	Consultation on draft guidance on Planning and Developing Special Educational Provision 
Response Form

The closing date for this consultation is Friday 6 April 2007 and your comments must reach us by that date.
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The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name
	Artemi Sakellariadis

	Organisation (if applicable)
	Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education (CSIE)

	Address:
	New Redland
Frenchay Campus

Coldharbour Lane

BRISTOL 
BS16 1QU


1.   Is the SEN Improvement Test (paras 3 and 13) clear?
	  
	     √ .    Agree
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	Disagree
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	Comments:

Although the description and guidelines for application of the proposed Test are clear, a new message emerges from this consultation document which seems to contradict the spirit of current legislation and hinder the development of inclusive education.  The proposed SEN Improvement Test would offer a means for schools and Local Authorities to justify segregated provision on the grounds of mainstream settings being unable to guarantee “improved” outcomes, based on only a partial interpretation of improvement.  This seems to be at odds with a national and international agenda which, for over 25 years, has supported the education of most, if not all, pupils in mainstream schools.


	


2.   Are the factors that underpin the SEN Improvement Test (para 20) appropriate? 
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	Yes
	     √ .             
	No
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	Comments:

Contested notion of “improvement”
“Improvement” seems to be narrowly interpreted as ‘educational gains focusing on learners’ differences’ and relies on the interpretation of yet more ambiguous statements (“suitable” also being a heavily contested notion).  There seems to be no reference to improvement with regard to levels of respect, or participation in local community, for disabled pupils.  Most of us (non-disabled adults) take these for granted, considering them fundamental human rights at least for ourselves.
Competing philosophical standpoints

This consultation document seems to have been written from a philosophical standpoint which sees disability as a characteristic of some people and measures improvement in relation to addressing, if not overcoming, differences (“medical model of disability”).  Disabled adults have for years been putting forward the alternative “social model of disability”, seeing disability as emerging out of the interaction between a) some people’s impairments and b) inflexible societal structures around them; in this sense, improvement would be gauged  in relation to removing barriers to participation.  
Relevant literature further supports this view, for example: 

“We suggest that the arguments for inclusion have to emerge less out of the kind of supposed knowledge so respected by 20th-century educators - less out of notions of success and failure (of children or of schools) - and more out of ideas about social justice and human rights.”

Thomas, G. & Glenny, G. (2002) Thinking about inclusion.  Whose reason?  What evidence? International Journal of Inclusive Education, 6(4), 345-369.
Recent UN Convention
The UN “Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities”, which the UK government signed on 30 March 2007 when this document opened for signature, recognizes that “disability results from the interaction between persons with impairments and attitudinal and environmental barriers that hinders their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others” and strongly supports the education of disabled pupils in mainstream schools.
A way forward?

Improving provision for all learners may remain unattainable until all stakeholders establish a shared vision of what constitutes improvement.



	


3.   Is the section of the guidance on developing a range of provision (paras 22-41) comprehensive? If not, what else needs to be included?
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	Agree
	    
	       √ .    Disagree
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· The guidance is fraught with assumptions; para 30 a significant example: it assumes a number of children need special schools.  There is well documented evidence of children, similar to those listed, being successfully included in mainstream schools (for example DfES ref 0160-2006DOC-EN).
· The key role of mainstream schools in enabling participation needs to be reflected in the guidance; a mainstream class in a mainstream school should be the first item in the list of types of provision (currently not on this list at all)
· Recommendations of the Audit Commission report: “Special educational needs: a mainstream issue” (London, 2002) seem to have been overlooked.
· The Ofsted 2006 report has been misrepresented on page 10 (para 26) of the guidance; the report clearly states: “Effective provision was distributed equally in the mainstream and special schools visited, but there was more good and outstanding provision in resourced mainstream schools than elsewhere”  (page 2).
· Children do not only learn from adults; they also learn from one another.  Paragraph 27 should reflect this by listing children’s peers alongside a range of adults to support children’s learning.



4.   Are there other issues that should be covered in the guidance?
	   
	     √ .    Agree
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	Disagree
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	Comments:

· The guidance needs to accurately reflect current legislation and other national documents; there are currently serious omissions (SENDA 2001, DDA 2005) and errors of representation (eg findings of Ofsted 2006).  These, as well as CSIE’s concerns about the process of this consultation, are outlined in greater detail in a separate letter to Lord Andrew Adonis.
· Local Authorities should be given a clear statement of strategic direction at national level, regarding the development of inclusive education.  In its absence, local differences may be further exacerbated.  Current evidence suggests that c. 1 child in every 68 in South Tyneside attended a special school in 2004, whereas in Newham the figure was c. 1 in 1,667.  Such discrepancies are far too great to be sufficiently justified by local needs and circumstances.  (data from Rustemier, S. & Vaughan, M. (2005) Segregation trends - LEAs in England 2002-2004: Placement of pupils with statements in special schools and other segregated settings. Bristol: CSIE)
· The guidance would be strengthened by being united with the spirit of a range of other current government initiatives in which the development of inclusive education is endorsed and encouraged.
· Disabled adults should be seen as key stakeholders in reviews of educational provision and the guidance should specify this.  

· Finally, the lack of a shared vision should be acknowledged and addressed.  


	


5.   Would it be helpful to illustrate the guidance with different models of provision?
	      
	     √ .    Agree 
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	Disagree
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	Comments:

The DfES has recently published, in collaboration with the Disability Rights Commission, a resource pack showing how mainstream schools and Local Authorities in different parts of the country are implementing their duty (under the Disability Discrimination Act 2005) to make reasonable adjustments in order to include disabled pupils in mainstream schools1.  These, and similar, materials can be extremely helpful to schools and Local Authorities reviewing their provision for all pupils and should receive mention in this guidance.
1 “Implementing the Disability Discrimination Act in schools and early years settings” (DfES ref 0160-2006DOC-EN)


	


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      √  .   
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the e-mail address shown below by Friday 6 April 2007
LASEN.GUIDANCE@dfes.gsi.gov.uk 

