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Legislative proposals for additional learning needs Responses 161-180

ALN161:

Richard Spear

Careers Wales

Question 1 — New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on

children and young people who need additional and/or different support with

learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or

training available to them?

Agree

X

Disagree

[]

Neither agree nor
disagree

Supporting comments

| We weclome the introduction of a consistent terminology which is appropriate |

\ for both children and young people

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people

from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree

[

Disagree

[]

Neither agree nor
disagree

[]

Supporting comments

birth up to age of 25.

Question 2 — Individual development plans (IDP)

The danger has been in the past that even the perception of "cut off dates”
related to ages have disadvantged young people in the assesment of need and
ensuring that those needs are provided for.

The main concerns are how this will work at a local level and ensuring that
professionals and organisations work collaboratively in delivering a system from

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree

X

Disagree

]

Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans

under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree

X

Disagree

]

Neither agree nor
disagree

[
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Supporting comments

There needs to be more information on how those eligible for an IDP will be
identified - also, if all children and young people with ALN have an IDP what is
the ‘trigger’ in the future that establishes the provision of funding to provide
specialist education provision - the implication is that you could end up with a
two tier IDP system.

c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree = Disagree .|| Neither agree nor |[]
disagree

Supporting comments

It might be that these responsibilities would be better delivered on behalf of
the local authorities through the four education consortia. In order that
consistency of approach across Wales is more easily achieved.

Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree = Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and
training?

Agree < Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Question 4 — Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree < Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree
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Supporting comments

Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people

Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where
the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree ] Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

The distribution of funding across the current 22 local authorities could be a
difficulty for learners with a lack of consistency in decision making between
local authorities on what they will fund and whether, on an annual basis, there
is sufficient funding to meet need. The option of managing this through the
education consortia may minimise some of these issues.

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree X Disagree [ || Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education
institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,
planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[ ]
disagree
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Supporting comments

b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

There may be a need for a code of practice to be strengthened and
consideration should be given to how this could be set out within the madatory
requirements set out in Question 3 for local authorities, health boards, schools
and FE colleges. In addition this could be extended to other organisations in
receipt of Welsh Government funding who provide services to children and
young people who have additional learning needs

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education
plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage

a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to putin place
disagreement resolution arrangements?

Agree < Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree = Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree
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Supporting comments

Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see
proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree

X

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we
have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internetorin =~ [_]
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,

ALN162:

Question 1 — New terminology

Jane Davies
ACT Training

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on

children and young people who need additional and/or different support with

learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or

training available to them?

Agree

X

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

i ]
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Supporting comments

The term ALN incorporates a broader spectrum of learning support
requirements.Using the same terminology will easily map the support needs
throughout the learner journey.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree = Disagree (]| Neitheragreenor |[]
disagree

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree X Disagree []| Neitheragreenor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

Clear guidance is required for service providers, including roles and
responsibilities.

Question 2 — Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree X Disagree ]| Neither agree nor [U
disagree

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree <] Disagree []| Neitheragreenor |[]
disagree

Supporting comments

The IDP needs to contain relevant detailed information which is fit for purpose

and available to all service providers in order to maximise the support given to
ALN learners.
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¢) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an |IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree X Disagree ] Neither agree nor L]
disagree

Supporting comments

Although the Local Authority should have overall responsibility, all service
providers should feed into the IDP which should be a working document.

Question 3 - A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[]
disagree

Supporting comments

A clear code of practice with manadatory requirements will ensure a
standardised approach.

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and
training?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[]
disagree

Question 4 — Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree X Disagree L] Neither agree nor []
disagree

Supporting comments

ALN needs should be resourced throughout the whole learner journey and
issues regarding funding or appropriate provision shouldn’'t prevent this
happening.
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Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people
U yuu ayice Lidl iuidl aulliuniies srodiu pe 1esponsinie 101 securing specianst
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where
the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree X Disagree [J| Neitheragreenor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

The relevant specialist support should be made available for learners who
cannot be accomodated in mainstream learning.

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree X Disagree [ 1] Neitheragree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

The provision should be relevant to the learner's needs.

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education
institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,
planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[[]
disagree

Supporting comments

it is essential to share information with relevant parties and historically when
this has not occurred it may have prevented learners with ALN needs accessing
the correct level of support.
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b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other

ways in which you think muiti-agency partnership working could be

strengthened?

Supporting comments

Standardisation meetings, discussing best practice and clear guidelines on
effective, timely communication between service providers.

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education

plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[ ]
disagree
Supporting comments
The IDP would offer a broeader spectrum of co-ordinated support.
Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage
a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to put in place
disagreement resolution arrangements?
Agree L] Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[]

disagree

Supporting comments

There are clear benefits to independent mediation. The policy and procedure
regarding disagreement resolution arrangements should be able to be easily

accessed by all parties concerned.

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree

X

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

The tribunal should be the final resort. Some disagreements can be more easily
iresolved though the complaints procedure.
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Question 10 -~ Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see
proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[[
disagree |

Supporting comments

More evidence may come to light which could affect a decision.

Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we
have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

In the current system we are required by the Welsh Goverenment to plan a
programme of reduced support as we have to ensure a learner demonstrates
progression. In some cases the overall progression might be a longer progress
as the ALN needs are not ‘fixable’ by short term intervention. By reducing the
support the learner is disadvantaged. Will this still be the case in the new

proposal?

