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Chapter 1:           
Introduction to Policy Paper
Background to the policy paper

This paper is based on the seminar held at Regents College, Regents Park, London in May 2006 which focussed on the topic of children’s services: Taking Stock: integrated Children’s Services, Improvement and Inclusion. This seminar offered the opportunity to examine issues arising from policy formation at local / sub-regional level (including Scottish experiences), learning points arising from new practice structures and operation and newly developing inter-professional relationships. As with previous seminars the aim was to identify implications for the SEN Policy and Practice at national and local government level. The seminar involved brief presentations based on 3 papers that are included in this policy paper, from Margaret Doran, then Assistant Director Universal Services and School Improvement, Southend Local Authority, (now at Glascow Local Authority), Tony Dessent (Corporate Director Children and Learning, Luton) and Professor Chris Husbands, of the UEA Pathfinder Children’s Trust evaluation team. Most of the afternoon involved small group and large group discussions, from which some of the conclusions are recorded in the last chapter of this paper. 
 SEN Policy Options Steering Group
This policy paper was the first in the 6th series of seminars and conferences to be organised by the SEN Policy Options Steering Group.  This group organised the initial ESRC - Cadbury Trust series on policy options for special educational needs in the early 1990s. The success of the first series led to the second one which was supported financially by NASEN. (See the list of these 23 policy papers published by NASEN at the end of this section). The Steering Group has representatives from LEA administrators, head teachers, voluntary organisations, professional associations, universities and research. The further success of the second and third series of policy seminars and papers led to a fourth and fifth round of seminars which has also been organised with further funding from NASEN. These events are intended to consider current and future policy issues in the field in a pro-active way. They are planned to interest all those concerned with policy matters in special educational needs.

 Aims for the next 6th series over a 2 year period from 2006-2008:
1. To continue to provide a forum where education policy relevant to the interests of children and young people with SEN/disabilities can be appraised critically and pro-actively in the context of the development of children’s services.

2. To inform and influence policy formulation and implementation, to encourage and support an active and ongoing dialogue on SEN policy and practice between key stakeholders such as NASEN and other professional associations; schools, local authorities, parents and other agencies

3. To examine and evaluate policy options in terms of current and possible developments and research in order to inform and influence policy formulation and implementation in the field.

4. To organise events where policy-makers, professionals, parents, voluntary associations and academics/researchers analyse and debate significant issues in the field drawing on policy and practice in the countries of the UK, and:

5. To arrange the dissemination of the proceedings and outcomes through publication and summary briefing papers.

 

Steering group membership
The current membership of the SEN Policy Options Steering Group are:

Keith Bovair, Head teacher; Professor Julie Dockrell, Institute of Education; Professor Alan Dyson, School of Education, University of Manchester; Peter Gray, SEN Policy Adviser; Dr Seamus Hegarty, Claire Lazarus, DfES; Professor Geoff Lindsay, Warwick University; Professor Ingrid Lunt, University of Oxford; John Moore, Senior Inspector, Kent LEA; Professor Brahm Norwich, School of Education, Exeter University; Linda Redford, NCH Action for Children, Education Officer; Penny Richardson, Educational Consultant;  Philippa Russell, CDC, Adviser DfES ;Sonia Sharp, Assistant Director, Rotherham LA; Philippa Stobbs CDC; Susan Twemlow, Notts. CC; Eileen Visser, Ofsted; Professor Klaus Wedell, Institute of Education, London University; Tom Williams EPS, East Ayrshire. 


Current series
The current series aims to organise four full or half-day events on special education policy and provision over the two years 2006-2008 which are relevant to the context of considerable changes in the education system. 

If you have any ideas about possible topics or would like to know more about the events, please do contact a member of the Group or Brahm Norwich, Co-ordinator of Steering Group, at the School of Education, University of Exeter, Heavitree Road, Exeter EX1 2LU (01392 264805; email: b.norwich@exeter.ac.uk)
 
Policy Options Papers from first seminar series published and available from NASEN.
 1.       Bucking the market
Peter Housden, Chief Education Officer, Nottinghamshire LEA

 2.       Towards effective schools for all
Mel Ainscow, Cambridge University Institute of Education

 3.       Teacher education for special educational needs
Professor Peter Mittler, Manchester University

 4.       Resourcing for SEN
Jennifer Evans and Ingrid Lunt, Institute of Education, London University

5.       Special schools and their alternatives
Max Hunt, Director of Education, Stockport LEA

6.          Meeting SEN: options for partnership between health, education and social services
Tony Dessent, Senior Assistant Director, Nottinghamshire LEA

7.       SEN in the 1990s: users' perspectives
Micheline Mason, Robina Mallet, Colin Low and Philippa Russell

Policy Options Papers from second seminar series published and available from NASEN.
8. Independence and dependence?  Responsibilities for SEN in the Unitary and County Authorities
Roy Atkinson, Michael Peters, Derek Jones, Simon Gardner and Phillipa Russell

9. Inclusion or exclusion: Educational Policy and Practice for Children and Young People with Emo    tional and Behavioural Difficulties
John Bangs, Peter Gray and Greg Richardson

9. Baseline Assessment and SEN
Geoff Lindsay, Max Hunt, Sheila Wolfendale, Peter Tymms

10. Future policy for SEN : Response to the Green Paper
Brahm Norwich, Ann Lewis, John Moore, Harry Daniels

Policy Options Papers from third seminar series published and available from NASEN.

11. Rethinking support for more inclusive education
Peter Gray, Clive Danks, Rik Boxer, Barbara Burke, Geoff Frank, Ruth Newbury and Joan Baxter

12. Developments in additional resource allocation to promote greater inclusion
John Moore, Cor Meijer, Klaus Wedell, Paul Croll and Diane Moses.

13. Early years and SEN 

Professor Sheila Wolfendale and Philippa Russell

14. Specialist Teaching for SEN and inclusion 
Annie Grant, Ann Lewis and Brahm Norwich

Policy Options Papers from fourth seminar series published and available from NASEN.
 
15. The equity dilemma: allocating resources for special educational needs
Richard Humphries, Sonia Sharpe, David Ruebain, Philippa Russell and Mike Ellis

16. Standards and effectiveness in special educational needs: questioning conceptual orthodoxy
Richard Byers, Seamus Hegarty and Carol Fitz Gibbon

17. Disability, disadvantage, inclusion and social inclusion
Professor Alan Dyson and Sandra Morrison

18.  Rethinking the 14-19 curriculum: SEN perspectives and implications
Dr Lesley Dee, Christopher Robertson, Professor Geoff Lindsay, Ann Gross, and 

Keith Bovair.

Policy Options Papers from fifth seminar series 

 19. Examining key issues underlying the Audit Commission Reports on SEN

Chris Beek, Penny Richardson and Peter Gray 

(published and available in electronic version through Journal of research in Special Educational Needs NASEN)

20. Future schooling that includes children with SEN / disability

Klaus Wedell, Ingrid Lunt and Brahm Norwich

Copies of most of these papers can now be downloaded from the NASEN website.

Chapter 2:
                             
Desperately Seeking Solutions: What is an effective Children’s Service?        
Margaret Doran 

Introduction

This paper attempts to identify the key ingredients of effective services to children, including the potential of schools to work more in partnership with other services to children to secure improved outcomes for the ‘whole child’ and for every child.

The paper assumes that some children have ‘additional support needs’ and not solely ‘special educational needs’ or ‘additional learning support needs’.  It assumes that all children have rights to the best possible services to meet their unique needs and circumstances.

1. Is there a tension between a holistic Every Child Matters model and a School Improvement model?

 Education systems at national and local Government level, and in schools in Scotland and England, rightly focus on improving ‘standards of education’.  Education is essential to the life chances of children and young people.  Children deserve the best possible start in life and the best possible education.  However, the use of language is significant.  The focus of the school improvement delivery mechanism is solely on improving ‘outcomes for pupils’ (primarily attainment) and not on schools systematically contributing to improving ‘outcomes for children’ nor contributing towards improving outcomes for the ‘whole child’ in terms of the child’s educational achievement, care, health and wellbeing.

 The government has legislation in place to plan and report progress publicly on securing improved outcomes for children and young people through the Children and Young People’s Plan in each authority area in England and through the Children’s Services Plans in each authority area in Scotland. The integrated inspection framework of Annual Performance Assessments (APAs) and Joint Area Reviews (JARs) in England will hold to account those who provide services and their collective responsibility to work together to make a difference to the outcomes for children.       

 However, schools are not regarded as being part of this collective responsibility in England.  This is in contrast to Scotland where schools and local authorities are held accountable for:  integrated working in the integrated inspection arrangements; through local reporting arrangements with the publication of school and local authority Standards and Quality Reports on year on year improvements in the outcomes for children.  Standards and Quality Reports in Scotland cover both the national educational priorities and priorities for children. 

In England, the increasingly diverse school provision widens gaps with its emphasis on league tables to raise standards, the promotion of competition for popular schools, banding and social choice of school by parents.   Edwards and Tomlinson (Selection. Diversity and Inequality in Secondary Education, 2006) described the English system as one which needs to confront the evidence that “the endemic weaknesses … continue to be a wider difference of attainment between ‘high’ and ‘low’ attainers, a higher proportion of unqualified leavers, and lower participation rates in post – compulsory education (outside the universities) than in comparable countries”.   

