSEN inherited from its predecessor. The SSSEN proposal would duplicate this funding, at the expense of primary schools.

The proposal was a closest fit to the primary school basis of the present SSSEN. It did not take much account of the differing roles of such services as the PSSCSEN and the deaf and hearing impaired service and the ways in which they had developed transparent referral routes. There were models of teaching and advice in the services proposed for incorporation, which were different from the SSSEN model and hard to assimilate to it. For instance, the preschool service had a direct teaching component, but based in the child’s home and accessed by direct referral. This would not assimilate well to a school based model developed from the SSSEN structure.

The SSSEN proposal sought to develop even more aspects of special needs as specialisms than does SNASS, but without addressing the management of these beyond a general statement that 40% of time be spent on advice, support and training and 60% on direct teaching. This was the split inherent in the “40% SNASS” model, criticised by some respondents. The use of it by SSSEN in its model suggested it was seen as valid.
The service proposal valuably introduced the possible usefulness of a workforce with a mix of skill levels, with the suggestion that some functions could be undertaken by teaching assistants. The greater skills and range of functions of teaching assistants was a trend which had accelerated since the era when the Best Value review of the former PSTS was undertaken, and should be given greater weight in considering value in support services than the review report did.
3.2.5.2 The Educational Psychology Service

The Service’s development needs reconsideration after the current DfES research paper. It is now likely that this paper will be advisory, and will not set out a prescriptive DfES view of this service.

The service emphasised its range of skills and training. It said it had a crucial role in linking emotional and cognitive development, and hence well-being and mental health with curriculum progress.

The service said it could be more effective if it placed more priority on some specific roles; especially with excluded children because of the complexity of their needs, looked after children and young offenders. 
These would involve redirecting time and fit with the report’s conception of a Children and Younger Adults Psychology Service. They would mean the service considered time allocation more widely than just to schools. 
Responses emphasised the service’s research, consultation and advisory skills, which may be under-used.

Responses from two teams within the service, the early years team and a team in Chesterfield broadly agreed with the report proposals.

One response raised a staffing issue. Educational psychologists now had a three year doctoral pattern of training. This depended in part on psychologists finding employment linked with training. The training pattern had been changed but not expanded at a time when retirements were high. Moving to doctoral training meant there would be no new graduates until September 2008, so maintaining staffing would be difficult. Availability of “assistant educational psychologist” posts as in some other Authorities was likely to help recruitment, but Derbyshire, unlike some neighbours, lacked a plan for this.
The responses from parents and schools were limited. In part, as the SSSEN has pointed out, this is because the support services carry out self-evaluation with users, which show satisfaction is generally high. In the case of the EPS, one school wanted a higher level of visits. Parental reaction varied. A small number of negative responses included waiting for referral or to see a psychologist and the feelings already discussed that psychologists might fit recommendations to over-riding principles or to available resources. 
3.2.5.3 The Local Inclusion Officer Service

The Service was the main respondent about its own role and future. Other respondents touched on the service.

The service did not support the idea, derived from benchmarking, of using administrative workers with a lower skill mix to write statements. It thought this would increase complexity without safeguarding quality.

The service set out a very broad specification for its work. The review noted overlap between services. The SSSEN, EPS and LIOS each emphasised their own co-ordinating or unifying role. This may have meant they all sought an overview to inform their work, but each service also implied that it would often take a key role.

The LIO service asked in its response how the relative roles were to be determined and by whom. 

The LIO response emphasised the co-ordinating role of the Local Inclusion Planning structure.

The service acknowledged that roles taken by individual members of staff varied somewhat. During consultation meetings there was recognition that the LIO often took the role of setting out the Authority’s views as a provider of services. It may sometimes be unclear where the boundaries lie between advice for the child and advice about the allocation of resources. Clearer service roles might help resolve this.
The need to assure provision for children without statements was very important to the LIO service. It was a major challenge for the Authority in its development of special education systems.

3.2.5.4 The Behaviour Support Service

A wide range of responses showed where the Behaviour Support Service interacted with special educational needs.

These reflected choices Derbyshire made about behaviour management in the 1990’s, of a small special school sector but a substantial support service.

The importance of behaviour surfaced in a range of consultation responses, and a governor said omission of the broader behaviour issue, save as it affected special schools, was a major shortfall of the review.

The educational psychology service identified the high levels of learning and emotional needs of many pupils with behavioural difficulties and the range of initiatives that had grown up to meet them. Other responses also identified multiple systems involved with young people. 
Themes in responses included unsuitability of some provision at Key Stage 4, perceived lack of provision outside mainstream schools, and the need to work with emotional disturbance as well as behaviour.
The Behaviour Support Service described a high level of pressure on itself and also pointed to children whose needs could not be met in mainstream and the disparities in levels of provision, group sizes, and so on, between Holly House and support centres. It could not be assumed that non-school meant short-term.
The SSSEN also mentioned the relative omission from the report of issues to do with behaviour. 

The review did not examine provision for pupils with emotional, behavioural and social difficulties outside the special education framework – for instance, support centres and the assortment of non-school Key Stage Four provisions. 

Strong historical and practical reasons shaped this brief.
Derbyshire recognised when its substantial Behaviour Support Structure was set up that, in a County which then placed a very heavy reliance on statements, there would be a grave risk of issues about behaviour becoming wrangles about statementing. The Behaviour Support provision was therefore freed from this as far as possible. 
However, a range of consultees raised issues about the range of provision for children and young people with emotional, behavioural and social difficulties, especially at Key Stages Three and Four. 
Respondents made a forceful case for behaviour as a major determinant of children’s level of need and the type of provision needed. Behaviour’s recurrence as an issue across different themes in the review supported this.

3.2.6 Enhanced resource schools

Each enhanced resource school received its status because of needs at a particular time, in response to area needs. This led to many different issues being raised, school by school.
The schools with enhanced resource facilities for deaf and hearing impaired children had the most straightforward position. Consultation responses supported the review conclusions provided it was noted that these settings need to maintain a certain size to preserve social groups.