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internetorin  [X]
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,
please tick here:

ALN163: Sian Millar
Aneurin Bevan Health Board

Question 1 = New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or

training available to them?

Agree B4 Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

ABUHB welcomes the proposed change as it recognises a wider spectrum of
additional needs. We note that the consultation does not provide a precise
definition of ‘additional learning needs’ and that the new process of considering
whether someone has an ALN will involve the child, young person, their
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parents and relevant agencies including education, social services or health and
others as appropriate working together in a person-centred approach.
Appropriacy must be based on a realistic outcome of reducing the risk of
impact and harm, not just agency input.

The definiton excludes prevention of ALN which is cost effective.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree [ ] Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

We agree in principle that the new system should apply to children and young
people up to the age of 25. However, we have concerns that a broader
definition of ALN and an extension to 25 in terms of entitlement could lead to
resources being spread too thinly to the detriment of those who would benefit
most or have greatest need. We recommend ‘greatest need’ includes greatest
potential to benefit. Furthermore, we are concerned that those with less
severe impairments but in whom greatest cost effective and efficient outcomes
can be made, also risk losing out if resources are not allocated according to
evidence base. Additional funding may be required to provide for young adults
as well as additional training of staff as a different skill set is needed for
working with young adults.

We recommend a financial impact assessment.

Question 2 - Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree B4 Disagree L] Neither agree nor || |
disagree

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?
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Agree =4 Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor

disagree

Supporting comments

We welcome the principle of a collaborative multi-agency plan to replace
statements. However, we are concerned about the impact of IDPs on service
capacity as there may be an increase in demand for professional staff input,
which may or may not not have effectiveness or efficiency. We also welcome
clarification in the new consultation of the local authorities’ statutory duty for
preparing and implementing an IDP to ensure there is accountability for the
delivery of ALN provision. We would seek assurance that local authorities will
consult appropriately with health professionals and other agencies in their
determination of the need for an IDP and in decisions on whether IDP’s should
be maintained for individuals. We are concerned that there is no financial
impact assessment on potential increase in demand to Health service staff,
particularly Health Visiting for under 3 year olds and the HCPC registered
workforce.

c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that

agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree ] Disagree [ | Neither agree nor
disagree

[]

Supporting comments

Again, we welcome the clarification of clear accountability. The provision
should be delivered using a universal targetted and specialist model in order to
deliver an effective and efficient support to the need. Due regard must be
taken to the ‘prudent healthcare’ philosophy and prevention agenda. Provision
of prevention services may fall outside of the remit of responding to Additional
Learning Need, and any risk of this reform to hindering or pulling resource from
prevention must be considered.

Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree [ ] Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree
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Supporting comments

We support the need for mandatory requirements for local authorities, schools,
further education institutions, local health boards and tribunals to work
collaboratively and share information in assessing and planning to meet the
additional learning needs of children and young people. However care must be
exercised with view to other legistlation concerning healthcare which is not
subject to mandatory delivery but is based on health economic evaluation.

We believe that mandatory requirements must be specific and agreed between
agencies with due regard to other legislation. We welcome the requirement for
the Code of Practice to provide guidance to professionals on early identification
of children with ALN including those below compulsory school age particularly
deprived children with Flying Start entitlements. The consultation recognises
the key role played by health visitors and paediatricians and other HCPC
registrants in providing clinical assessment of needs and in identifying early
developmental problems.

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and
training?

Agree B4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[ ]
disagree

Question 4 - Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree L] Disagree [ 1| Neitheragree nor |X
disagree

Supporting comments

We believe the terminology ‘best endeavours’ is open to interpretation and may
lead to inconsistencies across Wales in securing additional learning provision.
We would wish the legislation to set out clearly the duties and responsibilities
of all institutions.
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Question § — Securing specialist provision for young people
Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where

the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree B4 Disagree _ ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree B4 Disagree _ || Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education
institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,
planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree = Disagree _ || Neither agree nor || |
disagree

Supporting comments

We strongly agree. ICT systems for sharing information are often incompatible
between agencies and improved communication, sharing information protocols
between health and local government will need to be agreed guidance on
multi-disciplinary working needs to be set in place to ensure person-centred
planning is effective.
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b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

We would support a single pathway for referrals for education and health for
some aspects of service in children's services to avoid duplication and to ensure
joined up services. Shared IT systems would support this. We recognise that a
great deal of good practice is already in place in terms of multi-disciplinary
practice as well as shared training leading to a consistent approach and mutual
understanding of a child's needs. We believe examples of best practice across
Wales should be indentified and form part of the guidance.

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education
plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree <] Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage

a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to put in place
disagreement resolution arrangements?

Agree B4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

It is inevitable that there will be differences of professional opinion in some
cases in terms of meeting the needs of the child or young person. We strongly
advocate a process that would help to resolve such differences between
professions and not leave parents feeling they must negotiate for themselves.

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree = Disagree [ | Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree
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Supporting comments

Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see

proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree < Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we

have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

We note that the new consultation does not say that ALN reform will be cost
neutral. However, it does refer to significant financial resources already
allocated to support children and young people with SEN. We remain
concerned that the broader definition of Additional Learning Needs and
extension of provision to the age of 25 will mean resources will need to be
spread across a greater number of children and young people and believe that a
thorough financial impact assessment if essential.