In past studies, L Croxford in ‘School Differences and social segregation’, (Education Review 15, 2001, pp 68 – 73) compares system level performance with Scotland:

“Scotland went comprehensive earlier and far more thoroughly than did England, with the all through comprehensive 12 – 18 school and the dominant model, free from the disadvantage of co-existing with grammar schools and with few private schools outside Edinburgh and Glasgow to divert able children.  It has had, in comparison with England, consistently higher than average attainment, less variation in attainment between schools, smaller differences in attainment between social classes, and higher rates of participation in post compulsory and higher education”. 

 In England, the Every Child Matters (ECM) framework (0 – 18 years) presents an ideal opportunity to develop progressive, integrated assessment and planning in response to the needs of children with additional support needs. Associated responsibility is on services to secure improvements throughout childhood in the five ECM outcomes (i.e. Being healthy; Staying safe; Enjoying and Achieving; Making a Positive Contribution;  Achieving economic well-being) throughout childhood.

 There is repeated reference to this throughout the Children Act 2004 which states that “well being” covers ‘the five outcomes’.   Other key provisions in the Act establish:  a duty to make arrangements to co-operate with other agencies working with children;  Local Safeguarding Children’s Boards;  Information databases; creation of the post of Director of Children’s Services and Joint Area Reviews.  These are clearly the tools specified to deliver these five outcomes. Those who work with children are now under legal duties to cooperate with each other to secure improvement in these five outcomes but the duty remains fundamentally vague.  

 However, how far a school must go to promote the welfare of a child or to secure continuous improvement in the welfare of a child are questions which remain unanswered in current legislation.  Indeed, they receive no mention in the Education and Inspection Bill 2006.

 A children’s services authority (education and children’s social services within a local authority) is now under a duty to make arrangements to promote cooperation between the local authority and  “relevant partners”.  They are defined in Section 10 and include district councils, police authorities, probation boards, youth offending teams, health authorities and health trusts.  However the ‘relevant partners’ category does not include educational establishments which are independent of the local authority.  There is a category of “Such other bodies as the local authority considers appropriate, being engaged in activities in relation to children”.  This category could include educational establishments that are independent of a local authority.  Section 10 also provides that ‘relevant partners” must cooperate with the authority, but that duty will not apply to independent educational establishments.   Section 10 (8) says that the Children’s Services Authority and its relevant partners “must have regard to any guidance from the Secretary of State”.  In other words it simply says that regard must be had to the guidance. It would appear possible for the guidance not to be followed, provided that the organisation in question can justify its action.   A famous example of this would be the much publicised Oratory School in London in its “regard” for the Admissions framework.

 The Every Child Matters (ECM) framework in England, whilst laudable for focusing on those who are disadvantaged and vulnerable, offers an outcome focused toolkit based on a ‘deficit’ model of a child.  Integrated working as promoted through the ECM outcomes, can work equally well when focused on positive childhood and family experiences in all types of school and community settings, thus using a positive participation and community engagement model to address the needs of all children but particularly the needs of vulnerable children and families.

 The ECM framework assumes that local authorities, by regular reporting through the Annual Performance Assessment (APA) or the Joint Area Review (JAR) on the five outcomes, will provide the solution to the challenges facing vulnerable and disadvantaged children and children with additional support needs.    However, the relationship of local authorities to schools continues to be weakened with successive education legislation and government pronouncements.  Local authorities are apparently to be confined to a challenge and support role to schools focusing almost entirely on school improvement and not as one of the key partners to work with schools to provide services to vulnerable children.   If the local authority has a commissioning role they must also have a challenging role regarding social justice.  

Sadly, the legislation in England fails to place a duty on schools, to play their full part in contributing to improving outcomes for all children.  Reference to the five ECM outcomes in schools is reflected in a tick box approach, a token reference in the school self assessment form, as a requirement by Ofsted.  The Children Act 2004 has missed an opportunity to ensure that the ECM model applies to all services who work with children, including schools.

The Education and Skills Select Committee Report on Every Child Matters (Ninth Report of Session 2004 – 05.  Vol 1) accepted that there is a fundamental convergence between the standards and inclusion agendas:  “However, what concerns us is that the drivers in the system – including inspection and league tables’, to give two examples – may not be sufficiently strong to encourage schools to see the two agendas as complementary”.

 

2. Common Assessment Framework and learning points from evaluation of holistic integrated models

 The Common Assessment Framework (CAF) is a key component of the Every Child Matters:  Change for Children programme.  The aim of the programme is to ensure that every child receives the universal services to which they are entitled and any additional services they need at the earliest opportunity.

 The model is based fundamentally on a social services model for assessing children in need and their families.  The information will be gathered and will follow the child to build up a picture over time.   It is intended that these assessments are stored and shared electronically by practitioners across children’s services. Along with the child indexes, the development of the CAF is to be a key means of achieving closer integrated of services at the process level.  It aims to provide a national, common process for early assessment to identify more accurately and speedily the additional needs of children and young people.  

 The framework is not going to be easy to implement across services and is not necessarily one which will be easily used by schools.  It is essential that full developmental work and trialling shapes this particular aspect of integrated processes.  It would also benefit from being further developed in partnership with nurseries and schools and its benefits judged on whether or not it leads to improved outcomes for children, young people.

 In Stirling Council, in Scotland, where the author worked for 10 years, the use of a Staged Intervention framework in nurseries and schools provided an early intervention and prevention model and supported a planning and record keeping system for any child who needed support.  The process always involves the parents, the child, school staff and where appropriate, other professionals.  It is also flexible so that the intervention can begin at any of the four stages (in summary):

 Stage 1:  teacher or parent has a concern.  If concerns cannot be resolved, the issue moves to the next stage.

Stage 2:  another professional is involved in giving advice e.g. speech and language therapist;  psychologist.  

Stage 3:  Several agencies may be required and involved in a more formal way.  An Individualised Educational Programme (IEP) may be drawn up.

Stage 4:  applies to a small number of children who have complex needs and require close monitoring and review.  A Record of Needs may be drawn up.

 

1.98% of the child population in Stirling were on stage 4 in 2004 – 2005.   

All nurseries and schools are allocated resources and staffing, centrally managed by the LA, according to a formula based on the number of children on stages 3 and 4 of staged intervention.

There is evidence that the success of the Staged Intervention process has led to a reduction in the requirement to open Records of Need. The numbers of children recorded has dropped steadily since Staged Intervention was introduced.

The total number of children and young people with Records is now 178, which amounts to 1.4% of the School population in Stirling Council.

“As a means of local authorities distributing resources in an equitable manner, the Staged Intervention process can be shown to have a positive impact; when compared to indices of deprivation, the school figures correlate significantly at 0.48. The Recording process has never achieved a positive correlation with deprivation in any study”. (Dr. Ian Liddle, Principal Psychologist, Stirling Council)
 The HMIe report on Stirling (August 2004) recognised the importance of integrated working to support inclusion:

 “The Council’s clear commitment to inclusion was evidenced in the wide range of services it provided to address the needs of vulnerable children and young people.  Some of the most vulnerable children and their families were receiving more integrated education, social work and health services.  Significant progress was evidenced in joint approaches to assessing the needs of children who required highly specialised support.  Improved working relationships among staff with different insights and skills were leading to a more holistic approach to assessing and addressing the needs of many children and young people.” (p43) “Social work staff were exploring how they could integrate their approaches to assessment further with this (staged intervention) system” and
 “Senior managers across the Council were facing up to the challenge of establishing a sustainable multi-agency approach to meet the all-round needs of vulnerable children and families.  They were working to improve understanding of a fully inclusive service and to embed it into the culture and practices of all services” (p45)
 The key to the success of inclusion in Stirling was a policy on inclusion applicable to and agreed with all schools.  Key features of this policy were recognised in the above report as ‘very effective integrated practice”:

 “the specialist facilities and extended support bases in mainstream schools which assisted the inclusion of children with significant additional support needs in mainstream classes;
 “the Support for Learning Area Network Teams (SLANT similar to SENCOS) which provided valued specialist support in mainstream nurseries and schools”
 “specialist schools (one primary;  one all through for 12 children with severe and complex needs) and units which provided teaching and support for children with complex needs”.
The above system provided choice from a spectrum of inclusive provision for children and parents.  The key to success was a team of highly skilled authority officers working alongside parents from early years to design services for children with additional support needs in partnership with other services and agencies.  In the process, if a child had a mainstream nursery or school placement, the capacity of the school was enhanced through additional training and support.   This inclusive / comprehensive / partnership working with parents / capacity building model evolved over 10 years in Stirling and is evident in other Scottish authorities.   

 The basic legislative framework for children with SEN is given in the Scottish Office Circular 4/96 (SOEID 96).  The legislative framework has been changing in Scotland, to one which focuses on rights and responsibilities with the Children (Scotland) Act 1995, and the Disability Act 1995.  In 2000, the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc Act stated that mainstream schooling was the assumed placement for all children, unless unusual circumstances made special schooling appropriate.  Recent legislation, the Additional Support for Learning Act 2005 replaces the Record of Needs with Coordinated Support plans (CSPs).  This stronger, streamlined system with ‘staged intervention’ of school based support, and the introduction of Coordinated Support Plans (CSPs) for children with ‘additional support needs’ require input from more than one agency.

