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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online or offline response facility available on the Department for Education e-consultation website (http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations).
Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, may be subject to publication or disclosure in accordance with the access to information regimes, primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 1998.

If you want all, or any part, of your response to be treated as confidential, please explain why you consider it to be confidential.

If a request for disclosure of the information you have provided is received, your explanation about why you consider it to be confidential will be taken into account, but no assurance can be given that confidentiality can be maintained. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department.

The Department will process your personal data (name and address and any other identifying material) in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998, and in the majority of circumstances, this will mean that your personal data will not be disclosed to third parties.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Reason for confidentiality:
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	Name
	Dr Artemi Sakellariadis

	Organisation (if applicable)
	CSIE

	Address:
	New Redland Building
Coldharbour Lane

Frenchay

Bristol BS16 1QU


If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact Shane Samarasinghe  Telephone: 020 7783 8602

e-mail: shane.samarasinghe@education.gsi.gov.uk
If you have a query relating to the consultation process you can contact the Consultation Unit on:

Telephone: 01928 794888

Fax: 01928 794 311

e-mail: consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk
Please mark an X in the box below that best describes you as a respondent.
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	Child/Young Person
	X

	National Voluntary Organisation
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	Children’s Service
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	Local voluntary Organisation
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	School/College
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	Local Authority
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	Headteacher/Teacher
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	SENCO
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	Governor
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	Other (please specify)
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	Please Specify:



	


Q1)
Are the SEN and Disability statutory frameworks - including the SEN statementing process -  helping children and young people to get what they need? If not, what changes could help? 
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	Yes
	X

	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

Disabled people of all ages continue to face discrimination in many aspects of daily life that non-disabled others take for granted.  Developing a more inclusive education system is a necessary step towards the more inclusive society that national policy and legislation aspire to.

The current SEN and Disability statutory frameworks do not sit comfortably alongside each other.  They are based on two separate philosophical standpoints, which are at odds with one another.  On the one hand disability legislation and statutory guidance are based on the social model of disability and protect everyone’s rightful place in mainstream society and institutions.  The statutory framework for “special educational needs”, on the other hand, is based on the medical model of disability.  This perpetuates assumptions about within-child deficits and permits a small minority of children to be routinely separated from their brothers, sisters, friends and potential friends from their local community, even when their parents do not want this to happen.
In recent years, the statutory framework for “special educational needs” has repeatedly been criticized and its weaknesses highlighted, while the call for more inclusive provision in mainstream schools has repeatedly been made:
· In 2002 the Audit Commission undertook extensive research into provision for children said to have special educational needs and described SEN as “a very broad term, covering the full range of children’s needs – from mild dyslexia to behavioural problems to complex medical conditions”.  Two reports were published:

· “Statutory Assessment and Statements of SEN: in need of review?” In this evaluation of the current framework, the Audit Commission raised concerns that statutory assessment is a costly, bureaucratic and unresponsive process which many parents find stressful and alienating, and which leads to inequitable distribution of SEN resources and is at odds with inclusion (pp. 14-35).  The report also identified strengths of the framework, in that it can provide a means of targeting extra resources, offer some assurance and support to parents and a formal recognition of needs (pp. 36-41).   It made recommendations on how LEAs and schools can work more effectively within the framework, proposed a mechanism for considering a school-based approach to funding as an alternative to the current framework and concluded that “key parts of the statutory framework no longer reflect the reality of today’s system of education.”  (pp. 42-66)

· “Special educational needs: a mainstream issue” In this report, the Audit Commission clearly stated: “One in five children – a total of 1.9 million – in England and Wales are considered by their school to have special educational needs (SEN).  Despite the significant numbers involved, they have remained low profile in education policymaking and public awareness.   (…)  Schools have struggled to balance pressures to raise standards of attainment and become more inclusive. This has been reflected in a reluctance to admit and a readiness to exclude some children, particularly those with behavioural difficulties. The existence of separate structures and processes for children with SEN may have allowed their needs to be seen as somehow different – even peripheral – to the core concerns of our system of education.  This needs to change. (…)  ‘SEN’ must truly become a mainstream issue.”