We welcome proposals to strengthen multi-agency working if it leads to a
seamless care pathways supporting children with complex additional needs
through to adulthood.

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internet or in
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,
please tick here:
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ALN164: Rita Price
Wrexham Roman Catholic Diocese

Question 1 — New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or
training available to them?

Agree X Disagree [ || Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

Yes, the phrase is broader and more inclusive.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree [] Disagree L] Neither agree nor | [X
disagree

Supporting comments

| have concerns about the liability and financial impact on local systems e.g. re
students going on to Higher Education.

Question 2 - Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree ] Disagree L] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree B4 Disagree L] Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

Concerns about the interpretation of all childen with ALN. | welcome the
initiative but how is it being costed?
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c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree

L]

Disagree

X

Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

get to school.

While this sounds logical, LAs continually refer to their cutting of essential
sevices, such as school transport, because of Welsh Government cuts. There
would be little point in the LA being responsible for the IDP if the child can’t

Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree

L]

Disagree

X

Neither agree nor
disagree

Supporting comments

Strongly disagree. The instruction is already clear - 'best endeavours’. Welsh
Government is proposing and imposing mandatory requirements at the drop of
a hat, and, it would seem, without due consideration.

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and

training?

Agdree

X

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

Question 4 — Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,

maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best

endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree

B

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

[ 'Yes, but why does this not include work-based training, apprenticeships, and

employment?
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Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people

Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist

education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where

the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree D] Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

| have not agreed that local authorities should be responsible.

But | do agree that this provision should include work-based training,
apprenticeships, and employment.

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree [] Disagree ] Neither agree nor | [ ]

disagree

Supporting comments

The description IDP is broad-ranging and all schools are externally inspected for
their provision. The notion of being registered to provide the type of additional
learning is more bureaucracy; the reference to an LA being prohibited from - -
is wholly wrong; it denies the essential engagement with the parent and the
school and advocacy. | doubt it would stand up in court.

Whether the child is at an independent school or not, (presumably at the
parent’s expense), responsibility for the child's IDP rests with the local
authority.

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education

institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,

planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree [] Disagree B4 Neither agree nor
disagree

Supporting comments
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b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

All responsible will surely take initiatives with multi-agency partnerships.

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education
plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree < Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

This seems right and sensible.

Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage

a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to put in place
disagreement resolution arrangements?

Agree ] Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[<
disagree

Supporting comments

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree 4 Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree

Supporting comments
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Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see
proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

This is now hugely protracted with consequences for staffing and costs.

Where is this costed?

Question 11

We have asked a humber of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we
have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

| believe this is a helpful document.

| am concerned that there is no reference to the increase in time and costs that
the new proposals will generate.

The Welsh Government's increasing tendancy towards mandatory proposals are
unhelpful and dictatorial, given the fact that everything is being handed down
to local authorities.

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internetorin  []
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,

please tick here:
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ALN166: Colin Jones
Kitchener Primary School

Question 1 — New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or
training available to them?

Agree =4 Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

We agree that children should not be regarded as having ALN solely because
their home/first language is not the same as the language they are taught in.
We agree that MAT children should not be regarded as having ALN solely

‘ because of their enhanced ability or talent.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree [] Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[<
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 2 - Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree [] Disagree X Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree ] Disagree =4 Neither agree nor || |
disagree
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Supporting comments

We agree that the minimum frequency for reviewing IDPs should be annually
(with IDPs being reviewed more frequently if appropriate; this being at the
professional discretion of schools on a case-by-case basis, or at the request of
children or parents). However, if children or parents are able to request more
frequent reviews, then there needs to be suitable controls in place to prevent
this becoming potentially unmanageable; possibly this should only be possible
in the case of children at SA+ level or the current statement level.

We agree that IDPs should not be required solely because a child's home/first
language is not the same as the language they are taught in and that IDPs
should not be required for MAT children solely because of their enhanced
ability or talent.

We disagree that IDPs should be mandatory for all children at School Action
level. The creation and maintenance of IDPs will require considerable time
from the IDP Support Coordinator, the child’s class teacher, parents and other
adults involved with the child. Therefore it is imperative that IDPs are only
mandatory for children with severe and/or complex needs or such significant
needs that they would currently have a statement. Apart from these children,
IDPs should only be created at the professional discretion of the school - such
as for those pupils that are not making sufficient progress over time despite
appropriate intervention and advice/support from the local authority or outside
agencies; this could include many but not necessarily all children at the current
School Action + level. We agree that appropriate Quality Assurance systems
(e.g. an online Provision Mapping system) should be in place to assess and
monitor children, and to determine and provide appropriate interventions and
support, for children at all levels of ALN; such a robust Quality Assurance
process would negate the need to have IDPs for all children at School Action
level, as the QA system would identify needs and stipulate appropriate
intervention and support. Such a QA system could also negate the need for IEPs
- with the detail of IEPs being specified within teachers’ planning for classroom
teaching/support or within the planning for specified interventions. A full-
blown person-centered planning meeting and creation of an IDP for every child
at School Action (potentially around 100 children in a school such as ours)
would necessitate a very significant ongoing addition to the school budget to
fund extra staff or to pay supply teachers in order to release class teachers to
attend IDP meetings and to fill the role of the IDP Support Coordinator. Use of
supply teachers within a classsroom can have a detrimental impact on learning.
In a school such as ours, a significant proportion of IDP meetings would also
need support from a bilingual assistant for the parents of many ALN/EAL
children, thus removing the bilingual assistants from their current duties of
supporting children’s learning within the classroom and hence having a
potentially detrimental impact on learning; the alternative of hiring of extra
staff would of course have an ongoing cost.

c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree < Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[[ ]
disagree
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Supporting comments

Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree = Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[]
disagree

Supporting comments

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and

training?