The new secondary autism provisions were the subject of an extensive process leading to their establishment and are not considered further here.

The review made proposals for new provision. Replies supported provision for Foundation Stage to KS2 pupils with physical impairment. There would also be support for additional primary ASD provision in Amber Valley and Erewash. The secondary ASD picture was more equivocal until the level of sustained demand for the Newbold and Long Eaton provision was established but there was need for an assured secondary pathway for children who attend the ER provision at Elmsleigh and Springfield.
Schools were reasonably happy with the enhanced resource model, though there was concern in some schools about the profile of needs assigned. However, they said provision was getting harder to make. Effective specialist provision demanded people, room for the people, and room to store resources that support them. Schools therefore saw provision as expensive to make in buildings as well as staffing.

A number of schools were experiencing falls in ER numbers which related to parental preferences for local schools. It was hard at times to convey the advantages of a school with established practices and skills to meet special needs over what appeared a higher level of individual provision in the local school.
3.2.7 Special schools

3.2.7.1 Special schools in general

Parents and teachers wanted us to keep special schools.

Two responses consistently opposed were from mainstream school students.

Many respondents emphasised curriculum specialism and a simpler or more protected social environment in special schools. Some thought one child might need special and mainstream placement at different times. There was support both for early special school transfer where it would help and a ready transfer back to mainstream where progress supported this.

Some respondents felt again that Derbyshire tried to keep children out of special school and so missed benefits that some children could get from early transfer.

Some parents wanted more information about special schools when they were considering what to do about their child’s needs.
3.2.7.2 Special schools maintained by Derbyshire

The educational psychology early years team said there was a significant continuing need for early special school placement, but early years groups in special schools had generally been disbanded. This reduced the options for children, and might put them into less adequate provision.

A measure of specialisation was cautiously welcomed, but the desire to keep provision local argued against extending it too far. The Local Authority needed to take a strategic view and specify the provision needed. The specialisation most lacking was provision for behavioural, emotional and social difficulties.

Concern about the overall provision of therapies in Derbyshire contrasted with positive regard for the work of therapists engaged with schools.
3.2.7.3 Special schools maintained by Derbyshire – Amber Valley

There was a high rate of response in meetings and by letter.

Some of this related to proposals which did not form part of the report, or concentrated only on one possibility, when the report set out a range. 
The report did not propose to reduce special school places in the Alfreton area. Proposals to amalgamate schools were one of a range of options for the futures of the Delves and Alfreton Park.

Much of the most significant new information related to the Delves. In summary:

· During the period of the review the actual composition and the funding profile had moved to include more children with behavioural, emotional and social difficulties.

· This led to different profiles of pupils in the primary and secondary phases. Younger pupils had increasingly complex learning difficulties while the older ones tended to have higher cognitive levels and more behavioural, emotional and social difficulties.

· The school was successful with pupils who presented a high level of behavioural challenge. Its funding per pupil with this type of difficulty was markedly less than that of Holly House. Placement and transfer practices showed the school was seen as an alternative to Holly House for some pupils.

· School buildings were inadequate. Ofsted had criticised them.
There were many comments on the co-location of the schools with mainstream and on combining the schools.
· There was concern for the possible vulnerability of some children in Alfreton Park, given the level of behavioural difficulties in The Delves. This led to support for the option of continuing separate schools or at least high segregation of groups within a single school.

· There was a marked difference in the curriculum needs of many children at The Delves and those at Alfreton Park, which might also complicate the management of a combined school.

· The Ashgate Croft experience was not directly relevant because the proportion of children with high levels of behavioural, emotional and social difficulties was lower there. Ashgate Croft governors also now stressed their difficulties with this group.

There was support for schools with a 3-19 or 5-19 age range.

Co-location was a favoured model in Removing Barriers to Achievement and Building Schools for the Future. Some responses assumed that the Authority had already decided to co-locate and knew where. There were concerns from the Mortimer Wilson School that co-location might mean pupils being placed close to a special school where they had a negative history, and that possible stigma associated with special schools might prejudice parents in their secondary school choice, against a school with close association with a special school. 

Many respondents assumed that co-location entailed combining schools on the Chapel-en-le-Frith model, though the report had ruled this out. All the options set out in the report included a continuing special school or schools, with at least the same number of places as the present schools.
Some respondents wanted new build for Alfreton Park, but on the present site and separately from the Delves. Several people said the proposals were driven by the Building Schools for the Future pattern of funding and there should be money from some other source to permit the schools to be rebuilt.
There was scepticism about co-located facilities for a number of reasons and particularly where a facility needed to be specialised.

Preserving community use of special school facilities was important.

Turning to the Holbrook Centre for Autism, this school had a complex population with very high levels of need. The responses to consultation showed that many of the issues throughout the review affected the school.

Replies said the group in the school had changed. The school opened with many young pupils with high needs. They had grown through the provision and the Key Stages. As they responded to adolescence, they were more challenging and needed more physical space. Holbrook staff raised concern about the size of the building and the range of facilities. They appreciated the wish to keep pupils in County but saw difficulties from the limitations of this building. Staff felt it was hard to compete with out of County placements given the physical features and appearance of the building. Some staff also felt that staffing levels for pupils with the highest needs compared poorly with those in some private sector provision.

Assurance of 16-19 provision for pupils was thought to be important. The provision of residence was well below parent aspirations. In some cases this drove parents to seek out of County provision.

3.2.7.4 Special schools maintained by Derbyshire – Chesterfield and North East Derbyshire

Consultation replies concerning Ashgate Croft School came from the head teacher and governors and a consultation meeting with staff and some parents.

Proposals were broadly supported. There was concern that looking to future developments under Building Schools for the Future might lead to “planning blight”. The school had a clear vision for its future development based on working with children with complex learning needs and a range of cognitive ability, including those with profound difficulties. The school was concerned about its ability to admit children of average ability whose prime difficulties were behavioural, emotional, and social.
The school wished to build an extended role.