· In 2004 Ofsted published a report on the quality of provision in mainstream schools for pupils said to have special educational needs (“Special educational needs and disability: towards inclusive schools”).  The report praised a minority of schools but noted that “a high proportion of the schools visited in this survey have still a long way to go to match the provision and the outcomes of the best.  They are generally not reaching out to take pupils with more complex needs (…)”
· In 2005 the Cabinet Office published “Improving the Life Chances of Disabled People” a policy document which extended the principle of inclusion to children and their schooling by stating that “future government policy should enable young disabled children and their families to access ordinary lives through effective support in mainstream settings.”
· In the same year (2005) Baroness Warnock published a monograph (“Special educational needs: a new look”) in which she criticized the statementing system as “wasteful and bureaucratic”, called for the re-examination of inclusive education and suggested that the government funds an independent Committee of Inquiry into the current state of special education.  She later confirmed that she was not criticizing inclusion in principle, but some of the ways it had so far been put into practice.

· In 2006 the House of Commons Education and Skills Select Committee published the report of its inquiry in special educational needs provision in England.   The report called for a major review of provision that would grant SEN a central position in the national education agenda. The report heavily criticized government for its unclear messages of commitment to inclusion and for its continued reluctance to review the existing SEN framework, which the report described as “no longer fit for purpose”, despite Audit Commission recommendations four years earlier.  

· In the same year (2006) Ofsted investigated the quality of provision in mainstream and special schools, across a number of local authorities, for pupils said to have learning difficulties and disabilities and published a seminal report (“Inclusion: does it matter where pupils are taught?”).  Contrary to widely-held beliefs about tailor-made provision offered in special schools, Ofsted found more “good” and “outstanding” provision in resourced mainstream schools than in segregating settings; pupils identified with the most severe and complex needs were seen to make outstanding progress in mainstream settings.  

· In 2008 the United Nations Committee on the Rights of the Child published its report of the 3rd examination of the UK on the implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.  In this report, the Committee expressed regret that its previous recommendations with regard to education had not been followed up. It noted the lack of a comprehensive national strategy for the inclusion of disabled children into society and recommended legislative and other measures to address this, including training for teachers and awareness-raising campaigns aimed at encouraging inclusion and preventing discrimination and institutionalisation.
· In 2009 the Lamb Inquiry into parental confidence in the SEN framework published its final report, which called for a major reform of the current system and contained no less than 51 recommendations.  
Changes that would help, include:
· Review of statutory framework and terminology
It follows from all the above that a review of the statutory framework is long overdue.  This view has also been expressed in the recent Ofsted report (A statement is not enough – the special educational needs and disability review), which clearly states that legislation which has been repeatedly amended has become cumbersome and overcomplicated.  The report calls on the government to simplify legislation so that the system is clearer for parents, schools and other providers.  CSIE urges the government to act upon this and to use the Green Paper as an opportunity to move away from the term “special educational needs” and, instead, adopt terminology which is consistent with the social model of disability. 

· Review of national policies

A clarification of what is expected of schools, so that they are not invited to respond to national policies in conflict with each other, is also called for.  A policy of parental choice implies that the full spectrum of provision will be available to all parents to choose from; this means that the capacity of mainstream schools to respond to the full diversity of learners has to increase.  At the same time, school effectiveness remains closely bound up with pupils’ academic achievement; this means that some schools are reluctant to admit pupils who may not achieve academically.  The Green Paper must make sure that national policies are no longer in conflict with each other.  If competition between schools continues to be encouraged, effective provision for a range of minority groups must be part of how the overall effectiveness of a setting is judged.  The Green Paper must also state clearly what steps will be taken to develop mainstream schools’ capacity to respond to the full diversity of learners, so that all parents are given a real choice.
· Strategic leadership to improve capacity in mainstream schools 