Agree B4 Disagree [] Neither agree nor []
disagree

Question 4 — Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree 4 Disagree [ || Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people

Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where
the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree X Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor || |
disagree
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Supporting comments

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree ] Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education

institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,

planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

An online IDP system and online sharing of information, including appointment
information, would be very beneficial and it is very unfortunate that this
element is not going forward.
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Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education

plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree < Disagree H Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree
Supporting comments
Question 9 - Resolving disputes at an early stage
a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to putin place
disagreement resolution arrangements?
Agree = Disagree _ || Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree
Supporting comments
b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?
Agree X Disagree L] Neither agree nor | [ ]

disagree

Supporting comments

Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see
proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree

[]

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

X

Supporting comments

We agree in principle with the proposals, but there needs to be controls in

place to prevent the possibility of large numbers of appeals, so that they are

restricted to only those which are appropriate and necessary.
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Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we
have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internet orin =~ []
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,
please tick here:

ALN167: Welsh Local Government Association

1.

The Welsh Local Government Association (WLGA) represents the 22 local
authorities in Wales. The three fire and rescue authorities and the three
national park authorities are associate members.

It seeks to provide representation to local authorities within an emerging policy
framework that satisfies the key priorities of our members and delivers a broad
range of services that add value to Welsh Local Government and the
communities they serve.

The WLGA is guided by a number of key principles which underpin the work of
the Association and have helped to shape this response to ALN White Paper.
The WLGA believes that decisions about services should be taken as close
point of delivery as possible and that the people and communities using those
services should be as engaged as possible in their delivery. It is also our belief
that local services should be provided within a democratic framework of local
accountability.

The WLGA recognises that it is the role of the Welsh Government to set the
strategic framework and policy direction for services at a national level and that
it is the role of local government to deliver those services taking account of the
local circumstances and pressures. It is also recognised that services must be
provided within a proportionate but effective regulatory framework to ensure
that public resources are used appropriately and that services are delivered
effectively and efficiently.
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5.  The WLGA has consistently argued for an un-hypothecated revenue support
grant (RSG) as the best way of funding local government and any new
responsibilities or additional burdens placed on local government should be
fully costed and appropriately funded.

6. The WLGA recognises that some policy initiatives or strategies need to have
funding attached to them for specific periods of time to make sure that they
become embedded and are delivered as intended. For this reason, the WLGA,
by exception, supports the use of specific grants or the ring fencing of revenue
funding for specified purposes on the understanding that funding will eventually
return to the RSG.

7. The WLGA is pleased to be able to respond to the White Paper i Legislative
proposals for additional learning needs. This response has been informed by
the knowledge and expertise of the Association of the Directors of Education in
Wales (ADEW) and the Association of Directors of Social Services in Wales
(ADSS). As such this is a joint consultation response on behalf of the WLGA,
ADEW and ADSS.

8. The WLGA welcomes the proposals within the White Paper and the progress
towards legislation. The Association is pleased that this White Paper has been
preceded by a pre-legislative consultation and a number of pilots across Wales
and that professionals within the sector have been engaged with the process to
date. It is essential that education and social services professionals continue to
play a key role in informing and developing the legislation to ensure that it leads
to improved outcomes for children and young people with additional learning
needs in Wales. Local authorities in Wales are committed to improving
outcomes for all children and young people and believe that every child can
achieve high standards. In order to meet this aim there needs to be a robust,
evidence-based system of support for children and young people who have an
additional learning need.

9. Local authorities are currently experiencing an extremely challenging financial
situation. The local government settlement was cut last financial year by 3.5%
and it is predicted that the cut for the next financial year could be up to 4.5%.
These cuts have put an unprecedented stra
all local authorities in Wales are looking to make savings to enable the
continuation of delivery of essential services, such as provision for children and
young people with additional learning needs. Within this context it is essential
that the financial impact of the proposed Bill and any subsequent changes to
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delivery that are introduced as a result, are fully costed and financed. Any new
duties or expectations on local authorities, such as extending responsibilities to
age 25 will need careful financial planning and will need to be fully funded. The
WLGA would welcome further discussion and clarity as to what resources will
be put in place to ensure quality and appropriate provision.

10. The Bill covers a cohort of pupils who have diverse and, in some cases
complex needs. Local authorities believe this group of pupils should be
supported to achieve their full potential, it should however, be acknowledged
that the costs associated with supporting these pupils can be substantial. As
such the financial implications for local authorities should be fully explored and
strategies for making the best use of resources should be discussed. Local
authorities acknowledge that forward planning in this area is particularly difficult
as new individuals enter the system throughout the year and Individual
Development Plans (IDPs) will also be developed and discharged throughout
the year. The risks associated with the potential for escalating costs need to be
considered carefully.

11. In addition there is a concern regarding the costs for training staff in schools,
local authorities and other partners, principally in relation to developing and
continually assessing IDPs. As this is the cornerstone of this legislation it is
essential that all staff are fully and appropriately trained and the costs of this
training need to be considered. Local authorities along with the local authority
school improvement consortia are keen to discuss options for this training with
Welsh Government colleagues.