Stubbin Wood School governors also recognised the key role of Building Schools for the Future in shaping its future. At the time of writing this summary, there was a lack of concrete proposals. 
Options under discussion included Stubbin Wood as a base for a full spectrum of learning support in one of the schools. At the close of the consultation period, the way forward was still under consideration for such fundamental issues as whether the core model of provision would include Stubbin Wood secondary provision, co-located with or within one of the schools, continuing to admit children from all the schools in the area, or whether it would function for schools with which it is not co-located as a support and outreach base.

The issues relating to the diagnostic and assessment nursery are considered in the section on the Foundation Stage.

Holly House School supported the proposals in the review.

3.2.7.5 Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - Erewash

There were extensive replies from Bennerley Fields staff and governors. Parts of these concerned the diagnostic and assessment nursery and appear in the appropriate section.

The proposal for a specialist role for communications difficulties was welcomed. The school would wish to extend this to outreach and recognised the need to develop a model of speech and language therapy support. This would be helped by closer integration of the SSSEN with special schools. 

The school had active plans for its role and saw both a support and advisory role and split placements, often short term, as valuable. The school was concerned about the funding level for a specialist role and its accommodation, which it saw as crowded.

The school was concerned about the pattern of referral, especially of older secondary pupils with very high behavioural needs and about maintenance of some other children with high needs in mainstream schools.

No consultation replies mentioned Brackenfield School directly. The role proposed for this school would be affected in the longer term if The Delves developed as a centre for behavioural, emotional and social difficulties. There would still be placement demands from South Derbyshire round children with behavioural, emotional and social difficulties.
There were some replies concerning Stanton Vale School.
Parents remained very concerned about the delayed opening of residential provision. There was concern from some parents that foundation stage provision was no longer available at the school. One parent raised concern about the availability of touch and massage. Bennerley Fields staff supported closer working with Stanton Vale.

3.2.7.6 Special schools maintained by Derbyshire – High Peak

Staff and parents responded about Peak School.

They broadly supported review proposals but raised questions about the future development of the school and where it would be sited. 
Developments were already happening at the present site. The school’s and the Alderbrook Centre’s development needed considering together. There was concern that including young people with the highest needs who might go out of County could change the character of the school.

The very low rate of placements of young people with very high learning needs and challenging behaviour outside Derbyshire in the past three years suggest that this change has already occurred  to a significant extent.

3.2.7.7 Extended special schools including outreach from special schools 

School staff and governors responded.

Alfreton Park emphasised child care issues and making the same child care offer to pupils in all special schools. They wanted to build further on community links and to develop outreach, but said they needed extra money for this.
A parent wished to extend opportunities for activities outside school time, including during school holidays.

Teachers at the Bolsover consultation meeting emphasised the difficulty of extending functions given pressures on core budgets. Peak School governors spoke of difficulties for them from different methods of funding outreach and residence. 

Peak School staff pointed out how hard schools found it to provide training and development for outreach staff at the same level as those in central services. Funding delegated to schools did not support this. Schools received direct staffing costs for outreach teachers but provided all funding beyond this. 

Peak School supported the development of the “one stop shop” model with special schools offering a range of services. 

The special school heads as a whole supported co-basing of services such as SSSEN and joint working with these services.
3.2.7.8 Special schools maintained by Derbyshire - residential provision
Parents and carers and school staff replied. Social Services staff agreed with the proposal for a single structure for residence.

Parents and carers wanted more residential provision and governors of a school with residence agreed this was the prevailing view among families of disabled pupils.

Governors said moves to a single management structure must examine the impacts of all residence on school budgets.

Governors who saw both systems in operation said residence for social care gave much less protection and stability for children and families than residence guaranteed under statements. Families also felt concern about future management of residence and said social care systems were complex, stressful, and did not assure provision.

Lack of residence in most special schools and in all enhanced resource schools for pupils with high needs was a difficulty. It was said to enable some special schools to remove problem pupils who could be defined as needing residence. There was a significant equal opportunities issue.

There was support for a single system of assessment and provision for residence, but it needed to be based on clear aims. 

All criteria would need to be re-examined. Some children needing education residence did not fit social care disability criteria for residence.

Parents were centrally concerned to extend residence, not reduce it. No parent who responded to the consultation said the level of residence should be reduced, or expressed a preference for home-based provision over residence.

Seeking residence figured in requests for out of County placement. 

Residential education workers wanted the present different conditions of service between Council residential functions addressed urgently.

3.2.7.9 Special schools not maintained by Derbyshire
Replies came from parents and carers, special schools outside Derbyshire, non-maintained schools and the organisation which brings them together.

There were several contrasting strands.

The response to Derbyshire seeking generally to meet needs in its own schools was positive.

Some parents emphasised, however,  that putting the child’s needs first sometimes meant looking wider than Derbyshire schools.

Derbyshire teachers, schools and support services were keen to work to meet the needs of all pupils. They wanted to reduce travel needs for children. They saw best value in using Derbyshire budgets in Derbyshire schools. Teacher unions strongly supported provision in Derbyshire schools.

However, non-maintained schools also emphasised their distinctive contribution. They did not think they were more expensive when all inputs into the school were considered, and claimed that some studies by Local Authorities supported this. They pointed to sometimes very good Ofsted inspections to support the view that they are cost-effective. They said they could in some cases provide facilities which a single Authority could not, which included social and community choices valued by groups in the community, for instance, deaf people. 

Some non-maintained schools had partnerships with Authorities for direct provision to children and for support, advice and training. Details of one such arrangement were provided.

3.2.8 Family-centred provision
Responses from parents and carers centred on publicising services so families knew what was available, extending residential support for young people with autism, supporting parents in decisions about and the process of transition and developing parenting classes to reduce the number of children with difficulties.