 

Particularly successful in Stirling, was the capacity building of mainstream staff, supported by high quality support for learning staff,  allocated to schools annually according to needs,  based on the previously described formula of stages three and four of staged intervention and free school meals.   Capacity building also took place in the integrated children’s service, with the promotion of a culture of learning about children through:

 

· Regular sharing seminars (every 6 weeks) across middle and senior managers in all services to children on issues such as ‘Looked After Children’;  ‘Children with disabilities’;  Using ‘option appraisal’ to place children in local community education and care placements; 

· Work-shadowing across services which significantly influenced practice and assisted with staff getting to know each other across local services to children including nurseries, schools, social work and health services

· Termly evening seminars with workshops led by frontline workers to share developing practice

· Multi-professional teams participating in accredited modules with the University of Stirling

 

Children with emotional and behavioural difficulties were included in the staged intervention model of assessment, support and resource allocation from specialist staff.   No child was ever permanently excluded and, year on year until 2004, Stirling had the lowest number of temporary exclusions in mainland Scotland.  The local authority provided a strong challenge to schools on exclusions.  In an integrated service, there was little excuse for not trying to work with other services and agencies and find solutions to maintain the child in school or alternative education provision with a view to re-integration, with support, as soon as possible.

 

3. Policy and inter-professional collaboration 

 Fullan (2003) is of the view that the role of public schools in a democracy is about moral purpose and that public education is a common good.  He states that ‘everyone has a stake in the calibre of schools, and education is everyone’s business’.   It could be argued that the development of each child to achieve her / his full potential is everyone’s business.

Collaboration in Scotland
This political and moral imperative is clearly articulated by the Scottish Executive in terms of its social justice policy framework and commitment.  It is clear from the report ‘For Scotland’s Children’ (Scottish Executive 2001) that, for many children, the chances of success at school are affected by a multitude of ‘out of school’ factors which are barriers to children achieving their potential.  There is a general recognition in Scotland,  with an expressed political commitment at national and local level, that schools cannot do it alone.  Indeed, the report above recommends integrated working to provide more effective children’s services, especially for the most vulnerable.   In addition, there is a national dual commitment to raising achievement and social inclusion, with considerable investment by the Scottish Executive in the New Community Schools (NCS) initiative (New Community Schools Prospectus, 1998).   

The extent of this national commitment is such that the Scottish Executive has initiated a variety of policy initiatives with associated funding to health services and social work services to work specifically within the context of New Community Schools.

The launch of the Integrated (then New) Community School initiative in 1998 recognised the need for an integrated approach by a range of services to meet the needs of children and young people and promoted the development of multi-agency working in and around schools.

In a recent brochure, ‘Improving Outcomes for Children and Young People: the role of schools in delivering integrated children’s services’ (Scottish Executive; HMIe (March 2006), it states:

· Schools need to take responsibility for their contribution to the shared vision for Scotland’s children and young people

· Strong leadership should underpin integrated approaches at both authority and school level

· Schools should plan and deliver services for the whole school (or all children in a cluster of schools) in partnership with other agencies, as well as co-ordinating multi-agency support for individual children 

· There is a need for an appropriately skilled workforce

 In addition, in the same brochure, to support schools:

 Local authorities are involved in integrated children’s services planning

· HMIE is developing a self evaluation framework which will provide tools for schools to evaluate the effectiveness of partnership working
· HMIe and their partners will also develop a self evaluation guide to partnership working for agencies to use together at a neighbourhood or cluster level based on HMIe Quality Indicator framework 

· A streamlined approach to inspecting services for children and young people will be introduced in 2008 assessing performance on integrated working through service specific inspection and integrated inspection, following further consultation.

 Furthermore, there is a clear statement in the brochure that in Scotland the National Priorities (for education) are about:

  “far more than attainment and continue to provide a focus for education….community learning and development is also delivered by schools and their partners and includes concern with the outcomes for children and young people” and “It no longer makes sense to think of schools separately from other agencies”.

 There is a national policy objective in relation to integrated children’s services and schools:

 “By 2007 every school in Scotland will participate in delivering Integrated Children’s Services”
 Indeed, this partnership working will also embrace health promoting schools, eco-schools and Determined to Succeed (partnerships with business).  In Stirling Council, it also embraced locality partnership planning around sports, arts and culture for children and families.

 Locality children’s services models (learning communities; clusters of local schools and associated services) promote participation and engagement as a means of equalising opportunities for children and for families and lay the foundations for democratic renewal

 

Collaboration in England

In England, the DfES promotes collaborative activity.  However the dominant collaborative model is raising educational standards by traditional methods e.g. Education Improvement Partnerships; Federations;  Excellence Clusters.  If Headteachers are out of school it would appear that they are involved mostly in collaboration with other education staff or, more recently, as School Improvement Partners with a very narrow school standards agenda.    This however, is not to undermine the excellent work of some headteachers in areas of deprivation who are managing to improve educational standards whilst managing extended schools and participating in multi-professional activity.

 Collaboration with other services is essential if schools are to meet effectively the needs of vulnerable children and young people.    

 However, when the Five Year Strategy for Children and Learners and Every Child Matters in England are considered together, there is a tension.  The former promotes policies which give schools more independence and autonomy. The Five Year Strategy alters the relationship with local authorities with funding going directly from the DfES to schools, cutting out a key role of local government which should ensure that there is equity in the disbursement of funds locally, particularly to support inclusion. 

 Clearly, there is a concern that relying on every school individually to be committed to inclusion and collaboration is to place the emphasis on moral responsibility rather than to ensure that there is a legal duty placed on schools as it is on others. 

 The Education and Skills Select committee on Every Child Matters concluded: 

  “….we are deeply concerned that some schools, GPs and other services not under a statutory duty to collaborate in Children’s Trust agreements and may choose,… not to participate.  This has the potential to fundamentally undermine the aims and intentions of Every Child Matters.” p. 71  
 To contribute to improved outcomes for children, schools need to know their local community.  They need to know the needs of vulnerable children and families and know and work alongside other services and agencies, sharing expertise, knowledge and assessment practice as equal partners with these services and agencies.

 Cummings, Dyson and Millward (The role of schools in area regeneration – a working paper (ECER, 2002) claim that there is a gap between what schools can contribute to their local communities, especially in areas of deprivation:    

 “There is no agreement, certainty or clarity at national or other levels as to the role of schools in meeting community needs.  There are lots of visions coming from central government but no single coherent vision”. 

 On the one hand the Government in England promotes the autonomous school.  However, the government in England is much more interventionist, in an old fashioned, centralist way, in detailed operational, often frontline educational activity, than in Scotland.  For example, the Government determines banding in schools; quality assures schools using centrally trained School Improvement Partners (75% must be headteachers).  The DfES even chair School Improvement Partnership Boards in schools coming out of special measures; set reading methodologies in schools; control finance priorities for schools through the standards fund and other funded initiatives and ensure the policing of national strategies by an army of National Strategies officials who interrogate local authority officers to ensure they are ‘on message’. There is not the same effort made to influence schools in relation to inclusion.  Schools are controlled overtly and financed by central government in England.  Locality decision making and planning by integrated services which include schools in partnership with local authorities and children’s service partners, have a long way to go to genuinely free up local decision makers, with devolved pooling of budgets, to meet local needs in English communities.

 4. What are the implications for local government practices, inter-professional relationships and SEN policy and practice framework?

 The author has worked recently in an integrated Children’s Services Management team in an English local authority and 10 years in a Scottish local authority’s integrated Children’s Services Management team.  This experience of two different systems has shown stark differences in policy and practice in these countries in relation to vulnerable children.   These selective experiences are summarised for the purpose of comparison in appendix 1.

 There is a tension in England between the policy framework for integrated children’s services and the policy framework for school improvement.   Schools are encouraged to work independently (Grammars; Foundation, Specialist or with 200 Academies costing £5 billion) or they are encouraged to work in collaboration with other schools to improve standards of education.  The policy and inspection framework does not have expectations of schools that they will work in collaboration with other services and agencies to meet the needs of vulnerable children and young people.  Indeed, due to the pressure on schools to be publicly accountable for school standards, the Inclusion agenda can be seen in some schools to threaten standards.  

 The local authority, in partnership with other services through the Children’s Partnership Boards, has the potential, as in Scotland, to coordinate in a transparent way, the resources and support to schools according to the needs of children; to challenge and support all schools and, through and the policy and inspection framework for integrated working can be a significant partner with other services and agencies, with schools and nurseries, to secure improved outcomes for all children in the area.  It is unclear why the Government in England wants to detach local authorities from schools as a key partnership in delivering services to children.

 The conclusion of Nixon (Educational Renewal as Democratic Practice:  ‘New’ Community Schooling in Scotland.  BERA 2000) with regard to government policy is summarised below:

o       There is a need for local ‘authority’:  “The task for the local authority is not to exercise power, but to exercise ‘authority’ through the sharing of power.

o       There is a need for an alternative paradigm of educational change:  “Schools urgently need to progress beyond the dominant ‘school effectiveness’ paradigm – to a ‘community engagement’ paradigm.

o       There is a need for politics of redistribution:  “Strong leadership at the national and local levels will be essential in ensuring that the underlying principles of New Community Schools (integrated children’s services) in respect of equality and difference are carried forward”

o       There is a need for professional renewal:  “on the side of the public rather than professional or private interest”

To meet the needs of children who are disadvantaged by the system or by their own life circumstances in England, politicians need to recognise that education cannot do it alone at authority or school level and that we need to integrate the achievement agenda and the inclusion agenda.