12. More broadly there is a concern that at this stage of the legislative proves it is
difficult for the WLGA, ADEW and ADSS to authoritatively comment on many of
the proposals in the Bill as much of the detail will be contained within the
accompanying code of practice. The code of practice will be paramount to the
delivery of the proposals and it is essential that this is available for comment
and co-drafting as soon as possible. Local government welcomes the
principles contained in the proposed Bill but with the understanding that a new
code of practice will provide clarity on the role of the specific role and duties on
local authorities. It is the view of local government that the Bill, and the code,
should be focused on standards, outcomes and expectations rather than on
form, process and the structure of delivery.

13. The WLGA would also like to ensure that developments within the White Paper
and the Bill are reflective of policy developments in other areas. This will
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include the proposal to develop a Looked after Children Education Plan,
Safeguarding in Education guidance and relevant sections of the Social
Services and Well-being (Wales) Bill.

14. In addition to the broader comments above there are also a number of specific
comments and concerns that have been raised by local government in relation
to the content of the White Paper. These are outlined below.

15. The Whi t ereqiresplacal authorities to prepare an IDP (Individual
Development Plan) and ensure that any agreed additional learning provision
set out in the IDP Action Plan is put in place for all children and young people
aged 0-25 who have been determined as having ALN and who are receiving or
wish to receive education and trainingo . This accounts for ap
of learners which amounts to some 93,000 pupils across Wales. The White
Paper goes on to state that local authorities are to have effective governance
arrangements in place to deliver, monitor and review their ALN duties. It is the
view of local government that this should be reviewed this in light of the
numbers of IDPs that this duty will cover and the number of circumstances in
which the local authority will have a delivery and monitoring role. This wide-
ranging duty will significantly increase the workload of education and health
professional including teachers and phycologists and as such will incur
considerable additional cost. This concern could be addressed with more
specific detail about the expectations on the local authority at the different
stages of the IDP. Further clarity is sought on how this is to be achieved in
addition to recognition of the extent of responsibility.

16. The aim of the IDP process should be to create a simple and accessible
process to support, and provide clarity, for parents, children and young people
and practitioners involved. It is positive that the IDP is working towards targets
and milestones that can be measured and reviewed. There does however,
need to be a further discussion regarding the potential cost and time in
monitoring and reviewing the IDPs. Again, additional clarity would be welcomed
regarding the role of the local authority and the expectations in relation to
reviewing. It is the view of local government that this work should be focused on
achieving outcomes for children and young people rather than measuring
processes.

17. The White Paper states, in point 6, that maintained schools, FE institutions, and
Pupil Referral Units (PRUSs) are required to use their best endeavours to ensure

that the additional |l earning provision se
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18.

19.

20.

provided. The statutory duty for preparing and implementing the IDP remains
with the local authority, which is welcomed by local government. The wording of
this section, however, could result in some ambiguity over responsibility for
provision and the funding of that provision. The WLGA would like to see
greater clarity as to what i s meant
to the requirement. Clarity as to
welcomed, for example, is this funding, facilities, service provision limitations
etc.

It is essential that the needs of the children and young people with additional
learning needs are of paramount importance and it is also important that the
expectations of parents and carers are carefully and sensitively managed. A
great deal o f wor k wi I | need to be done
perceptions that the current system of statementing is the only way of
accessing support for their child. Not all children with ALN require the same
level of service, and support for pupils should be based on the needs of the
individual. Working with parents and carers in during the transition between
systems of delivery will be crucial and the emphasis has to be on the needs of
the child and not on the process.

The health service is a key partner in the delivery of some of the services
required to support children and young people with additional learning needs. It
is important that there is clarity as to their role and responsibilities in relation to
the delivery of services; the code of practice and guidance will need to make
this clear. Whilst the new code is intended to lay the path for collaborative
working it is necessary for current working practices to be addressed.
Responsibilities and the roles that each professional plays should be clear
within the code and in line with resources. This will provide parity of provision
across authorities. The code needs to acknowledge the role that health
services play and how they input into the IDP and delivery.

The principles set out within the White Paper put the interests of children and
young people and their families first. Pupil and parents/carers voice is key in
the process and guidelines on how this will be achieved needs to be included
within the code of practice. Parents who have children with complex needs
often have to attend multiple meetings with a variety of professionals which can
impact on families in terms of finance and time. Often professionals are
unaware of other services involved with a case and families can be frustrated
by the lack of joined-up working. A more integrated approach will help address
many of these issues.
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21. Guidelines regarding the expectations of the role of the ALN Co-ordinator
(ALNCo) are important to ensure consistency across schools and local
authorities particularly during any transition between schools or settings.
Reducing burdens, such as these, can be constructive and lead to more
effective multi agency working.

22. The WLGA also welcomes the move towards looked after children having an
IDP rather than a Personal Educational Plan (PEP). This will help to ensure
consistency, ease of access to information and reduce bureaucracy. It is
important, however, that there is a policy link up between this development and
any looked after children education plan developed by Welsh Government.

