APPENDIX 5


London Borough of Ealing Strategic Review of Education Otherwise than at School (EOTAS)

Primary Consultation Seminar

1.
Feedback on Needs Assessment

1.1
Participants generally concurred with findings from the initial needs assessment. They felt that further data that might help to strengthen further the Authority’s understanding of the position included:

· Information from a sample of individual case files e.g. to identify risk factors and support early identification;

· The number/proportion of pupils supported by the Primary Behaviour Support Team (PBS)/PRU that transferred to special school;

· Tracking exclusions in the secondary sector back to their primary school experience;

· More comprehensive/detailed information relating to the “hard to engage”.

1.2
Participants suggested a need for improved communication with, e.g. CAMHS, including the development of formal protocols.  

2.
Turning the Curve Exercise 

2.1
Curve(s) to Turn

· Rate of permanent exclusion from primary schools;

· The difference in the rate of permanent exclusion between the primary and secondary sectors.

2.2
Story Behind the Baseline

· Changes in government guidance;

· Weaknesses in co-ordinated service delivery, e.g.:

· Communication between services and with schools (not hearing schools’ views);

· Lack of protocols to govern/clarify access to services;

· Tier 2/3 CAMHS provision;

· Early “discharge”, e.g. when failing to engage effectively;

· Weak engagement by some services, e.g. Housing. 

· School factors, e.g.:

· Tolerance;

· Ethos;

· Nurturing;

· Ability to access support services;

· Staffing levels;

· Curriculum

· Within child factors, e.g.:

· Hormones;

· SEN;

· Nutrition;

· Life styles

· Lack of exercise

· Family factors, e.g.:

· Parenting skills;

· Power struggles between parents.

· Social factors, e.g.:

· Media;

· Peer group.
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· Impact of PBS on exclusions;

· Impact of fixed-term exclusion on permanent exclusion;

· Impact of managed moves on outcomes;

· Characteristics of the excludees, e.g.:

· Year groups;

· Gender;

· Previous experience;

· SEN/literacy;

· Ethnicity;

· Involvement of other agencies, e.g. Social Services/CAMHS;

· Schools attended.

2.3
What works to do better?

· Improved multi-agency working (ECM), e.g.:

· Extended school provision;

· Service flexibility – Team (wrap)around the child/family;

· School practice/provision:

· School partnerships/clusters/cluster provision;

· Area/cluster targets;

· Extended school provision – school clubs/breakfast clubs;

· Managed moves;

· Internal exclusions;

· More units in schools;

· Year 7 transition, i.e. more closely reflecting primary experience;

· Extend Learning Mentor provision;

· Abolish SATs.

· Approaches:

· Restorative justice;

· Parent support – re-brand;

· Individualised/personalized approaches – more practical curriculum;

· Reduced time-table;

· More nurturing environments.

London Borough of Ealing Strategic Review of Education Otherwise than at School (EOTAS)

Secondary Consultation Seminar

1.
Feedback on Needs Assessment

1.1
Participants generally concurred with findings from the initial needs assessment. They felt that further data that might help to strengthen further the Authority’s understanding of the position included:

· Data for vulnerable groups, e.g. refugees and asylum seekers;

· Key Stage and SEN data;

· Outcomes (including integration rates) by year of exclusion.

1.2
Participants identified a number of important issues as emerging from the initial needs assessment, e.g.:

· There was strong support for the Authority’s planned “tendering” arrangements re alternative provision;

· The status/value of high quality EOTAS provision should be reinforced, i.e. that it can/should represent appropriate provision, often alongside mainstream opportunities, and not an inferior alternative to mainstream schooling;

· Provision should be accessed according to assessed need rather than as a result of exclusion;

· Funding models should promote school stake-holding;

· Provision/practice should be evidence-based.  

2.
Turning the Curve Exercise 

2.1
Curve(s) to Turn

· Rate of fixed-term and permanent exclusion from secondary schools (linked to the need to reduce out of borough placements).

2.2
Story Behind the Baseline

· Weaknesses in co-ordinated service delivery, e.g.:

· Insufficient resources;

· “Pass the child on” mentality – pockets of activity; 

· Lack of protocols to govern/clarify access to services;

· Tier 2/3 CAMHS provision;

· Early “discharge”, e.g. when failing to engage effectively;

· Difficulty for some families to access the services they require 

· Extended time-scale in delivering on ECM. 

· Within child factors, e.g.:

· Life history.

· Family factors, e.g.:

· Parenting skills;

· Family engagement.

· Social factors, e.g.:

· Geographical factors.
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· Characteristics of the excludees, e.g.:

· Year groups;

· Gender;

· Previous experience;

· SEN/literacy;

· Ethnicity;

· Involvement of other agencies, e.g. Social Services/CAMHS;

· Schools attended.

2.3
Partners

· Various panels;

· Housing;

· CAMHS;

· Social Services

2.4
What works to do better?

· Improved multi-agency working (ECM), e.g.:

· Investment in targeted multi-agency resources;

· Early and sustained family intervention;

· Improved service directories – access arrangements (including panels);

· Improved communication/feedback to schools – information sharing protocols;

· Locality-based delivery;

· Service flexibility – Team (wrap)around the child/family;

· Inter-agency planning meetings in schools, e.g. WLA.

London Borough of Ealing Strategic Review of Education Otherwise than at School (EOTAS)

Providers Consultation Seminar

1.
Focus of the seminar

1.1
Discussion focused upon:

· Information/data collected/held by providers relating to outcomes achieved by their students and its use within the organisation and with the LA;

· Providers’ experience of working directly with schools: 

· Their (further) contribution to improving outcomes;

· Potential benefits/risks of working directly with schools.

· Their experience of current arrangements for contracting. 
2.
Key messages 

2.1
The providers took the opportunity to share with each other the range and nature of their services. They appeared to value the opportunity to network with one another and would welcome the opportunity to build upon the links that they established.

2.2
Providers collect a range of data re their impact on outcomes which they share with the Authority. However, a number felt that the unique needs of their client group made it difficult to capture ways in which their students were “better off” as a result of their provision. As a basic minimum all providers regularly collect and forward attendance data. Other practice/suggestions shared at the meeting included:

· Attitudinal questionnaires;

· Destinations data provided by Connexions;

· Attainment/accreditation data.

2.3
A number of providers took referrals directly from schools, as well as from the LA, and felt that this generally worked quite well. Given the current charges levied from schools by the LA, there seemed little financial disincentive for them to fund places directly. PPP, in particular, worked closely with schools and was part of the Authority’s Curriculum Development Group.

2.4
Providers welcomed the Authority’s intention to undertake a formal tendering process to establish an approved list of providers. They felt that this would provide greater certainty – particularly where approval might be given for 3 years – and reassure schools re, e.g. quality standards, health and safety, safeguarding etc.  