The Association of Chief Police Officers were critical in their submission to the Education and Skills Committee on Every Child Matters (p63):

 “We think it was an error to publish a separate agenda for young people who offend alongside Every Child Matters and we think the need to integrate and be very explicit and forward thinking from central Government in the integration of youth crime agenda with the children’s agenda in a way which does not deflect from the obvious priorities around tackling and preventing youth crime, but recognises that children who commit offences, without excusing them or trying to defend them, are exactly the same constituency of children who get excluded from school, children who become in need of protection or have CAMHS (Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services) needs, and I think we need to make sure that we do not rehearse that separation in further working around this agenda.  It has to be fully integrated across the piece.”

 SEN Policy and Practice

Children are described as having ‘special educational needs’ as though there is one definition and they can all be treated in one way (Warnock, 2006).  Personalisation should mean that if each child is unique and their life circumstances are unique then each child learns and develops differently.  We learn best in social, personal and learning circumstances that recognise our uniqueness.   The best teachers and the best schools recognise the uniqueness of each young person.  

 Children with severe and complex needs are often well served in schools with appropriate resources and well-qualified staff.  Similarly, children who are hearing or visually impaired are well supported.  The children who are not well served are those who may have autistic spectrum disorder and may not have their condition recognised and / or those with communication and behavioural difficulties.  Similarly, children who are traumatised by abuse or neglect or those who are looked after, may have barriers to their development which schools need to recognise and to be skilled in their response.

 The Every Child Matters framework has the potential to support children with a range of needs and has the potential to refocus schools to work in partnership with others in early intervention and in proactive preventative work with children who have barriers to their development as those listed above.  

 The success of the Every Child Matters strategy will be when integrated government departments refocus to judge success in relation to children with additional support needs and vulnerable children in a more inclusive way.

 There must be a set of policy objectives which are binding on all local authorities (or schools) which are evaluated and reported on by an integrated national inspectorate:

         The broader achievements of children should be recognised e.g. active citizenship; contribution to community; children as carers; arts, sports and cultural activities

         The broader achievements of schools and local authorities should be recognised, in relation to inclusion e.g. closing the gap; ethnic minorities;  looked-after children

         All children and young people with additional support needs feel valued, their views are valued and respected

         All schools self evaluate using all five ECM outcomes to the same or similar degree that they self evaluate against schools standards

         Schools work in partnership and collaboration with other services and agencies, with children, families and communities to ensure that they achieve the �twin peaks� of raising achievement and inclusion

         There is a sharing of best practice and expertise across services, including schools, to support inclusion

         The expertise of mainstream staff will be further developed to meet the needs of �every child�

         Special schools and behaviour support provision is on offer to meet the needs of the more complex children and provide in reach and outreach services to support children in mainstream schools

         More children are educated and cared for in their local communities with additional support re-directed from high tariff out of authority and residential placements to local provision

         Local provision is determined by very good intelligence regarding the needs of vulnerable children (in terms of education, care and health needs) in localities and across the whole local authority area

         Local provision is designed using multi-agency problem solving approaches to design locality provision and ensure best value for children and families in their local communities.

         Once local provision is determined, resources and support are allocated accordingly, supported by multi-professional working in localities which will involve the full participation of schools

         Resourcing for children with additional support needs will then be seen to be fair, transparent, consistent and matched to a continuum of need

         Parents and carers are full participants in local decision making and feel more confident about the services to their child and to them as parents.

         Children are fully involved in decision making about matters which affect them.

         Personalisation is a way of thinking and working in relation to all services to children.

         Children’s Workforce strategies should be concerned with capacity building of frontline staff and prioritise inclusion to meet the needs of all children in their local school and local community.

         Streamlining policy advice in relation to children’s services and start putting the needs of children first  (each child; every child) in all policy development and implementation.

 Appendix 1

 Comparative experiences
This appendix describes experiences of being in an integrated Children’s Services management team in two small authorities, one in Scotland and a recent experience in England.

 Scottish local authority
In Scotland, 10 years ago, Stirling Council established the first Children’s Committee in the UK.  6 years ago, Stirling established the first Director of Children’s Services and a multi-professional management team including education, early years and social work services.  Locality multi-professional working was established in 1998.  The impact of this way of working was reflected in a report from HM inspectors on the Education Authority in August 2005:

 “Stirling Council’s Children’s Services had made considerable strides in realising its strong commitment to the all round care and education of children……there was clear evidence that the integrated provision, which brought education and social work for children and families together, was having a significant impact on improving the quality of education and the lives of vulnerable children” and
  “Children’s Services were adding significant value to the work of its schools and more broadly, through increasingly joined up working, to the lives of children, young people and their families” and 
 “Children’s Services put children first when planning and delivering services”.
 Clearly, this small local authority, with 7 secondary schools and over 40 primary schools, believed in every local school being a very good school and in improving outcomes for children and young people through integrated working.  Some very exciting initiatives emerged and lessons were learned:

 Having a shared vision for children based on a common locality plan and three agreed outcomes (improve achievement;  improve health and social inclusion) led to shared planning, shared assessment and evaluation;  shared responsibility for improving performance across all three outcomes.

· The Rights of the Child were embedded in all policies

· The Stirling Local Outcome Agreement (pilot with Scottish Executive and two other authorities) was a central feature of the Children’s Plan and had four strategic outcomes:  improved achievement;  improved health;  social inclusion and improved support for children, families and communities.  Each multi-professional locality Children’s Community Partnership,  produced a locality plan using these four outcomes and reported back to the strategic Children’s Community Partnership on progress with locality outcomes.

· Promoting Inclusion was central to the work of the authority and schools (HMI report)

· Nurseries, schools and services used the system of Staged Intervention to identify any child who was showing concern and provided or deployed additional resources and support according to the needs of children in nurseries and schools    

· The annual staged intervention audit was quality assured by learning support staff, centrally employed and highly skilled, and attached to each nursery and school.  

· Staffing was allocated annually according to the staged intervention formula and it was understood in schools that the resource moved with the children;  with their needs.  There was only one pot of funding / resources.  This was seen to be a fair allocation.

· Across the services, a common assessment framework was developing to also include the staged intervention model for social work and health, with a composite of the ‘whole child’ developed on an integrated staged intervention model and resources allocated from the services according to the education, care and health needs of the child.

· Lessons were learned from a multi – professional group of authority officers in education and social work adopting problem solving and option appraisal models to secure education and care placements in the local community for children who had the potential to be placed in high cost residential provision.

· Engaging parents and communities did not focus solely on participation in meetings.  Providing family activities which were fun, and / or educational, was more productive, especially when a menu of adult and family learning initiatives were on offer from community services and other agencies at school events.

· Getting to know other services and agencies in a locality led to getting to know the most vulnerable children and families in a locality.

· Professional learning was linked to meeting community needs e.g. multi- professional development activities;  ‘a day in the life seminars’;  engaging parents and community in workshops to share experiences;  workshadowing often led to service improvement;  engagement with the university in post graduate modules for multi-professional groups of staff working which had to show evidence of multi-professional working;  community engagement and improved outcomes.

The authority, in socio economic terms, should have been 12th out of 32 authorities in the attainment league table.  For all indicators it was above national averages, above comparator authorities and in terms of Higher grade performance for 5+ highers, Stirling was almost always 3rd in Scotland.

The HMI report on the local authority stated: 

 “Improved working relationships among staff with different insights and skills were leading to a more holistic approach to assessing and addressing the needs of many children and young people”.
The model of inspection in Scotland is based on transparency with a focus on effective self evaluation by schools and authorities; HMIe share inspection criteria and provide shared staff development at LA officer level to develop a shared understanding, not only of school improvement but of effective practice in inclusion and children’s services.

English local authority
Having had a limited experience in only one English Borough, inequity is stark.  There are 12 secondary schools in the Borough and more than 40 primary schools.   With specific reference to the secondary schools, the LA is the admissions authority for 2 community schools and there are 8 foundation schools and 2 voluntary aided schools where the individual school governing bodies are the admissions authority.   There are 5 special schools which are all through primary / secondary schools, two with nurseries with a combined total of 467 special school places.   There is a primary and secondary behaviour support unit. There is a stated commitment by the authority to educate as many children with special educational needs as possible in mainstream schools.  

However, there are 4 secondary grammar schools whose entry is selective and based on the 11+ examination, 4 partially selective and 4 non selective secondary schools.  Six of these schools are single sex.  The selective and partially selective schools are part of a consortium with one common selection test.  Selective places are allocated strictly according to pupils’ positions with the selection procedure.  Their position is based on three papers taken at one time in verbal reasoning, mathematics and English at 11+.

One of the non-selective schools makes it difficult for parents to place their child at the school if they have SEN or behaviour difficulties in contradiction of Part 2 of the SEN and Disability Act 2001.   The local headteachers’ association expelled the headteacher from the association.  The local primary schools have expressed concern that the school is not inclusive.   This school has been given specialist status by the DfES in two different curricular areas with associated additional funding.  The school is expected to lead, for instance, in PE and Sport across the Borough.  The local authority was not consulted about the specialist status of the school.  