23. Finally, tribunals are timely, costly and stressful for both families and the local
authority and it can lead to a break down in the relationship between the two
parties. Local government supports the suggestion that parents and local
authorities to go through the disagreement resolution process before
progressing to a tribunal but again greater detail is needed in the code of
practice to ensure consistency. It would be useful if the guidance addresses
issues such as parental disagreement with decisions made by the local
authority, in this small number of cases it is essential that there is an
independent person involved in the process. It is also important that children
and young people are fully involved in this process and have a voice. A
reduction in the number of tribunals should follow from effective implementation
of systems to attend to the pupil and parent voice. There also needs to be
access to current and accurate legal advice and guidance from an independent
person who is a specialist in this field so that we can ensure that what the local
authority has offered is fair and reasonable and meets the needs of the child.

CONCLUSION:

24. Much of the content of the Bill reinforces the direction of travel for local
authorities in Wales. Many local authorities are currently working towards
effective early identification, greater collaboration and links with health. The
drive towards this in the proposed Bill is welcomed, as is the greater emphasis
on the child and young personédés voice.

25. The WLGA, ADEW and the ADSS would welcome continued engagement with
Welsh Government to shape the developing legislation and would be

33| Page



Legislative proposals for additional learning needs Responses 161-180

particularly keen to support Welsh Government in developing the code of
practice associated with the legislation.

ALN168: Joy Mitchell
Wrexham County Council

Question 1 — New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or
training available to them?

Agree X Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

[ Wrexham have been using this term for the last two years.
Will the term include 'more able and talented’?

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 25? If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree L] Disagree l ]| Neither agree nor | [X
disagree

Supporting comments

In principle this could be fantastic for continuity for individual, in practice LA /
Education cannot take responsibility from 0-25, without audit of budgetory and
service capacity requirements- for example, the work of Education Psychology
Services and Inclusion Department Officers will greatly expand with the
expansion of the age range, at a time when budgets are shrinking (non
replacement of staff who have retired means that service capacity has
reduced).

How can we ensure that health and social services take mandatory
responsibility? Without agreement conflict could arise.

When pilot / trial was introduced health/social services were to take equal
responsibility.

Wide range of professional expertise and possible across a number of agendies
which requires effective communication. Without this, the support could be
patchy / insufficient.

Status of funded 3 year old practitioners needs to be raised as currently no
information is shared with them from eg the hospital.

34| Page



Legislative proposals for additional learning needs Responses 161-180

Question 2 - Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree 4 Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

With strong concerns:

1) Key agencies need to be involved

2) Currently opens up scope for tribunal

3) Post 16 - Careers Wales should still be involved due to expertise

4) Practically - prepared by partners - parents / agencies etc.. not by LA as at
pt 5 page 22 of white paper. Continue graduated response.

5) New code nd responsiblities need to be clear.

6) There is a question of where the funding will come from in individual cases
e.g. from health or education and budget restraints on schools and settings.
There are also training implications and costs. Wrexham have already trialled
this approach.

7) We would consider IDPs and person centred planning to be 'best practice’ so
this is a very positive development. Wrexham is already moving forward with
rolling out training in PCP to all schools and key agencies.

c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree [] Disagree B4 Neither agree nor L]
disagree

Supporting comments

1) Strongly disagree - schools/agencies/parents need to have responsibility
(especially outside statutory school age).

2) In current financial climate LA do not have capacity to carry out this duty -
not financially viable (especialy 0-25)

3) This model would require increased staffing at a time of austerity.

4) This proposal is very ambitious in terms of capacity of LAs to deal with this.
Would require a single point of contact / responsibility. Can the LA effectively
monitor provision for all with ALN / IDP?

6) Schools / settings have a sense of ownership and accountability for those
with ALN. Would this be offset to the LA and detrimental to the children /
young people?
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Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree B4 Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree
Supporting comments
Local Health Board essential
Further education institutions essential
Good to have statutory requirements laid out but need to consider capacity of
LA.
In relation to 3b below, there should be a need for third sector organisations to
work in collaboration with the LA.

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and
training?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree
Question 4 — Securing provision
Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?
Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]

disagree

Supporting comments

Must clarify "best endeavours”
How realistic in practice?
This question needs further clarification - does it imply that they will do their
best to meet statutory requirements but are not bound by them?
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Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people

Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where
the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree [ ] Disagree | Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

In principle would be good but huge financial implications.

In practice interpretation may lead to less equality due to finance and
interpretation.

Currently is more equitable approach.

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree < Disagree L Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

Does the parent’s rights over-ride this?

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education
institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,
planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree B4 Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[]
disagree

Supporting comments

This is essential for effective working.
Mandatory duty and guidance should be absolutely clear.
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b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

Mandatory duty for all agencies - clear.

Responsibility for IDP needs to be shared by agencies dependent on primary
need of individual - clearly stated.

Recognition of statutory funded 3 year old education.

Key transition points must be strong in information sharing.

Multi-agency working over the IDP is essential but the Code of Practice will
need to be very specific in showing how this would work e.g. Speech and
Language Therapy Services require at least 6 weeks notice to attend multi-
disciplinary review!

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education
plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree B4 Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

1) With appropriate input from Social Service and their responsibilities made
clear - SS responsibility.

2) As long as the content and provision is appropriate and meets the needs of
the child.

Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage

a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to put in place
disagreement resolution arrangements?

Agree < Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[|
disagree

Supporting comments

If this is to be statutory, should there be statutory guidance on this matter?
An example would have been useful in considering this proposal.