These proposals are in agreement with those in the review, and in the case of parenting classes, with broader national developments.
3.2.9 Foundation Stage (0-5) provision for children with special educational needs
Responses were about different aspects of need and provision, including provision in settings, services, aspects of procedure and administration and the provision of specialist settings. 

Replies came from groups of early years providers, schools with diagnostic and assessment nursery provision, special schools, the Support Service for Pre School Children with SEN, and the Educational Psychology Service.

The report was generally supported.

There were some consistent themes in replies. Respondents recognised the value of early intervention. Early intervention sometimes called for early provision of resources or early specialist placement for some children with high level needs.

This needed co-ordination between services. A number of replies referred to the need to clarify roles between different service providers. Providers of services did not yet have a shared understanding of what was available and systems were in some cases slow to share knowledge with parents. Some respondents thought we should bring front line staff more closely into decisions about placement and resources. 

The Support Service for Preschool Children with SEN supported, by reference to research evidence, the value added by teacher involvement in provision for special needs in the early years.

Responses to consultation suggested the system of resource provision was not well co-ordinated, so offers of provision made to different families could vary according to the system they went through rather than the needs of the child.

Behavioural support for children and settings in the early years was considered by respondents to be insufficient to meet needs.

Some settings found great difficulty in providing a level of staffing, equipment and support to match the needs of children placed and to conform to the Disability Discrimination Act. 

The need for clarity and information in what is, in large part, a system of provision still establishing itself, was clear. There was a welcome for information and guidance provided by services available from the Council, from Parent Partnership, and from voluntary agencies.

There were a number of detailed responses from schools about the Diagnostic and Assessment Centres. There was a need to co-ordinate their work with special schools and placement in the community, so children were placed in groups which could meet their range of need. Speech and language therapy, and with somewhat less emphasis, occupational therapy, were vital to the proposed role for the nurseries. There needed to be a single system of placement, not the current split between assessment and other placements. It would be counter-productive if placement demanded diagnoses of autism.

Respondents supported the emphasis on placement in County. They said present procedures did not support this, as it was hard for parents to see what was available in County or its advantages. It was suggested we were reluctant to introduce parents to special placements.

Structures for assessment and decision making needed to involve all agencies, but especially to recognise the contribution made by health. There was a strong view from a range of respondents that health needed to match this with provision, especially of direct, face to face, child centred therapy inputs.

Clear policies and practices on working with children through transition were needed. 

In rural areas, the Children’s Centre in a single place might not be the best means of getting services to the community.

There was concern for the availability of provision for young children with very high learning and physical needs in the Amber Valley area and the consequent necessity of travel for some children. 

3.2.10 Provision by Health, including therapies and CAMHS
The biggest single issue was speech and language therapy. One parent put strongly the view that this was part of children’s education. Parents and teachers saw face to face therapy as important to the progress of a varied group of pupils, in most types of setting.

Speech and language therapy services recognised this and did not wish to withdraw from direct input, but said they also contributed effectively through advice, training and taking part in decision making and resource allocation processes.

However, replies showed that there was some distance to go before schools and early education settings felt able, in skill or resource terms, to respond at levels demanded by advisory or consultative models of working in speech and language therapy.

The speech and language therapy services and one of the Primary Care Trusts gave strong support to the proposed development within SNASS of a teaching service with a communication specialism.

Consultation replies indicated that, in parts of the County, working practices in CAMHS varied. Schools wanted CAMHS to be more responsive to issues raised by schools.

A range of replies showed a school view of Health as keener to amass than to share information. Perceived reluctance of Health to share its information on children who are of common concern emerges from this consultation as a major issue in developing Children’s Services.

3.2.11 Working Together among services for children and younger adults
The development of the Children’s Services model was based on the centrality of working together for all children. Consultation replies said many pressing issues were about children with learning difficulties and disabilities.

Replies said the needs of these children and the legal framework for meeting SEN should shape the Common Assessment Framework.

The theme of balancing information flows with Health was mentioned again as a major issue in working together.

Referral criteria often acted to exclude children. There were examples where recognised needs did not fit any agency’s criteria.

Working Together needed to include parents and carers and recognise the validity of their views. 

There was fear of Children’s Services complicating, not simplifying, provision, if the initiative turned into another layer of co-ordination.

Schools found “core education” services more supportive of pupils and schools’ work to help them progress than other Children’s Services.

A number of responses raised school concern about social care inputs but a special school said it had improved co-working with Health and social care by commitment to the development of effective systems. There was reference during consultation meetings to other work in the Extended Schools Pilots which supported this; though the development of family support workers as an addition to social care systems was very important in this.

It was suggested that, if we moved to support children with higher needs without statements, needs for access to non-educational provision would be less well defined and more easily overlooked.

A number of respondents agreed with the emphasis for all agencies on having regard to the Code of Practice for meeting SEN.
3.2.12 Rural issues
Issues relating to Children’s Centres have been referred to above.

3.2.13 Special needs travel
SENCOs and a parent said transport could depend on whether a pupil with a statement had an enhanced resource facility place or another type of place in a secondary school.

There was said to be an assumption that a child’s need for transport automatically got less on moving to secondary school. Sometimes, especially for pupils vulnerable to bullying or social pressure, to get to school without stress made the need for transport at secondary more acute.

Fear was expressed that more specialised roles for special schools, and the planned availability of additional ER places, could lead to more call for special education transport.

3.2.14 Provision for children and young people with dyslexia and other specific learning disabilities
One parent strongly expressed concern about late detection of her child’s difficulties and her support for the availability of Irlen lenses.

The level of expressed concern in this area of need was markedly in contrast to that informing the 1994 review – suggesting Derbyshire and national initiatives have had some effect.

3.2.15 Provision for children and young people with autism spectrum disorder

There was widespread concern about these pupils.

They had additional needs as they moved into Key Stage 3.

Parents and carers wanted more residential provision.

Derbyshire teachers expressed concern about the high level of spending on out of County placement.