The non-selective schools see the system as unfair and find it hard to agree the Hard to Place Protocol, especially as only one of the four non selective schools does not have a Notice to Improve.  60 children are educated at home.

 There is, without doubt, a correlation between having some of the highest achieving grammar schools in the country and having had two secondary non selective schools in special measures until January 2006, one of which was in special measures for 6 years.   Both are now out of special measures.

 The majority of children accepted at some of the grammar schools come from neighbouring authorities.  Parents of children from neighbouring authorities have placing requests for local primary schools to gain advantage over children within and outwith the Borough in the 11 + selection exam.

 Meanwhile, as one headteacher described it:  “children arrive in the non selective secondary sector knowing that they have failed”.   It is then very difficult for schools to raise aspirations in the midst of such an unfair and inequitable system.  

 Children in their final year of primary are reported to be stressed. The percentage of all the Borough’s children who gain grammar school places is under 20%.    Parents are stressed before, during and after the 11 + exam. Parents report that it can be very painful in local communities when your child has failed the 11+ exam.  Parents who can afford it, and whose parents fail the 11+ can go to a local private school. 

 

The Education and Skills Select Committee of the House of Commons stated that:  

“We are aware of no research evidence, nor did we receive any representations, indicating that particular selection contributes in any way to the overall improvement of educational standards.  We therefore recommend that this option should be withdrawn” and

 “Selection by general ability is designed to identify, for the purposes of school admissions, pupils of high academic ability.  Some schools will recruit some or all of their pupils in this way.  The strategy has the effect of narrowing the range of abilities within a school, or at least to raise the median level of ability.  It is therefore the case that in areas where selective and non – selective schools coexist, those schools which do not select necessarily receive either no or a reduced proportion of pupils at the top end of the ability range.  The larger the proportion of the age group in an area that is selected, the greater this effect will be.  As a matter of arithmetic, where 25% of an age group are defined as being of high ability and all go to one or more selective schools, 75% of the age group must necessarily go to schools which lack any pupils of high academic ability”.  

So, the life chances of children in these highly selective areas are clearly affected from the age of 11.    There are 9,000 children in the non-selective sector in this Borough.

There are 164 grammar schools in England and no provision for more to be created.  This has not prevented the expansion of these schools.  The then Secretary of State for Education and Skills, Charles Clarke, MP told the House of Commons that the number of pupils in Grammar Schools has increased from 117, 147 (3.1% of the age group) in 1983 – 84 to 150, 759 (4.6%) in 2003 – 04.  This means that 33,603 more pupils are in grammar schools today than was the case in 1983.  It is also the case that 22, 029 more pupils are in grammar schools than in 1997 when the proportion of the school population in grammar schools was 4.3%.  The Education and Skills committee noted that:

 “These increases are relatively small in absolute terms.  However, as grammar schools are not distributed evenly, but clustered in particular areas, the local effects of growth in the proportion of able pupils selected out of mainstream secondary education can be considerable, particularly when coupled with the impact of falling rolls”.  

 To address the needs of the most vulnerable children in the community, multi-agency working in the Borough is confined to three school based teams in areas of deprivation using a mixture of Excellence Cluster funding and extended schools funding.  The Borough is one of the most highly delegating authorities in the country.  The systems for the systematic assessment of needs and thresholds for referral are in the early stages of development.  

 In line with the Children’s Services Plan multi-professional working across three geographical areas covering all schools and services to children in the Borough is now being developed.  However, regardless of the establishment of three localities with multi-professional teams, there are huge challenges facing children and staff in the non-elective secondary sector.  

 Three of the four non-selective schools have a notice to improve which limits choice for placing children who have been excluded.  High numbers of children are permanently excluded. 

 The government strategy for the categorisation of schools and the government strategy to name and shame schools in these circumstances makes these schools unattractive for the recruitment of high quality staff.   Having consulted 50 children in one of the schools in special measures which was going to close and ‘disperse’ the children, it was clear that although they knew the school had a reputation, they wanted to remain with their friends and not be placed in other schools where they would feel unsafe.  They also thought very highly of their teachers.

 

Only the government can make a policy decision to abolish the 11+ to address these injustices.  As yet there is no sign of such a policy decision on the horizon which might change the life chances of 9.000 young people in the non selective sector in the Borough.

We have pronouncements from the DfES Innovations Unit about Personalisation which encourages teachers to see learners at “co-investors in education”.  Indeed this advice encourages innovation: “The traditional Fordist school, based on the 50 minute lesson, the teacher, the class, the classroom, the blackboard and exercise book, would be capable of creating personalised learning only at great cost.  We will only innovate a new kind of service to children if we innovate in the kinds of organisations that provide it.”

The framework for inspection means that teachers in areas of deprivation have difficulty in being teachers as autonomous, creative individuals.  Schools giving cause for concern are inspected regularly to ascertain if the school is complying with the model of inspection and the received notion of what is good learning and teaching; what is a good school.  

Pulling carrots out of the ground to see if they are growing, does not produce a healthy crop.

The way ahead for one of the two schools in special measures was for the local authority to argue for additional funds from the DfES to support a proposal from the governing body and a FE provider (charitable trust) to build a new 11 – 14 school and a 14 – 19+ college with vocational provision.  This college will work in collaboration with other schools to provide a vocational offer to all children in the Borough.  It will also have sports, arts and cultural facilities and a multi-professional team approach to working with children, young people and families.  The college will open in 2008.  Capacity building has already begun.

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 3:
 
Will Mrs Thatcher Have Her Way? Future Options for Children’s Services
Tony Dessent
 

Introduction
During the late 80’s Margaret Thatcher’s Government had largely formulated the then Conservative Party’s view of the future role of Local Government in relation to Education.  The role was a limited one: children with Special Education needs, exclusions, transport, admissions (possibly) and little more.  In the context of the time - with a new nationally prescribed curriculum, LMS, delegated management and the emerging Grant Maintained movement – this residual role for local government made absolute sense. It was essentially a role focussing upon the vulnerable and the excluded rather than the heady business of standards and school improvement. It was certainly not about the leadership of a locally accountable education system. Famously, Baroness Blatch, a former County Councillor in Cambridgshire and at the time the Conservative lead for education in the House of Lords, was said to have pronounced that in all her years as a member of Cambridgeshire Education Committee she had never seen any direct influence of the local authority on a school’s performance!

My question in this paper is “Will Mrs Thatcher Have Her Way?” Once the excitement and enthusiasm surrounding Every Child Matters, the Children Act and the consequent formation of integrated Children’s Services Departments has settled, will Local Authorities essentially play a residual role in respect of Education and universal services to children and young people in this country? Will child protection, looked after children, the disabled and the excluded become their core (and only) business?  Will Blair’s Labour Government in fact itself deliver the Thatcher vision?

 In addressing this central question there are number of key points I want to develop:

· Since the 2004 Children Act the emerging Children’s Services have been largely dominated by structural/governance changes – ‘Moving the Deck Chairs’.

· Little has altered in terms of service delivery / improved outcomes for children.

· For those professional groups historically linked to education functions, there has been an increased focus within Children Services Authorities on vulnerable children. This is reflected particularly in the Annual Performance Assessment/Joint Area Review accountability processes, but is largely restricted to child protection and Looked After Children.  Other groups – children with special needs, children with disabilities and wider strategic issues such as inclusion/exclusion receive relatively less attention.

· A range of external pressures are operating to separate services for all children from services for vulnerable children and thereby pushing CSAs towards the residual roles envisaged by Mrs Thatcher.

· The benefits of joined up children’s services lie in holding together provision and services for all children and those for vulnerable children.

· There are a range of options which CSAs need to pursue in order to improve outcomes for ‘the many’ and for ‘the few’.

 The Story So Far – ‘Moving The Deck Chairs’

From the outset ECM and the new Children’s Services agenda has been dominated by structures and accountability. The Labour government confronted by the Laming enquiry into Victoria Climbie's death was bound to focus upon the need for a single line of accountability via a Children’s Services Director and a single elected member with responsibility for all Children’s Services. Laming’s enquiry, like so many before it, pointed towards confused and overlapping responsibilities between agencies and the predictable failure of cross-agency communication. Form was not to follow function. Blair’s government was hell bent upon there being a single target on one person’s forehead! No wonder then that in the two years since the 2004 Children Act came onto the statute book, Local Authorities have been largely dominated by the restructuring and reshuffling of their departmental and political structures to create the elusive and intangible ‘Children’s Trust’. Wherever and whenever this particular concept began, it has come to have no particular meaning or usefulness other than to depict a particular configuration of deck chairs!  So for Children’s Trust read – a single Directorate combining children’s social care, education and youth services; a single executive /cabinet Portfolio holder; a local strategic partnership bringing together a meeting all of the key players within children’s services and now a Single Plan. Some local areas will have perhaps added the ‘bells and whistles’ of the odd pooled budget and begun at least to learn the vocabulary of joint commissioning (a term altogether alien to the old world of education).