38| Page



Legislative proposals for additional learning needs Responses 161-180

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree

X

Disagree

L]

Neither agree nor
disagree

Supporting comments

Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see
proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree

L]

Disagree

[]

Neither agree nor
disagree

X

Supporting comments

preparing IDP.

21 - No.

taken into account?

19 - needs to be sensible parameters. Depends on who is responsible for

20 - Yes - who is the complaint against. Huge range 0-25 = floodgates to a
tribunal.Better definition needed.

There is a possible issue regarding the LA's capacity to deal with a potential
increase in appeals. There could also be a financial issue with widening the
right to appeals - time, payments, compensation, consequences? Is this being

Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we
have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

- Person centred planning - very positive
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- Code of Practice needs to be very clear regarding agencies / responsibilities

- Include good parts of existing code e.g. graduated response

- The ability to respond to the consultation has been restricted by the
questions asked in this response form. Listed below are the points we would
like you to consider:

- We need to be more child-friendly when assessing needs.

- It is essential that these proposals fall in line with other WG initiatives e.g.
curriculum proposals, EYDAF, new early years framework.

- Does equal rights to IDP equate to equal time / funding?

- Has funding in different sectors been built in, particularly in light of budget
cuts?

- Who would be accountable in a non-maintained setting regarding appeals as
children are funded by LA/WG? e.g. LA, committee, private owners (day
nursery).

- How do we effectively gain the views of a 3 year old regarding IDP?

- Increased entitlement to IDP and early intervention alongside budgetory
restraints could be an issue - would some restrict numbers according to budget?
The reverse could also happen - overspend.

- The transfer of responsibilites to the LA is such that it is a budget pressure for
the LA (capacity / administrative burden)

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internetorin =[]

a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,
please tick here:

ALN169: All Wales Heads of Chi | dren6s Services
We broadly welcome the proposals outlined in the White Paper.
We would support the need for:

¢ A unified legislative framework

A single Individual Development Plan for all children with additional learning

needs

¢ Increased flexibility in aligning plans with provision and a move away from a

graded hierarchy of levels.

Issues which we feel need to be addressed:

e Health Boards need to be signed up as full partners to the guidance avoiding
the use of words such as itlimustuahddnbtsefeo ul d o

to collaboration, rather joint responsibility for the delivery of the plan.
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A training requirement for all partners, including Social Care, needs to be
more prominent in the paper to ensure effective joint working and shared
commitment to outcomes.

On page 16 of the White Paper, t he

phr a:t

entitl ement or protection on the extent

should be reconsidered, as it appears in direct contradiction to the principle
enunciated in the Social Services and Wellbeing Act 2014.

Suggestions we would like you to consider:

We would support the view that all young people in care should have an
Individual Development Plan, specifically to address their unique needs. This
is not to say that all children in care have additional learning needs; rather it is
to emphasise that, due to being in care, young people are entitled to a
collaborative multi-agency plan to ensure that their needs for educational
access are being fully met.

This would also include those who are gifted and talented and those with
mainstream educational needs.

We feel the inclusion of looked after children in IDP requirements would have
the advantage of <creating a single
education supported by statutory guidance. This could potentially offer a route
for ensuring explicit funding arrangements.

The Guide and Code of Practice would need to reflect the unique position of
children in care, therefore including a wider category of young people than
just ALN. This may avoid any potential stigma being attached to the plans.

Clarity of governance accountability is important for all key stakeholders. The
White Paper highlights that local authorities will have effective governance
arrangements to support the delivery of their duties, including monitoring and
review processes. There must be a clear framework on how it is expected that
this will happen in practice.

Overall, it is important that the Bill keeps the young person at the centre of
developments. This is an opportunity to focus on achieving best outcomes
through shared professional contribution, therefore having the best chance of
creating integrated synergy where no key stakeholder has the option to
disengage.
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ALN170: Robin Hughes
Association of School & College Leaders

Question 1 = New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’ ,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or
training available to them?

Agree L] Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [
disagree

Supporting comments

It is noted that the intention of the proposals is to be inclusive of a wide range
of needs that a significant number of learners in mainstream provision may
have and which have an impact on how they can be best supported to progress.
That is commendable. However, there is some concern that the new term,
ALN, may weaken the understandings that are based on the existing statutory

[ definitions for Special Educational Needs. These concerns will need to be
considered and addressed as the proposals are scrutinised.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 25? If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree L] Disagree L ]| Neither agree nor | [x
disagree

Supporting comments

The proposal to establish a less punctuated service for the individual child and
young person is commendable. However, there are significant concerns about
the resourcing and implementation of such a commitment. In particular, the
transition points between child, youth and adult services will need close
attention. Providers will need certainty about who is doing what, when and
how, and need reassurance that there is adequate resourcing for any
commitment made. The child and young person, and their parent or carer, will
deserve nothing less than a clear statement of what is possible, what is
promised, and who is accountable for each element.

Question 2 - Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree [] Disagree [ || Neither agree nor |[<
disagree
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b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree L] Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[X
disagree

Supporting comments

The child and young person, and their parent or carer, would benefit from
having a clear statement on what service they can expect. This statement
would benefit all providers too. However, extending the commitment to

provide an IDP to all ALN learners will create significant additional work for our
schools and other services at a time when resources are already under
increasing strain. The resource will need to be made available so that the
commitment can be honoured. This resource will include capacity, expertise,
money and time.