Consecutive governments have remained vague about the extent to which ordinary local schools are expected to respond to the full diversity of learners.  CSIE calls upon the government to clarify in the Green Paper what is expected of mainstream schools and to provide adequate support for the expectation to be realized.  We applaud the statement made during the meeting organised by the Council for Disabled Children on 14 October 2010, in which the Department for Education’s representatives stated that “trying to improve choice for parents” and, therefore intending to “improve capacity in mainstream schools” is a priority for this government.  The Green Paper should, therefore, clearly state how this priority will be pursued.  We recommend that this should take the form of: a) national guidance on the development of good quality provision which seeks to remove barriers to learning and participation for all children and young people in mainstream schools, and b) clear information on what resources will be needed and how individual or clusters of schools will be given access to these.

· Review of  funding systems 
The way education is funded has a significant impact on the quality of the provision that can be developed.  Research on funding systems of 17 European countries (“Financing of Special Needs Education”, edited by Cor J. W. Meijer and published by the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education in 1999) provides clear evidence that in countries where funding is allocated according to pupil numbers in schools, large amounts of money are spent on non-educational matters, such as diagnostic or assessment procedures and litigation.  On the other hand, in countries where budgets are delegated through regional authorities to clusters of schools and where funding is targeted at services provided, far more effective and efficient systems are reported to have developed.  Please see case study two on page 17 of this response.
In terms of ensuring value for money, it is important that all information available is sought and taken into account.  The 2007 Audit Commission report “Out of authority placements for special educational needs”  stated that children’s services rarely keep records in a way that enables them to evaluate the total cost of supporting an individual child.  Transport costs and the costs of monitoring provision are identified as expenditure not being combined with the charges made by providers, since they come from separate budgets.  The report suggests that without this financial information it is not possible to make informed judgements about the most cost-effective placement for a particular child.
· Review of  accountability procedures

Devolving resources to schools will only be effective if this is coupled with the development of clearer accountability procedures for schools and local authorities.  Ofsted, local authority officers (for schools) and/or other evaluation frameworks of the future, must be given a clear remit to report on how resources are being used and how these impact on: a) the quality of differentiated provision and b) outcomes for all children and young people.  The Green Paper must make it explicit that all schools will be evaluated on their capacity to offer good quality differentiated provision, including a range of intervention strategies to draw on, for all children and young people.  Schools should also be evaluated on how they use the resources (devolved funding and/or support services available locally) available to them.
· Guidelines for professional development

The case has repeatedly been made that good quality provision for all children and young people in mainstream schools is dependent upon how provision is resourced and managed, rather than on type or degree of impairment a young person may have.  Integral to developing appropriate provision, therefore, is the readiness of the workforce to do so.  The Green Paper should outline how Initial Teacher Education and Continued Professional Development will be developed, to ensure the workforce is willing and able to work towards an educational system that makes the choice of mainstream possible for parents and young people who want their legal right to be upheld.
·  Clear information readily available
Data on children and young people’s placements, learning and educational experience are collected by the government but not made available in a way that helps anyone understand the range of provision available and the impact it has on the learning and development of children and young people.  CSIE has, for many years, analyzed government figures on pupil placements and established a publication series in which local authorities in England are ranked according to their placement of pupils with statements of special educational needs in separate special schools and other segregated settings.  CSIE’s analysis of data provided by the government has revealed significant variations between otherwise similar local authorities.  We call upon the government to utilize data and software available, to produce regular updates on the educational experience of children and young people in each local authority.  We propose that the model adopted by the Department for Education in the United States can be adapted and/or replicated in the UK.  According to this, the percentage of time pupils spend learning alongside their peers is reported on a State by State basis.  Such an analysis of data would be sensitive not only to the type of provision (mainstream or special) but also to the quality of the lived experience within it (in class or away from peers).  Information from mainstream schools’ provision maps can enable each local authority to report on young people’s educational experience.