 This structural journey is now almost complete in all 150 Local Authorities in England. In my view little has fundamentally changed in most local authorities in terms of front line service delivery to children and families – teachers are still teaching and social workers are still social working, much as they have always done!  Perhaps we should not be surprised that so little has changed at the front line.  Apart from the nationally driven focus upon accountability structures, two other factors have delayed the change process.  Firstly, most Directors and CSAs have been concerned to achieve a ‘safe transformation’ to the new structures in order to ensure that energy and time invested in restructuring and reorganization would not lead to the proverbial ‘eye being taken off the ball’ in terms of maintaining crucial front line services to children and families.  Secondly, there is a complete lack of clarity nationally about ‘what works’ in terms of joining up services to produce better outcomes for children and families.  The evaluation of joined up services such as Sure Start is at best unconvincing and there is a paucity of any well evaluated models nationally or internationally to provide a template for change.  More positively, some of the early fears about structural change have begun to subside.  The concern for instance within the social care arena of an ‘Education takeover’ (as around 2/3 of the initial Children’s Directors were drawn from an education background) seems to have lessened. A parallel fear of a ‘Social Care takeover’ was also evident amongst some educationalists. This seemed to link to three inter-related issues. Firstly a self-interested concern that Education services would inherit a Social care overspend! Secondly, that given the clear origins of the legislation, child protection issues would come to dominate everyone’s agenda and resources. Thirdly and relatedly that there would be a loss of focus upon educational standards and that schools and CSAs would be ‘swamped by the vulnerable’.  This is a tension to which I want to return.

 Whilst little may have changed yet in terms of improved outcomes for children, some interesting cultural and inter-professional issues have been explored as deck chairs have been repositioned. The naming of new departments was one of them. Was it to be a department for ‘Children’? If so what about ‘young people’? Where should ‘adult learning’ sit? How should departments be structured under a Director? Putting all Education functions together alongside a Social care function seemed to defeat the object, whilst grouping all services for the ‘vulnerable’ child alongside a separate grouping for universal services created a new divide at a time when integration across universal and targeted services was required to meet the preventative agenda.

 Each CSA will have found its own (usually uneasy) solution to these structural organisational issues.  Some have already moved to include Health/PCT Commissioning functions and staffing within their management structure.  Each solution carries with it an underlying message about who is integrating with whom.  I suspect the solutions currently found are interim ones only and that more radical multi-agency structures will emerge over the next few years which will increasingly blur distinctions between universal and targeted services, as well as between social care, education and health.

 

‘The Trouble With Teachers And The Problem With Social Workers’
The issues involved in the coming together of those two professional groups highlights the key central tension in the evolution of children’s services.  The collection of phrases below have all been uttered to me by a real teacher and a real social worker at some point in my career!

 Social Workers on Teachers:
· They don’t consider the home and family pressures”.
· They are dominated by exam results and not by the needs of children
· They are oblivious to the effects of school exclusion on families
· They only operate 9am-3pm and then go off on long holidays!
 Teachers on Social Workers:
· We can’t get hold of them / us always someone different/they never get back to us
· They don’t seem to understand or recognise our concerns
· They don’t seem to realise that we have got the other children to think about as well”.
 The underlying tension here is between balancing the priority given to the vulnerable individual child/family and the priority given to all children.  This is not a new tension.  For example, it has always been at the very heart of debates on inclusion in the area of SEN.  Indeed the negative impact on other children of meeting the needs of a vulnerable individual child is one of the reasons enshrined in our SEN legislation for separating out and segregating children.  The development of Children’s Services has brought a renewed focus to this historical tension.  For example, we have ministerial concerns emerging as to whether the ‘ECM agenda’ is compatible with raising educational standards; we have the longer standing issue in schools as to whether inclusion and the raising of achievement and league tables are in conflict.  These same tensions can be played out within CSA’s between staff such as School Improvement Advisers (whole school, all children focussed) and psychologists, social workers, educational welfare, behaviour and learning support staff (individual child and family focussed).

 If newly integrated Children’s Services are to develop beyond the Moving of the Deck Chairs and to make a significant impact on outcomes for children, it is essential firstly that services for all children are held together with services for some children.  Secondly, that all of the ECM outcomes are accorded equality of value with all five outcomes being recognised as everyone’s business.  Critically the interdependence of the outcomes needs to be recognised (for instance, children who ‘enjoy and achieve’ are more likely to be healthy, safe and to come from economically favourable backgrounds); that improving services for all children is recognised as the key to preventing vulnerability and that schools need to be at the heart of the action in terms of improving all outcomes for children.

 Splitting ‘The Many’ From ‘The Few’

Forces are at work to move CSA’s in the opposite direction.  Forces which unless counteracted will disconnect CSA’s from a concern for all children; disconnect local government from improving the business of educational achievement; disconnect schools from a concern for 4 of the 5 ECM outcomes (and thereby subtly or indirectly focus them exclusively on ‘enjoy and achieve’) and effectively realise Margaret Thatcher’s view of the largely residual role for local government envisaged in the late 80s.

 I would identify 5 key forces in this area:-

 

1. The lack of any clear evidence of a Local Authority effect on educational performance.
The research evidence for a clear and unequivocal local authority effect as narrowly measured by children’s key stage performance is not encouraging.  In the absence of such evidence, it is not surprising to see developments in national policy which appear to sideline CSA’s in respect of the raising of educational standards.


2. The ‘Nationalisation of School Improvement’
The national roll out of School Improvement Partners (SIPs) both in Secondary and Primary schools can be seen as part of a wider process of the increasing nationalisation of local authority responsibilities for raising educational standards.  The requirement for SIPs in the secondary sector to be external to the local authority is particularly problematic.  Whatever the perceived advantages of ‘externality’ this requirement effectively disconnects the individual who carries out the SIP role from the increasingly integrated local services working to support schools in terms of the wider ECM outcomes.  This cannot make sense in terms of joining up Children’s Services.


3. The ‘Atomization’ of Schools
The evolution of Academies and Trust Schools are examples of the increasing ‘atomization’ of schools – the fragmentation of individual schools from the local collaborative partnership.  No one who was intent upon designing an integrated service for children and families would build in this kind of atomization without a strong requirement for connection to the wider family of local authority schools and to wider children’s services.


4. Narrow Ofsted focus in the Evaluation of Schools
No one wants to see any dilution in the focus upon raising standards of education and achievement in schools.  ‘Enjoy and Achieve’ will always be a prime focus for schools. However, a Government which is serious about improving all outcomes for children would ensure a strong accountability framework on all partners for all outcomes.  The current Ofsted framework, despite a tick box type ‘nod in the direction’ of ECM outcomes, still has an overly narrow focus.

How responsive are schools towards Looked After Children, to Travellers, to new arrivals to their area, to parents in general?  How far do schools accommodate children excluded from other schools?  How inclusive are schools in the round?  How high is ‘being healthy’ amongst their curricular and extra curricular priorities?  These are not easy questions on which Ofsted can gather evidence, but the evidence is available to CSAs.  Evaluating and recognising the effectiveness of schools in these areas is a critical part of ensuring the broader accountability for outcomes required by ECM.


5. Structural Separation within the DfES
The structural division of responsibilities within the DfES between Schools Directorate (‘the all’) and Children and Families (‘the few) further exacerbates the tension between provision for all and provision for some.  All complex organisations need to find sensible structural demarcations in order to get their job done, but this is a divide which both practically and symbolically needs to be closed.

 Making A Difference To Outcomes For All Children
If we want to get beyond the ‘moving of the deck chairs’ and avoid the forces of separation and disconnection outlined above, what are the priorities for action within CSAs?

 

My own shopping list would include the following:-

Matters of Principle
· Equality of Value for all ECM outcomes
Develop a culture and ethos, which avoids a hierarchy of importance in terms of the 5 ECM outcome areas.  Encourage a culture of ownership by all, of all the outcomes.  Encourage the ‘school-improvers’ interest in how schools are working with parents and others to keep children safe, included and healthy and the ‘social workers’ interest in raising key stage results.  Regard a ‘school failure’ as much as an issue for the local social worker, school nurse and educational psychologist as it is for the Head, the teachers and the School Improvement Service.


· Principles of Operation
Establish key principles and goals across all agencies eg inclusive, ‘close to home’ provision in meeting children’s educational, care and health needs.  Treat every vulnerable child and young person who is ‘lost’ to local provision as a focus for learning about a system failure!  Establish as a key principle of operation that preventative strategies will be built around mainstream/universal locations (mainstream schools, health centres, GP surgeries) which are close (‘pram pushing distance’) to the customers (children and parents).  Avoid any possibility of re-creating ‘Child Guidance Clinic’ models of yesteryear where professionals worked at a distance and often in glorious isolation from ‘where the action is’.

 Structures and Governance
‘
Bang the Drum’ with central government, national quangos, Regional, Government Offices and local partners to ensure that all services for children are aligned against local authority boundaries.  Many unitary and metropolitan authorities have huge advantages over their County/Shire neighbours in having aligned PCTs which enable them to be ‘fleet of foot’ in their movement towards joined up services.  The alignment of Connexions Services with ‘Children’s Trust’ areas is an enormously helpful national shift.  Current LSC and Police restructuring have the potential for either disrupting or reinforcing this alignment goal.


Within a local authority area, maximize the alignment of all children’s service staff, across all agencies to similar localised geographical areas.  Alignment is the first key step towards improving multiagency working.  It is critical in this area to ensure that the alignment is not just an alignment of the services for the vulnerable, it must include the ‘school improvers’ and other ‘all children’ service providers as well.