One parent claimed applied behavioural analysis was the only acceptable approach for young people with ASD.

3.2.16 Provision for children and young people with emotional, behavioural and social difficulties
The issues raised are set out and addressed above

3.2.17 14-19 provision for young people with special educational needs
This gave parents and carers substantial concern. In consultation Connexions Derbyshire had confirmed the view of many parents of a need further to develop 14-19 provision in Derbyshire. This stemmed from concern about the nature and efficacy of some provision for Key Stage 4 groups not in school, as well as the opportunities for young people with higher need levels.

The issue of the different ages for leaving special schools was raised by Connexions. Young people leaving at 18/19 had advantages. They could be expected to be more mature, but they had also had more years of school education before beginning to use up further education funding entitlement.

Young people and parents and carers were said in responses from parents and Connexions to lack signposting; but it was sometimes a matter of whether provision existed that signposts should point to. It was said that the provision available was limited and often did not meet individual need.
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Special Education in Children’s

Services

Recommendations Following Consultation on the Review of Special Education in Children and Younger Adults Services

Appendix B to Director of Children and Younger Adults Services Report

5th September 2006

1. How this report is set out

The recommendations in the report of February 2006 have been condensed. 

The priorities for action are set out under headings linked to the February report.

In many cases action is under way, through programmes developed during the review period, often after input from the review process.

Where a new programme will be needed, this is shown.

A small number of recommendations are considered to need urgent and substantial actions not wholly included in present workstreams, which have been starred thus:

(
2. Working together for children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities
Consultation suggested people supported proposals in the review report
2.1 Local Authority Services will produce family-friendly descriptions of what they do, how they join up, and how you access them. We will encourage Children’s Services outside the Local Authority to join in this.

We have started this work as part of the development of the Children’s Directory

2.2 We will develop Derbyshire services for children with special educational needs to work together as an integrated disability and special needs service based in localities

This work is under way within Children and Younger Adult Services.

2.3 We will offer training and information to Children’s Services outside the Local Authority on the legal framework of special education and disability and the Code of Practice.

Derbyshire Inspection and Advisory Service should identify training providers and offer training on a cost-sharing basis with agencies outside the Local Authority.


2.4 We will join up the new Common Assessment Framework (CAF) with Derbyshire special education recording and the statutory assessment framework. 

This is under consideration in development of the CAF.


2.5 We will establish systems for regular consultation with children and young people with SEN.

County services should undertake this work in partnership with mainstream and special schools, the Derbyshire Community Engagement Group, Parent Partnership and voluntary organisations.

3 Administrative procedures and Local Authority duties

The consultation generally supported the review proposals but schools were still concerned about bureaucracy and parents wanted our letters to be clearer and simpler. 


3.1 We will make our correspondence as family-friendly as possible.

We are working on this.

3.2 As we redraft the Special Educational Needs recording system we will include procedures that call on all agencies to reconsider whether they should be involved, and how they can help, when there is an annual review of a statement.

3.3 The system will demand the minimum paperwork from schools that complies with the Law and Code of Practice guidance.

This will be undertaken as we revise the recording system to fit with CAF and other developments.

Parents wanted assurance about the provision children and young people with SEN would get without statements, and about school admissions policies and disability rights.
3.4 We will give clear guidance for families about the help expected at Action Plus, to cover education from 3 to 19, and about disabled children’s rights in school admission.

The Local Inclusion Service will develop family-friendly guidance on expected action. The Parent Partnership Service will lead the production of guidance on disability rights in admission. We will hold dissemination events and produce written guidance for schools and settings.
 

3.5 Children’s Services will challenge schools and settings that do not provide expected levels of support at Action Plus and place priority on helping them to improve.

We will give training to Derbyshire services about what is expected at Action Plus.

4. Special education in the Foundation Stage 

The consultation generally supported the review proposals. Parents said it was still sometimes hard to get information when a child’s disabilities were first assessed or they were coming up to a transition.
4.1 We will pay special attention to the needs of families whose disabilities have recently been assessed, and families of children approaching transitions, especially for pathways through the services and provision available.
We will make this provision of information a priority in the development of integrated teams for children with special educational needs and disabilities within localities.

4.2 We will work to provide children and families with the same childcare opportunities, whatever the child’s needs or disability.
We will keep this as a priority as the national offer of access to childcare develops.

4.3 We will bring together the work of our services for child care and education in the early years, at home and in settings, and resourcing systems, so that support is consistent across settings but generally does not depend on statements for access.

We will do this within the development of integrated services.

4.4 We will provide services in a family friendly way – so that, wherever possible, they remain available during school holidays, and when parents and carers with multiple commitments can use them.
We should identify shortfalls in present provision and set out an action plan in consultation with Trades Unions. Consultation showed practices working towards these aims within teacher conditions of service are in place in some services.

4.5 Where possible, the new Children’s Centres will be a base and focus for the work of integrated disability and special needs services, recognising that patterns of provision will not always mean the functions of Children’s Centre are in a single base.
This work is in progress within the development of Derbyshire Children’s Centres.

Consultation showed the value of early, specialised placement for some children. Parents wanted to be told about mainstream and special provision options.
4.6 We will make placement in local mainstream settings where possible but reinstate Foundation Stage placement options in special schools and develop the Diagnostic and Assessment Nurseries as Early Intervention Centres with a specialism in autism and communication difficulties.

Schools are likely to need additional resources to reinstate Foundation Stage provision or to develop Early Intervention Centres. A programme of action taking account of available resources will be needed to move briskly to these developments.

4.7 Those who advise families about children’s needs in the early years should have available authoritative information supplied by the County on what specialist settings do and how Derbyshire decides on appropriate placements.
This should be part of the training to be offered under recommendation 2.3.