	


Q2)
How can we identify children's special educational needs earlier, and make sure that they get the support they need as quickly as possible?
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	Comments:

The perception that some children “have” special educational needs is only one way of understanding the way children learn and develop.  Even though still widely used, the term “special educational needs” implies within-child deficits which are not always appropriate or substantiated.  When the term was first introduced, it was intended to signify a minority of children who learn and develop in ways different to that of the majority.  Over the years, this has led to a range of misleading and potentially damaging assumptions, for example presumed homogeneity of clusters of children who are not part of the majority.  Misconceptions about the permanence of so-called “special educational needs” abound and many people believe that a label or a diagnosis, once ascribed to a child, becomes part of the child’s identity forever.  (Even though some diagnoses may not change over time, for example a child born with Down’s Syndrome will always have Down’s Syndrome, the educational implications of a diagnosis are subject to change.  Learning difficulties experienced by a young person with Down’s Syndrome, like all other learning difficulties, may or may not arise, depending on the context of the learning environment.)  An alternative use of the term has been proposed by Alan Dyson, Professor of Education at the University of Manchester, who wrote: “Special educational needs are needs that arise within the educational system rather than the individual, and indicate a need for the system to change further in order to accommodate individual differences.”  (From the 1990 article: “Special educational needs and the concept of change” published in the Oxford Review of Education, volume 16, issue 1.)
While assumptions about children’s perceived needs remain unchallenged, many practitioners feel ill-equipped to respond to the full diversity of learners.  No matter how experienced or committed some school staff may be, special educational provision is still deemed to be the domain of expert specialists.  Staff in ordinary local schools whose professional development has yet to address these issues, may believe that they lack essential skills.  This, however, overlooks the fact that basic pedagogic principles do not change.  This is not to diminish the contribution that specialists can make, but to highlight the fact that educators are well equipped to support young people’s learning.  If anything, some staff lack confidence that they already have sufficient skills to support any child’s learning, alone or with the support of others.
We suggest turning the above question on its head.  In order to ensure that all children’s learning is adequately supported, we suggest that attention needs to be directed at teacher education and continued professional development, rather than expending resources and energy in ascribing labels to children.  This suggestion is far from new.  Earlier this year the Salt Review confirmed that many teachers feel ill-prepared to teach learners said to have severe or profound and multiple learning difficulties and suggested that this highlights a gap in initial teacher education which needs addressing.  Alarmingly, the report suggested that there is a widespread perception that this group of learners requires ‘carers’ rather than educators.  (Salt Review: Independent Review of Teacher Supply for Pupils with Severe, Profound and Multiple Learning Difficulties (SLD and PMLD). Nottingham: DCSF Publications.)


	


Q3)
How can we improve the processes for special educational needs and disability - in schools, in assessments, and across all services - so that 
professionals can spend more of their time with children and their families?

	[image: image19.png]



	Comments:

A system that seeks to target provision to perceived needs of individual children is bound to use up significant resources in the process of assessment and diagnosis.   If, instead, initial teacher education and continued professional development, as well as educational support systems available, are all geared towards becoming more responsive to the diverse ways in which children learn and develop, without undue emphasis on specific diagnoses or labels, then professional experience and expertise will be of greater and more immediate benefit to more children and young people.  


	


Q4) 
How can we ensure all schools and colleges have high expectations for children and young people with special educational needs and disabilities, including their future potential and contribution to society?
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	Comments:

By ensuring that disability equality awareness training reaches everyone in the workforce as part of continued professional development and by sharing examples of good practice that can serve to inspire others. 



	


Q5)
How can we improve the choices of schools and services available to parents and improve opportunities for them to be involved in decisions that affect their family?
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	Comments:

a) Comment on the decision to offer parental choice:
CSIE understands that developing a system where all children can learn and develop alongside their peers, in the communities in which they live, is a matter of basic human right.  The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child clearly articulates why inclusive education should be sought for all children and young people and, therefore, why sending some children to separate institutions is discriminatory (see Article 23 and general comment no. 9, paragraphs 66 & 67).  
Current ideas about schooling were established over 100 years ago, when many children with unusual bodies or minds were not expected to ever have a place in mainstream society.  Although cultural norms have significantly shifted and disabled people are increasingly valued members of mainstream society, our educational system has yet to embrace these changing attitudes.  With today’s emphasis on personalized learning, there is no reason why tailor-made provision has to be offered in separate settings.  A perceived need for concentrated support by adult specialists should not be allowed to trump every child’s need for daily contact with friends and potential friends from their local community. A school may equip young people with knowledge and skills, but it also enables them to establish friendships and networks of support that can last a lifetime.
Disabled adults have repeatedly warned that segregated education leads to segregated adult lives.  The imperative for mainstream provision for all is not yet widely understood; it involves a re-examination of conventional ways of seeing disability and a reconceptualization of how educational provision is organised and delivered.  A number of parents and professionals still believe that the type or level of some children’s impairments make it impossible for them to be included in an ordinary local school.  We know that this is not the case, because the possibility of inclusion for all is ultimately determined by the school’s vision and the way teaching & learning are organised.  We have included some indicative examples as part of this consultation response.
CSIE believes that a government policy of parental choice reflects a reluctance to adopt a clear value position.  It also seems to reflect an inability to resist pressure from those with vested interests in segregated schooling and/or those who have yet to engage with the social model of disability and the philosophical standpoint outlined above.  On issues where the government has declared a clear value position, for example the uncompromised right of every child to an education, parents are not given a choice.  To the contrary, parents can be taken to court if they do not comply, for example if they do not ensure that their child attends school.  We urge the government to seriously engage with these issues and to announce a clear position on the provision it aspires to develop.
The issue of mainstream or segregated provision is often seen as a polarized argument that has yet to be resolved.  We do not think that the two positions are incompatible.  Supporters of a mainstream education for all advocate this on the grounds of children’s rights: if we are to live in a society together we have to go to school together, otherwise prejudice and discrimination persist.  Supporters of special schools, on the other hand, argue that these are needed because they offer provision not regularly available in mainstream schools.  The first represents a moral position, the second a partial reflection on existing practice.  When ordinary local schools are routinely able to respond to the full diversity of learners, the call for separate provision is expected to diminish.  Please see case study one on page 16 of this response, describing the experience of officers in a local authority that educates all children in mainstream schools: parents who arrive seeking a separate special school for their child are shown the mainstream provision available and choose this instead.
b) Comments on the fairness of choices currently available:
For the educational system to be fair, the type of school that parents are invited to choose should be available.  Mainstream provision is not currently available to everyone, which leaves some parents effectively without a choice.
For real choice to be extended to all parents, the capacity of mainstream schools to respond to the full diversity of learners has to be improved.

This country’s educational system seems to have been caught up in a vicious circle: mainstream provision is not readily available to all and, while tailor-made provision is imagined to exist elsewhere, the need for change is not widely embraced.  CSIE urges the government to exercise strategic leadership in expanding the capacity of mainstream schools to respond to the full diversity of learners.  Schools should be encouraged and supported to develop their provision, so that learning activities can be made meaningful and relevant to all children and young people.  Potential pupils should not be turned away from a school on the grounds that they cannot access the curriculum; instead, the curriculum should be made accessible to them.  Effective support systems need to be in place to enable ordinary local schools to do this.  Schools that turn potential pupils away, on the grounds that the school cannot provide for them, should be challenged by Ofsted, the local authority or through any other established route for evaluating effectiveness of provision.  These schools should also be supported to develop more inclusive provision for all learners.
c) Comments on improving opportunities for parental involvement in educational decisions about their child:

The recent Ofsted report (A statement is not enough – the special educational needs and disability review) found that parents saw the current system as requiring them to ‘fight for the rights’ of their children.  An educational system which makes some parents feel like second class citizens, or that they have to beg for what others take for granted, is not fit for the 21st century.
One change that can have a significant impact on parental experience is to raise disability equality awareness in the workforce.  Central and local government should ensure that officers are aware of contemporary perspectives and that everyone involved in decisions about school placements is familiar with the social model of disability.  Until this is the case, many parents who speak from this perspective will continue to be misunderstood as biased or unrealistic.  
A separate, yet related, improvement suggestion is to challenge, through professional development activities, conventional interpretations of children’s needs.  A shared understanding must be sought about what a child or young person needs and how this can be provided.  At the moment, excessive attention to impairments is often allowed to overshadow careful consideration of young people’s social and emotional well-being.  Educational outcomes are sometimes narrowly perceived as more or less equating to academic achievement.  The recent Ofsted report (see above) clearly articulated four outcomes to work towards: successful relationships and friendships; independence; choices about what to do with spare time; and the opportunity to work.  Parents have reported that the current system is not providing adequate support for  their children to achieve these goals.  This can only change with strategic leadership to establish a shared understanding of the role of education in determining future life chances.
Finally, it is essential that parents are given clear information about: what their child is entitled to; what provision is available locally; what the process is for choosing a school for their child; and who they can turn to for support should they need this.  CSIE is developing a guide for parents which can help with this.


	


Q6)
How can we improve the transition from school to adult life for young  people with special educational needs and disabilities and the support provided for their families throughout?
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	Comments:

The simplest way to improve transition from school to adult life is to ensure that barriers to participation have been tackled during a young person’s school life, not at the point of leaving school.  If children and young people are separated from their peers for much of their school life, then transition into an adult life in an inclusive society (as is the current aim, according to existing legislation and national policy) will be fraught with difficulties.  We make no apology for stating the obvious: continuing along an established pathway is simpler and easier than having to cross multiple bridges.  The more children and young people are enabled to learn and develop alongside their peers in the communities in which they live during their school years, the simpler and easier their transition from school to adult life will be.


	


Q7)  Ideas and examples of what's working well
We would like to include ideas and examples of what's working well.  If 

you have an example we could include please respond setting out your 

response as detailed below.

 Summary: 150 words
 Ideas
· What is it?(brief description)
· Who is it for? 
· How would it work?   
Or;
Examples:150 words 
· Where is it?
· What was done, by whom, how and when?
· What resources were required?
· How was the work funded?  
A bit about you: 100 words
· Tell us a little about yourself and your role
Permission to use:
· Please confirm a contact name from whom permission has been granted to use the example in the Green Paper
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	Case study one
The Hamilton-Wentworth Catholic District School Board

The Hamilton-Wentworth Catholic District School Board in Canada has been educating all children and young people in mainstream schools since 1969.  When the policy of inclusion for all was first introduced, many parents and professionals thought this could never work and strongly opposed the changes.  In time, well-funded and well-supported inclusion for all has led to the policy being widely supported.  The quality of mainstream provision has also improved.  The School Board ranks among the highest on pupil attainment, while the exemption rate from national testing is among the lowest in the region.  When parents new to the area request a special school place, officers explain the Board’s philosophy and show them the mainstream provision available.  Invariably, parents choose an ordinary local school instead of seeking a special school place in a neighbouring Board.  This clearly demonstrates that parental choice is formulated in relation to the provision that is available.

About CSIE’s role 

CSIE is a national charity that supports every child’s right to a good education in their local community.  In December 2009 CSIE invited to England senior officers from the Hamilton-Wentworth Catholic District School Board and hosted a series of events describing the Hamilton system and the philosophy underpinning it.  The above case study is drawn from these presentations, as well as from the book “Each Belongs: the remarkable story of the first school system to move to inclusion” written by Hansen et al and published in 2006 by Inclusion Press in Toronto.
Permission to use

Permission to use the above example in the Green Paper has been granted by

Jackie Bajus, Superintendent of Education, Hamilton-Wentworth Catholic District School Board on October 11, 2010.
Case study two
Nottinghamshire County Council

Nottinghamshire was one of the earliest authorities to fund schools for inclusion, rather than allocating support for individual children through statementing. It distributed significant amounts of its SEN budget to mainstream schools, using a range of indicators to ensure that they were funded according to the levels of SEN identified in each school. It retained centrally a smaller sum, most of which was eventually devolved to “families” of schools (secondary and feeder primaries), which worked together to deploy the money between them for children with more significant difficulties. A small amount is still retained centrally to support the highest level needs across the county as a whole. Nottinghamshire's funding system has strengthened schools’ ownership of those children most liable to rejection or exclusion, and has encouraged schools to work together to plan transition across phases. The system is flexible enough to support the inclusion of many children who would be in separate special provision in other local authorities.