Maximize the use of Children and Young People’s Plans to act as a ‘binding’ influence across all parties rather than becoming yet another ‘tick box/put it on the bookshelf’ document.  Resist the inevitable pressures from the myriad of government and regional agencies to make everything a priority (‘why haven’t you made teenage pregnancy/young carers, KSI reading etc. a priority’?!).  Relentlessly focus upon a small number (which people can remember!) of critical areas where multi-agency effort can make a real difference.

 Systems and Processes
Using a horticultural analogy, effective-systems and processes lie within the ‘subsoil’ of effective multi-agency work and are central to ensuring that the multi-agency flower blooms and flourishes!  Key areas include:-

 

· Developing a common information database for vulnerable children.  The Government’s long awaited ‘child index’ is a positive development.  Without it, other top-down imperatives, such as the Common Assessment Framework and Lead Professional models will always stumble.  There is little point in allocating a Lead Professional or carrying out a CAF if you can’t readily and quickly inform other key partners.

· The Lead Professional model must make sense for parents, for schools, for GPs and for the children themselves.  The Government’s guidance in this area and the budget holding lead professional model has generally served to complicate what is essentially a simple and powerful concept.  CSA’s and their partners need to ‘normalise’ this concept and develop simple models of implementation based upon the principle that this about making more systematic what is happening now.

· Identifying key locations for co-ordinated multi-agency support needs to be a high priority.  Authorities are experimenting with different models in this area.  Many utilise a School Liaison Meeting structure for individual vulnerable/special needs pupils.  These bring together key agencies (education, social care, youth and perhaps health staff) in individual schools, usually on a termly basis to share information and plan interventions as a multi-agency team.  Parallel structures for delivering multi-agency support to families across the age range can work effectively where staff are also geographically aligned.

· Systems and Processes which link whole school issues and vulnerable pupils  can again provide the glue to bind partners with differing priorities.  A number of authorities are already developing, for instance, school self-evaluation/local authority evaluation schedules for schools which link SEN, social care, access, youth, finance, personnel and other staff into the process of school evaluation.  For schools, the advantage of these approaches is that it confirms the value which local authorities accord to all outcomes.  Of equal importance, it should lead to better integrated support to schools as priorities and local authority support are developed across all areas of the schools’ work.

 Prevention
· Realistically, we know that we cannot prevent all difficulties arising.  Balancing resourcing in terms of responding to high priority, ‘here and now’ needs versus resourcing prevention has always been a key strategic challenge in Children’s Services.  However, two key principles should shape work in this area – ‘start early’ and start by enhancing provision and services for all children and all families.

· Family Support is likely to be one of the biggest growth areas in Children’s Services over the next few years.  Family Workers in Schools as part of extended schools and within Children’s Centres have vast potential to effect the prevention agenda.  Key to their success will be their ability to balance working with all families in a local area whilst focussing on the vulnerable where this is needed.  Universal provision (all schools) of family support, managed by schools, but linked to more specialist services (for some children and families) has the potential to transform delivery of services to parents and children.

 Workforce/Roles
As CSAs and their partners roll-out their workforce strategies, new opportunities for powerful cross-service development arise.

· Focussing upon developing a ‘new breed’ of generic Children’s Service Workers should be at the heart of any workforce strategy.  Whatever our backgrounds (education, health, social care, youth, Connexions), we are all on a career journey.  The journey is about broadening our involvement in children’s development and welfare and moving us (safely!) from our historical origins towards being a Children’s Services worker.

· Developing particular groups of ‘generic’ workers e.g. Family Support Workers and Directors of Children’s Services are key signposts for the journey, which all groups will need to take.  These groups are becoming the first who will specifically have the 5 ECM outcomes written into their job descriptions.  Head teachers may not be far behind.  Head teachers, perhaps more than any other group, wrestle on a daily basis to balance the needs of all children along with the needs of some.  Head teachers may, over the next few years, increasingly come to be known as, or at least regarded as, local Children’s Services Managers.

· A critical area for the future will be the redefinition and strengthening of the role of school improvement staff within local Children’s Services.  These services must not be nationalised and cut adrift from CSA’s.  School Improvers are likely to increasingly be recruited from headship.  Critical to redefining roles here is to recognize that schools and head teachers raise standards – not School Improvement staff.  On this, Margaret Thatcher was correct.  The job of school improvement must centre upon


o        helping governors to recruit the very best head teachers and senior managers in their schools;

o       supporting and challenging Heads in meeting all outcomes for children;

o       co-ordinating cross-service/cross-agency evaluation and cross-agency support to schools;

o       making connections between schools in a local area in terms of networking and sharing of practice;

o       ‘digging deep’ to get schools out of difficulty when needed.


· Developing multi-agency induction and training

· This is a real challenge, given the size and diversity of the overall children’s workforce.  At a minimum level, whether you are a health visitor, a teacher, a social worker or a youth worker, your local induction and training should ensure that you feel part of a wider Children’s Service workforce.  Child protection and safeguarding are probably the only areas historically where there has been any attempt to integrate training for Children’s Services.  Extending the work in the child protection area may provide the best window of opportunity to further develop multi-agency training.


Money/Resources
· The developments highlighted above represent a new order of partnership working.  These tasks cannot be accomplished simply as part of the ‘day job’.  Establishing joint information sharing systems, Lead Professional roles, CAF and common induction and training will require new and/or different forms of resourcing to come into play.  Unlocking the potential of pooling budgets across agencies and the radical recommissioning of services will require the establishment of Joint Commissioning/Change for Children structures to drive further change as well as achieving greater economy and cost effectiveness, given the restraints on budgets which all agencies will continue to experience.

The Big Strategic Options
As Children’s Services move into areas which will make a real difference to outcomes for children, they will confront a number of key strategic options.

 

How Far on Multi-agency Integration – Joining Up People or Joining Up Processes? 
Beyond the simple alignment of services in which workers across agencies are linked to similar geographical areas lie further and deeper levels of integration.  If the focus is upon joining up people, the continuum could be as follows:

Alignment…to…Joint Area Planning/Meetings…to… Co-Location (same building)…to…Joint Management (Generic Manager)

Many Sure Start and YOT services already operate at the far end of this continuum.  Is Joint Management the right model for Children’s Services in the future?  Whilst the rewards of adopting this approach may be significant, the professional resistances are likely to be equally significant.  A ‘safe’ first step might be a ‘hard edged’ approach to joining up multi-agency processes such as CAF, Lead Professional and multi-agency decision making/resource allocation mechanisms, rather than a sole focus upon ‘joining up people’.

How Far on Localisation of Services?
Should all front line services to children move out of their office bases and into local community settings (schools, health centres) and thereby be in ‘pram pushing’ distance of customers?  The key issues here will relate to potential loss of economies of scale, ‘professional isolation’ as specialised groups are broken up into locality teams, and greater risks of failing to deliver consistent levels of service across the breadth of an authority’s geography.

How Far on Joint Funding and Commissioning
‘Toes are being dipped’ into this area, often in order to create an engine to drive forward the Change for Children agenda, but the future could be very different.  The future could include a range of jointly funded/jointly managed posts; the establishment of Joint Commissioning Teams, along with jointly managed ‘back office’ services in HR, Finance and Information Services across Health and Local Authority Services.

How Far on Generic Responsibilities and Posts?
Will the workforce of the future become increasingly generic (paralleling the role of ‘Directors of Children’s Services’) with the consequent fear of loss of specialist knowledge and focus, and the even worse fear of an increasing loss of accountability for anything!  The future will test out how practical it is for us all to be able to ‘own’ everything equally in terms of outcomes for children.

So, Will Mrs. Thatcher Have Her Way?
The jury is out at present on this question.  If CSA’s are to have anything other than a marginalised role, and if schools are to be at the centre of joined up services for children and families, rather than being placed in an isolated enclave focussed only upon key stage outcomes, then a concerted push from central government, local authorities and schools is needed.

Whatever strategic direction is taken by Children’s Services in the future, the key to improving outcomes for children is likely to revolve around maintaining a relentless focus upon holding together the structures and the service provision made for all children and families with the more targeted work done for the smaller group of vulnerable children.  We need a win/win outcome – a win for the ‘all’ and a win for the ‘few’.

 

 Chapter 4:

 

What are children’s trusts?  Issues in the policy framework for commissioning and providing children’s services in England
Professor Chris Husbands

 What are children’s trusts?
Thirty-five children’s trusts, in local authorities covering some 20% of the population of England (1) were established in early 2004 as part of the government’s Every Child Matters: Change for Children programme.  The government’s current intention is that by 2008 all local authorities (LAs) will have established children’s trust arrangements.   However,  the nature, function and purpose of children’s trusts has evolved rapidly and is continuing to evolve through a series of interlinked policy drivers, and the nature of children’s trusts remains less than clear:

 ‘Children’s trusts will bring together children’s social services, education and health services into a single local structure designed around the needs of children, young people and their families’. (2)

 ‘A children's trust is the practical manifestation of the new duty on all local authorities to make arrangements  for local cooperation in pursuit of children’s well-being, and the duty on others to cooperate with them….It involves people working together to improve outcomes for all children – from the front line staff providing integrated services, through the processes they use to support them, to the plans which set their direction  and the governance arrangements which sustain them’ (3)
 ‘school partnerships should develop good relationships with other providers and agencies, including children’s social services to meet the full range of children’s needs. These partnerships will contribute to the reform of children’s service (sic)  launched by Every Child Matters: Change for Children’. (4)
 Children’s trusts are the practical manifestation of the statutory duty on local authorities and other relevant partners to co-operate in the delivery of the five Every Child Matters  outcomes set out in the 2004 Children Act.  Despite the rhetoric of the first quotation above,  children’s trusts have not been conceptualised as organisational structures in themselves;  they are networked relationships within children and young people’s partnerships brokering change and development in the delivery of children’s services.  Nonetheless,  the relationships between the children’s trust (or ‘children’s trust arrangements’) and the Children’s Services Authority,  the relationships between education (particularly schools),  health (particularly in the context of the development of practice-based commissioning) and social services are frequently complex.   The early findings suggest that the quality and effectiveness of relationships within trusts is highly variable,  and a consequence of previously established levels of trust and collaborative working,  implemented governance arrangements, the focus of the trust and the structure of the local authority (5).  