Consultation showed that specialist Foundation Stage settings were aware of factors that might make them less family-friendly than local provision
4.8 Specialist provisions in the Foundation Stage should be able to offer arrangements such as lunch or a longer day, beyond the national early years entitlement to meet the needs of the child.
There will be some cost implications but extending the availability of Derbyshire specialist placement should reduce demand for placement outside the County.
Consultation showed we needed to provide a clear pathway from early years settings to school

4.9 We must ensure that we provide clear pathways for children with learning difficulties and disabilities on entry to school. These must assure families that appropriate provision will be made to meet children’s needs and conform to the Law on admissions and disability.

Recommendations 3.4 and 3.5 refer to actions needed. All decisions at transition will be based on the needs of the child.
5. Special education in mainstream schools and services to help their pupils

Consultation supported a continuum of provision in mainstream, enhanced resource and special schools
5.1 Special educational provision will be in a mix of mainstream schools, some with enhanced resources, and special schools, according to the child‘s or young person’s needs.
We need to do more to assure parents and some schools about provision without the need for statements

5.2 We will provide special education in mainstream schools without statements, provided children’s needs are met.
This is existing Derbyshire Policy.

5.3 We will produce information showing schools and their pupils’ families funds they have available at school level to meet special needs.
This involves presenting information from the Section 52 statement in a family-friendly format.

5.4 Centrally funded special education support services will support schools and early years settings in proportion to need, having regard to special needs indicators, individuals with high needs, and the level of help the school needs to provide at action plus or to its pupils with statements.

This should be addressed in service plans having regard to the balance of work in different services between responding to individual children and working to develop capacity in schools.

There were some concerns about the progress of working together and it was seen as very important

5.5 The future development of services for children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities and special educational needs will be within the aim of producing an integrated service, based on localities, within Children and Younger Adults Services.

This is the subject of current work and pilot programmes.

5.6 Future structural and operational changes to support services will be made within the overall development of an integrated locality-based service for children and young people with disabilities and special education needs.

The Support Service for SEN expressed concern about the review proposals for its future

5.7 The Support Service for Special Educational Needs will continue as a service for primary schools and their pupils pending its involvement in the developments under 5.6

No specific action is needed but action to resolve issues in respect of filling vacancies should be considered in the light of 5.6.

5.8 It will offer a menu of services making clear how time will be transferred as statements are reduced to work at school action plus which will include direct teaching for pupils and make clear how the availability of direct teaching is safeguarded among the services offered to small schools.
The service should address these issues in its service level agreement and brochure for schools.

Special schools wish to develop joint working with their mainstream colleagues but recognise implications both for their working methods and for the availability and use of resources.

5.9 We will encourage special and mainstream schools to work together to share excellence and make joint provision for children where appropriate.
A working group should involve mainstream and special schools with representatives of Local Authority SEN support services.

Consultation agreed that the Educational Psychology Service should develop a new role in Children’s Services and identified some additional priorities.

5.10 It will become a Derbyshire Psychology Service working across Children and Younger Adult Services within the Authority within the proposal in 5.6.
5.11 The Authority will review the Service’s functions, staffing and structure and develop a structure suited to meeting present needs, within the development of integrated services and with a view to close co-ordination of the educational psychology, clinical child psychology and other roles in the overall development of Children’s Services.

This review should take account of the views of all relevant stakeholders.

5.12 Direct intervention with and around children and young people with higher level needs, including those excluded from school, Looked After Children and young people with high levels of needs, will be within the priorities in the redefinition of the Service.
The service review should show how this can develop.

5.13 The review will examine the contribution of workforce reform. It will evidence the specific value added by educational psychologists and consider the potential of assistant educational psychologists to improve effectiveness, recruitment and retention.
The service review should address these issues.

Consultation showed ensuring school accountability in effectively using resources to meet SEN was the distinctive role of the Local Inclusion Officer Service
5.14 The Authority will set out a service specification for the Local Inclusion Officer Service, with the service priority to make the use of resources to meet special educational needs both effective and accountable.
Concern was expressed in consultation that the review had not addressed behaviour issues outside special schools

5.15 The Authority should review the effectiveness of all its structures to meet behavioural needs and consider whether present structures provide Best Value for the young people involved. It should consider aims, outcomes and structures and the role in provision of all services, including those not traditionally in education, and recommend structures which meet present-day needs.
6. Special education in enhanced resource schools 

The issues raised in consultation have resulted in more detailed proposals

6.1 We will limit the number of ER places in a school to about one in ten of the school roll, so that having enhanced resources does not determine the character of a school too much.
This protects an issue in the work under 6.2.

6.2 We will re-examine the place profile and funding of each enhanced resourced school in the light of its expected role, the present need profile in the area, and within the existing overall budget. In some cases this will result in change in the size or nature of the enhanced resource facility. In secondary schools it will result in inputs over time to planning within the Building Schools for the Future programme.
6.3 An investment to save analysis should begin for the establishment of new enhanced resource provisions for primary age children with autism spectrum disorder in the Amber Valley area and for physically disabled children of Foundation Stage and primary age in the North East of the County.

Individual school proposals

The model of enhanced resource facilities closely integrated with the service for deaf and partially hearing children was supported

6.4 The close integration of the County service for deaf and partially hearing children with the enhanced resource schools is a very positive feature of development which should continue. 

6.5 If it becomes possible to redevelop schools with enhanced resource facilities under Building Schools for the Future, the Primary Capital Programme or other means, making the whole building accessible to deaf and hearing impaired pupils will have substantial implications for design and investment, and must be considered from the first stage of design.
The recommendations for individual schools have been further developed in the light of consultation

6.6 Aldercar Community Language College: 

· In any future development, given the location of this college, Derbyshire should propose to neighbour Authorities the possibility of their commissioning services from the College for appropriate groups of students.

· Proposed 16-18 provision in the College should be accessible to pupils with enhanced resource places.

6.7 Brampton Primary School

· The school should continue to provide for children with autism spectrum disorder.
6.8 Chapel-en-le-Frith CE (Controlled) Primary School

· Children whose difficulties are primarily emotional, behavioural and social should be admitted only with clear indications that the provision available will result in early change in behaviour through meeting learning needs.