About CSIE’s role and permission to use

CSIE has published The Welcome Workbook: a self-review framework for expanding inclusive provision in your local authority.  The above extract had been put forward in response to CSIE’s call for evidence of good practice and has been included in this publication.
Case study three
Rutland County Council

CSIE has learnt that Rutland County Council does not have any special schools and educates all of its children and young people in well-resourced mainstream provision.  Occasionally, a small number of children may be placed in a separate special school in a neighbouring authority.  Last year there was only one Year 6 student from across the entire county who went to a special school for her secondary provision.  We have not been able to contact the authority before the deadline of 15 October, in order to seek more information and permission to quote this in the Green Paper.  Nonetheless, we felt it important to offer the information available to us at this stage.  
Case study four
Emersons Green Primary School 

Emersons Green Primary School in South Gloucestershire is a mainstream school with a resource base for pupils with physical and/or visual impairments.  The resource base forms an integral part of the school, intentionally moving away from conventional models of locating a “unit” in a particular space.  Here all children learn and develop together in mainstream classes, in an atmosphere where everyone is welcome and feels valued.  Teaching and non-teaching staff plan together, ensuring that learning activities are meaningful and relevant to every learner and that appropriate resources and support are available.  Staff also support the children to establish and maintain friendships.  Situations which another school may have found challenging, if not impossible, here appear commonplace and ordinary.  Ofsted praised the school for the ‘unexpected levels of care’ shown by children towards one another. The school were surprised to hear that in other schools such strong relationships are not commonplace.

About CSIE’s role 
CSIE staff have visited Emerson’s Green Primary School on a number of occasions and have been impressed with the quality of inclusive provision for disabled pupils. Ongoing conversations with CSIE have led the school to think more broadly about inclusion and develop wider provision across other equalities strands.

Permission to use

Permission to use the above example in the Green Paper has been granted by

Jan Isaac, Head teacher, on 12th, October 2010.



	


Q8)
Please use this space for any other comments you would like to make. 
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	Comments:

1. This Call For Views makes no mention of the overarching framework within which the Green Paper will sit.  We suggest that the Green Paper itself must make appropriate reference to national legislation (for example the new Equality Act 2010), as well as international legislation that the UK government has committed to implementing (for example the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, ratified in 1991, and the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, ratified in 2009.)

2. We find it difficult to envisage the relationship between the forthcoming Green Paper on Children and Young People with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities and the White Paper expected to be published next month, in anticipation of the Children and Education Bill.  In this response we have argued that the statutory framework should move away from regarding special educational needs and disability (SEND) issues separately from the educational provision that is shaped in schools for all children.  We urge the Department for Education to give serious attention to the long overdue need to see SEND issues as a mainstream issue, and to make it clear in the Green Paper how this will be achieved.
3. CSIE representatives will be more than happy to provide additional evidence and/or assist the Department in the development of the Green Paper in any way that is considered helpful.



	


Q9)
Please let us have your views on responding to this consultation (e.g. the number and type of questions, was it easy to find, understand, complete etc.)
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	Comments:

The consultation has been easy to access, but the timescale for responses feels unjustifiably short, especially as the start of a new academic year is a particularly busy time for parents and education practitioners.  



	


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply X
Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	X  Yes
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No



All DfE public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the Government Code of Practice on Consultation:

Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and sensible.

Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is intended to reach.

Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’ buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to participants following the consultation.

Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience.

If you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact Donna Harrison, DfE Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 794304 / email: donna.harrison@education.gsi.gov.uk
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 15 October 2010

Send by post to:

SEN and Disability Frameworks Team
Special Educational Needs and Disability Division
Department for Education
Sanctuary Buildings
Great Smith Street
London
SW1P 3BT

Send by e-mail to: send.callforviews@education.gsi.gov.uk 
  