 Children’s trusts and service commissioning
Integrated planning, commissioning and budget pooling have emerged as key factors in enabling children’s trusts to set up local arrangements for efficient children’s services.  Our evidence suggests that in late 2004,  22 of the 35 pathfinder children’s trusts were involved in jointly commissioning services for children involving two or three of health, education and social services.  Pathfinders who jointly commissioned services tended to be those who were focusing on providing services for specific groups of children rather than all children.  This was because local needs analysis had helped identify where service provision needed to be enhanced, for instance child and adolescent mental health services in inner London, or where external inspection regimes had highlighted services in need of improvement.  Further analysis showed that social care and health services were more likely to be jointly commissioned than education services with a total of 16 social care, 15 health and only 7 education services being identified.  Table 1 (6) illustrates 30 services by sector most often the subject of joint commissioning and the number of pathfinders who reported them.

  
Table 1: Survey of 35 pathfinders: ten most frequently jointly commissioned services by sector 

	 Health
	Education

	Child and adolescent mental health service (CAMHS) (n12)
	Children’s Centres (n14)

	“Tier 3” CAMH service (n10)
	Special education services for children with sensory 
impairment (n11)

	Respite care (n10)
	Special education services for children with disabilities (n11)

	Parenting education groups(n9)
	Special education services for children with challenging
 behaviour (n9)

	Child development centre or equivalent (n7)
	Parenting support and parenting education groups (n8)

	Special equipment for children with disabilities (n8)
	Pre-school education/ play groups (n7)

	Healthy school schemes (n7)
	Mentoring service to children in need of additional support
 outside the 
classroom, including at home (n7)

	Health assessment for children with disabilities (n7)
	Holiday clubs (n6)

	Key worker service for children with complex health problems (n6)
	Educational assessment and support for children
 looked after (n6)

	Child and adolescent mental health service (CAMHS) (n12)
	Before and after school clubs (n6)


Follow-up work in case study LAs, together with the government’s intensive work on commissioning and market development in children’s services suggests that joint commissioning has developed quickly over the last eighteen months.  However, there is some evidence to suggest that the organisational structure and workforce development to support effective commissioning have some way to go. It does seem that children’s trust arrangements might now be best conceptualised as a focus for the commissioning of services for defined groups of children within the LA.   In this context, wider issues in the development of children’s services are intertwined with the issue of commissioning: the development of practice based commissioning, the focus on common assessment frameworks (7) and the vexed issue of school autonomy/inter-dependence.   We have some evidence that mainstream schools relate to the ECM agenda in different ways.

 Most joint commissioning of services was happening at the targeted level with less attention to universal preventative services.  Targeted services can help prevent more serious outcomes at all stages.  Early intervention, for example parenting education groups, can prevent problems from becoming worse.  Specially customised services for children with complex needs, for instance CAMHS, can prevent more serious outcomes.  They can also help ameliorate very serious problems and make them manageable for children and families in severe difficulties for example by providing respite care (8).  Universal services focused on preventing difficulties before they occur for example by providing early education for all children and ensuring the traditionally socially excluded are provided for.  

 Children’s trust commissioning and successful commissioning models
 The vision we have is a shared one.  Every child having an opportunity to fulfil their potential. And no child slipping through the net’ (9)
 One of the obvious policy questions is how far the development of commissioning relationships through trusts are likely to deliver on the government’s bold vision for children’s services.

 

Commissioning children’s services is a complex process and requires expertise in needs analysis, service review, planning and contracting, and has developed rapidly from a low base (10).  In our case study sample we found that two children’s trusts had established joint commissioning bodies: both were unitary authorities and working with one primary care trust.  In one of theses pathfinders a joint commissioning unit had been set up by the local authority and primary care trust in 2003, funded by a pooled budget.  The unit had the necessary skills base to analyse current spending patterns, identify services that duplicated others or were ineffective, and work with partners to commission effective and efficient services.  In the other area the Children and Young People’s Board acted as the joint commissioning body.   

 Both had identified a commissioning process.  One described it as a commissioning cycle the other a service redesign process.  These processes had some characteristics in common:

· needs analysis

· consideration of best value principle

· resource mapping

· gap analysis

· priority setting

· service redesign

· service specification

· service procurement

· contracting

· monitor and review. 

 Much progress has been made by pathfinders in developing integrated strategies to support cooperative working between partners with a duty to cooperate in the planning and delivery of children’s services.  Children’s trusts have identified services requiring the cooperation of two or more partners and have begun the process of improving services through devising more efficient joint delivery and joint funding arrangements.  At this early stage the focus of integrative working has been mainly on targeted services for specific groups of children with complex health and social needs rather than universal services.  We found that a few children’s trusts had developed expertise in joint commissioning and had an agreed approach that was transparent to all parties: funding partners, contractors and service user.  Other children’s trusts pathfinders have not reached this level of agreement and have some way to go to establish effective commissioning strategies.

 The development of children’s trusts arrangements has been exceptionally rapid and has supported radical shifts in service configuration at strategic levels in local authorities.  It has also become closely intertwined with the government’s desire to secure transformational change in local government through radical process changes, such as through local area agreements (11), and market development.  There is much to be done to consider whether the commissioning relationships established through trusts have been genuinely effective in managing the relationships between universal and targeted services and in establishing a coherent local framework for service delivery.
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Chapter 5:
 
Summary of discussion and conclusions

Brahm Norwich (ed.)
 

Below are some of the key points that arose from the small group discussions in response to the three presented papers.

 Group 1

This group had wide-ranging discussions about the children’s services model. One important question was whether privatising local authority services was on the political agenda. Another question concerned whether the benefits of federations of schools meant that the days of local authorities were numbered? It was felt that interesting changes could happen in the future. What prompted these questions was an interest in other issues than academic standards.

 Group 2:

This group had a rich discussion about policy recommendations arising from the Every Child Matters five outcomes framework. What is needed, it was suggested, is an incentive structure, such as the Ofsted inspection framework, that took full account of the five outcomes. Another point that was discussed was about the new role for head teachers, were they to be heads of children’s services. What career routes will fill this role? The example of Newham local authority was mentioned, in which different professional groups were brought together to talk about issues and breakdown barriers. 

 Group 3:

Divergent views were expressed in this group. One theme that was discussed was about the training of professionals with each other and not in parallel. There was a need for training in collaboration. Another topic that was discussed was about outcomes, how they could be valued and made meaningful. One suggestion was that professionals needed to be trusted to do their jobs, though this was seen as requiring more professional development.

 Group 4:

This group felt that it was important to focus on policy and its outcomes. One question that was considered was whether people were thinking of policy outcomes before acting? There were risks of unintended and perverse outcomes. The voluntary sector could be marginalized through not being involved. This group also considered the new roles for head teachers and what they might mean.

 General discussion

The general discussion covered a range of themes that arose in the afternoon. One was about the role of Government as an advocate for children. We were reminded that a key difference between Scotland and England was evident here. In Scotland the role was defined as taking responsibility for, while in England it was to have regard to. Another theme was how needs were to be defined in children’s services. If the focus was on he type of need, then SEN staff might combine with disability teams. There was some discussion about whether this exaggerated the focus on specialisms or not. Related to this was the observation  that if joint commissioning structures were not related to the delivery of services, then this might be a problem. There was a role here, someone else suggested, for regional partnerships in promoting collaborative structures.

 These points led to a reminder that the DfES was being contracted and that this would reduce its policy formation capacity. This may lead to some build up of capacity in the regions, though this was at an early stage of development, and there were risks of uneven development arising from this approach. This led the discussion to consider the Scottish-English differences again. Why was there distrust of local authorities in England and less distrust in Scotland? It was suggested that the Thatcher view still persisted, linking back to Tony Dessent’s paper. It was asserted that there was a more consensual model in Scotland, with about 85% of teachers in one union. The English model was seen as more ministerial and ideologically driven. 

 Another part of the discussion focussed on disability discrimination legislation. Amendments due to come into operation in December 2006 would apply to all schools. This will mean that appeals under this legislation can go to High Court not just tribunals. This raises the question of whether parents will go increasingly to tribunal and beyond if their children are treated unfairly. Related to this, it was noted that access planning work will help schools to make adaptations and that the Disability Rights Commission will now ensure compliance not the tribunal. (details on teachernet website) 

The final part of the discussion dealt with the need to consider changes to policy-making processes. Someone suggested a chaos theory of policy making. The questions were: are we using old policy making tools and are we getting hold of the right aspects of the process? If the electoral cycle were different, would that help? 
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