6.9 Elmsleigh Infant and Nursery School

· Development of the emphasis on meeting the needs of children with autism spectrum disorder will continue.

· This emphasis will mean that this enhanced resource facility is not normally a suitable placement for children whose main needs are behavioural, emotional, and social.

6.10 Glossopdale Community College

· This school will retain a role with young people with behavioural, emotional, and social difficulties, within the co-ordinated work of the Peak 11 group.

· Developments during the review period have reduced the scope for young people with more complex learning needs attending this school from a wider area.

· The scope and nature of the enhanced resource provision will be fully re-examined under recommendation 6.2.

6.11 Long Eaton School
· The Authority should monitor the development of the provision and issues that arise, to inform development of new provision

6.12 Newbold Community School

· The Authority should monitor the development of the provision and issues that arise, to inform development of new provision

6.13 The Pingle School

· The school is positive about the suggestion of developing a specialist role as a facility for young people with severe and complex learning difficulties who would otherwise go outside the area.

· There would be development needs for physical access, health and personal care, moving and handling, and the availability of suitable teaching spaces.

· These would be a priority issue in any future building development within the school, but it is also suggested that an Invest to Save case is prepared to evaluate the development of the facilities that would permit the admission of young people with a wider range of need.
· The scope and nature of the enhanced resource provision will be fully re-examined under recommendation 6.2.
6.14 Queen Elizabeth’s Grammar School

· The general recommendations for enhanced resource schools apply.

6.15 Springfield Junior School

· Development of the emphasis on meeting the needs of children with autism spectrum disorder will continue.

· It is recognised that this emphasis means that the enhanced resource facility is not normally a suitable placement for children whose main needs are behavioural, emotional and social.
6.16 Whaley Bridge Primary School

· The general recommendations for enhanced resource schools apply.

· The range of needs suggests that children whose difficulties are primarily behavioural, emotional and social should be admitted only where there are clear indications that the provision available will result in early change in behaviour through meeting learning needs.

6.17 The William Allitt School

· The school’s enhanced resource facility should develop in parallel with those at Springfield and Elmsleigh to provide an integrated resource in the area for young people with autism spectrum disorder.

· The enhanced resource facility should also cater for young people with moderate learning difficulties, especially where these are complex.

· It is recognised that this emphasis means that the enhanced resource facility is not normally a suitable placement for children whose main needs are behavioural, emotional and social.
7. Special education in special schools  

Consultation supported the proposals to keep special schools and to extend their role

7.1 Derbyshire should retain special schools in its mix of provision and promote them where they are the best way of meeting children’s needs.
Consultation showed it was important to work together

7.2 Special schools should develop extended services in and around the school, but plan with Children’s and Younger Adults Services, mainstream schools and Children’s Centres to provide co-ordinated provision within a locality.
See recommendation 5.9.

Specialisation was welcomed, but needed to be considered in the light of the whole range of needs

7.3 Derbyshire should set out clear directions of development for the schools, by setting out the range of pupils who should be admitted and the services it intends to commission from each.
7.4 All the schools will take pupils with a wide range of needs, and in particular will continue to manage pupils with behavioural needs linked with communication and learning.
7.5 Derbyshire should support and challenge special schools if they encounter difficulty in meeting a range of need matching the specification of their role, as evidenced by objective indicators such as admissions and exclusions.

There was some need for additional places

7.6 Additional places should be provided where there is clear evidence of need, as for pupils with emotional, behavioural and social difficulties and those with autism spectrum disorder, subject to Invest to Save analysis compared with placement in facilities not maintained by the County.

There was agreement with the idea of a single management of residence, provided children’s needs were met

7.7 There should be a joint plan for the development and management of residential provision for children with disabilities and special educational needs, whether this residence is part of educational placement or social care: 

· having regard to the Policy of meeting needs in the child or young person’s home where possible

· depending on need rather than the school attended

· with joint criteria for access to short break care and residence in school

This report will require extensive consultation.

There was general agreement that children should be placed in Derbyshire, but only if their needs were met in this way

7.8 A priority in the development of special schools will be the development of their capacity so that appropriate placements can be made within Derbyshire schools.

Over time this will mean a transfer of resources from support of placements out of County to Derbyshire schools.

7.9 This will include the development of provision within Derbyshire for the small number of children with the highest needs, on an invest to save basis, for children and young people with very high levels of challenging behaviour associated with learning or communication difficulties and children and young people with very high levels of challenging behaviour associated with emotional, behavioural and social difficulties. Detailed proposals, following consultation and setting out an invest to save case, should form part of the report in recommendation 7.3.

7.10 For a very small group of pupils, with the highest needs, it remains appropriate to make placements outside Derbyshire’s range of provision.

7.11 In best value and invest to save considerations Derbyshire should examine the possibilities of working in partnership to establish provision with the voluntary and non-maintained sector or with other Authorities.

7.12 Individual school proposals

Most proposals for development were supported. The proposals for The Delves and Alfreton Park School have been focused to recognise views and additional information put forward in consultation. The proposals for The Delves make it less necessary to consider a specialised role for children with behavioural, emotional and social difficulties for Brackenfield School.

7.13 Alfreton Park School

· The focus should be on learning difficulties with the aim being to extend the range of need to include the most severe and complex, reducing the need for children from the area near the school to travel to school placements in other parts of the County.

· If capital programmes enable rebuilding at a future date, location on a campus with a mainstream school should be considered to enable the school to be placed in buildings offering the range of facilities expected of a modern special school.
· The Authority recognises the need, emphasised in consultation, for different learning environments for pupils with high levels of learning need and those with high levels of emotional, behavioural and social needs.

· Future plans for the development of Alfreton Park and the Delves Schools should take account of these and plans for future development should be based on the schools remaining separate, but developing as high as possible a level of shared use of an extended range of facilities with each other and other schools in the locality.
7.14 Ashgate Croft School

· The focus should be on learning difficulties including the most severe and complex.

· The expectation is that any future Building Schools for the Future proposals will be based on continued use of the existing site but all options should be considered to gain the best value for pupils.

7.15 Bennerley Fields School

· Plans for the early intervention centre are set out in another section.

· The school will continue to admit children and young people whose needs fit the descriptors of moderate learning difficulties, in some instances specific learning difficulties, and communication, which will be the specialism. Children with communication difficulties are likely to include those with disorders and delay in speech and language function and some with other disorders of communication, not better accommodated in another setting.

· Derbyshire will promote the school as the placement of choice for pupils with communication and language difficulties, where this is appropriate given the distance of their home from the school.

· Derbyshire will work to define with Health speech and language therapy provision to the school appropriate to its specialisation, including participation in staff support, training and development as well as direct therapy.
7.16 Brackenfield School

· The school will continue to admit children and young people whose needs fit the descriptors of moderate learning difficulties, or in some instances specific learning difficulties.

· These will include pupils who show significant behavioural, emotional and social difficulties, but these should be a minority within the group placed. 
7.17 The Delves School
· The school should develop its focus on children and young people with emotional, behavioural and social difficulties; leading over time to Derbyshire’s seeking redesignation of the school.

· The Authority will need to take steps with the school to ensure that suitable provision is available in the school for pupils with moderate and occasionally severe learning difficulties, during the gradual change of role.

· The proposed development will change the funding profile of the school.
· In the longer run the possible need for enhanced resource provision for young people with learning difficulties in the area should be kept under review.

· The Authority recognises the need, emphasised in consultation, for different learning environments for pupils with high levels of learning need and those with high levels of emotional, behavioural and social needs.

· Future plans for the development of Alfreton Park and the Delves Schools should take account of these and plans for future development should be based on the schools remaining separate, but developing as high as possible a level of shared use of an extended range of facilities with each other and other schools in the locality.
7.18 Holbrook Centre for Autism

· The Centre should continue as a placement for children and young people with autism spectrum disorder.

· The Authority should continue to examine the Invest to Save argument for the expansion of places at the school.

· Derbyshire will continue to promote the school as a placement of choice for pupils with high levels of need associated with autism spectrum disorder, where this is appropriate given the distance of their home from the school.
· The school should continue to provide an outreach support service for children and young people with autism spectrum disorder.

· Residential needs of pupils who attend the school should be considered in the plan for unified management and development of residential provision for disabled young people.
7.19 Holly House School
· The school will continue as a specialist placement for children and young people with very high need levels through their emotional, behavioural and social difficulties.

· Derbyshire should explore the school’s capacity to contribute to Key Stage Four provision so as to offer continuity to its own pupils and provision for pupils with high levels of need whose needs reach the point where separate special school provision is needed. This might be on a separate site.

· The school should move to an extended day rather than a residential model of provision.
· In some cases meeting the needs of pupils with very high level needs will call for access to co-ordinating the school placement with residential placement in Derbyshire, separate from the school.
· Derbyshire should explore with the school the alternative models of using any resources freed as this change in provision takes place.

7.20 Peak School

· The school should continue to provide for children and young people with severe, complex and profound learning difficulties and high levels of need.
· The availability of high quality residential provision is an important component in Peak School’s contribution to Derbyshire’s aim to place pupils with very high need levels within the County where possible, and should be preserved as a single model of residential provision for disabled young people is developed.
· Rebuilding the school and the associated residential provision should be the first priority in special school development across the County.
· The school should continue to provide an outreach support service for children and young people with autism spectrum disorder.

7.21 Stanton Vale School

· The school’s role should continue to be for children and young people with severe, complex and profound learning difficulties and high levels of need.
· Making residential provision is an urgent priority to fulfil assurances given to parents on the closure of Westbrook School.
· If it becomes possible to redistribute some support service funding to develop outreach work from special schools, supporting Stanton Vale in developing MOVE work across the Authority should be a priority.
· Residential needs of pupils who attend the school should be considered in the plan for unified management and development of residential provision for disabled young people.
7.22 Stubbin Wood School
· The school’s future is closely tied to Building Schools for the Future in the North East Derbyshire coalfield area. 
· Derbyshire envisages a continuing role for a special school admitting pupils from the whole area covered by the current Building Schools for the Future initiative.
· The continuing role would be to work with children and young people with moderate and severe learning difficulties, some of whom would have associated behavioural difficulties. Within the group there would be a higher than usual rate of autism and other specific disorders associated with additional learning and other needs.
· Detailed proposals for the school will follow Building schools for the Future consultation.
· The Diagnostic and Assessment Nursery Class should develop according to the proposals for these facilities, working closely with the Children’s Centre in the same building.
· Because of the particular nature of the school, in some instances admissions to the early intervention centre will be of children who fit the descriptors for early admission to special schools.

7.23 Placement in special schools not maintained by Derbyshire

· Special school placement will normally be in a Derbyshire school as close as possible to the young person’s home, provided their needs can be met there.

· In a small number of cases, placement in the non-maintained sector, or a special school maintained by another Authority, will be necessary to meet the child’s needs including reasonable transport distances.
8. Special education in the years 14-19 

Consultation emphasised the importance of developing provision and access within Children and Younger Adult Services

8.1 Children’s and adult services will work together to develop pathways over transition, making clear the thresholds for receiving services and the reasons for differences in access.

8.2 We intend to build arrangements for working together over transition into systems of locality-based joint working for those with special educational needs and disabilities. 

8.3 These developments must support schools in developing systems to support transition by pupils with significant special needs but without statements.

8.4 14-19 provision for pupils with all levels of special educational need will be a priority in Derbyshire Smart Schools planning.

8.5 Planning for young adults with learning difficulties and disabilities should always include consideration of how they move from Children’s to adult services.
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