It is not clear if the proposals pay sufficient attention to securing the
engagement and commitment of all the relevant stakeholders. Health
professionals have a key role to play, and this needs discussion.

c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

There is an important role for Local Authorities in this provision. It has to be
noted that our Local Authorities are under severe financial pressure and are
having to consider how they respond to the recommendations made by the
Williams Commission. There is concern that the good intentions within these
proposals will not be met whilst such pressures and preoccupations exist.

The role of health and Social Services authorities will need careful
consideration. They too are under strain, but there remains a role for them in
providing the services described in these proposals. It is unfortunate that this
is not explored more fully; it is a sincere hope that such discussion will feature
prominently as scrutiny takes place.
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Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

disagree

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[ ]

Supporting comments

It is essential that there is clarity on who is providing what, when and how
when a range of stakeholders are contributing to a package of support for the
child and young person. This statement must, however, be accompanied by a
realistic understanding of the resource that is available. Commendable
commitments, made in good faith, but which do not get delivered are of no
value to the child or young person.

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and
training?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree

Question 4 — Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree [ ] Disagree [] Neither agree nor
disagree

B4

Supporting comments

FEls should be included in the reach of the legislation.

Careful attention needs to be given on how third sector organisations may have
to respond to a commitment placed upon them. It would be unfortunate if the
administrative burden on the third sector, for instance, increased such that
valuable resource is diverted or that valued partners draw their service based
on cost/benefit decisions.

'‘Best endeavours' is an unfortunate choice of terminology. It is too open to
challenge and interpretation to provide reassurance for the child or young
person , nor the providers.
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Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people

Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where
the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree [ ] Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [X
disagree

Supporting comments

Whilst it might be appropriate to consider local authorities as the proper holder
of this responsibility, it is hard to accept that the current financial and re-
structuring pressures that are impacting upon them will allow them to accept
and progress this responsibility.

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree = Disagree L ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

A framework for quality assuring placements is required.

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education
institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,
planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree =4 Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

An effective multi-agency approach will include all stakeholders working in
partnership with honesty about what can and cannot be delivered. This
partnership will be anchored with a framework that has a basis in statute.

Current disputes between providers, and between the representatives of the
child or young person and providers, are often based on a confusion about what
service has been recommended, and who is obliged to deliver it, if anyone.
Often, the root cause of confusion is between, on one hand, the school and
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local authority, and on the other, the health and social services. Statutory
responsibilities may be placed upon the local authority but there is no such
responsibility on health, meaning that there is an imbalance between the
commissioning agent of the special services and the provider of such services
(eg. behavioural or speech therapies).

b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

see above

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education
plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree < Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

replacing several documents with one is always a good idea.

Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage

a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to putin place
disagreement resolution arrangements?

Agree X Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local
complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree = Disagree [ || Neither agree nor
disagree
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Supporting comments

Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation to extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see

proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

Right to appeal should be available only to those that have followed the
established conflict or complaint resolution process.

Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we

have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

The intentions of these proposals are commendable. But there is insufficient
attention given to the full range of stakeholders that have a part to play in any
sensible implementation of these proposals, especially the health and social
services.

It is difficult to see how the responsibilities being palced on local authorities
and other services can be adequately resourced, given the pressures that are
bearing down upon these services.

School leaders will be vary wary of accepting additional administrative burdens,
for no clear advantage to the child or young person.

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internet orin [ ]
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,
please tick here:
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ALN171: Richard Tither
Coleg Elidyr

Question 1 — New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or
training available to them?

Agree X Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

We welcome the clarity and coherence that this will establish, particularly
when young people progress into further education. We would also welcome

the focus on learning and education that clearly highlights the central
importance of education in reducing the barriers for young people with
SEN/LDD to access a more meaningful and dignified life.

However, as the White Paper makes clear, the Bill would also need to identify
very clearly that the responsibilities for meeting a young person’s learning
needs are shared by many agencies, not simply education, and that in order to
enable learning, a young person may need access to a range of services beyond
education.

We are also not sure whether the use of a single term to encompass all young
people with a diverse range of needs would replace more differentiated
descriptions of need, with negative impact on those with the highest level of
need, for example young people with severe and complex needs. We would be
concerned if the effect of this change would be inadvertently to reduce the
level of provision for this particularly vulnerable group of young people.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the
professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree | Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree
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Supporting comments

We welcome this change and feel it should lead to both much greater
coherence and consistency in terms of planning and support for a young person
and their family, as well as more effective longer term planning within local
authorities.

However, we do have concerns about the ability of some of those involved in
assessing and providing support for young people to provide impartial advice
and guidance across the full range of options available post-16. The Code of
Practice would need to ensure that all those involved in this have a much
broader awareness of all progression pathways at post-16 than is currently the
case. Provision within general FE is still very frequently of a one size fits all
variety and there is still among many professionals associated with young
people with learning difficulties and disabilities a lack of aspiration that is
determined by established practices and the limits of their own experience.

Question 2 — Individual development plans (IDP)

a) Do you agree that all children and young people with ALN should be entitled to
an IDP which sets out their agreed additional learning provision?

Agree 4 Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

b) Do you agree that IDPs should replace statutory assessment and statements of
SEN, assessments for learners over 16 (under section 140 of the Learning and
Skills Act 2000) and non-statutory plans including individual education plans
under School Action and School Action Plus?

Agree < Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[ |
disagree

Supporting comments

[ We would welcome this as long as the benefits of greater consistency and
inclusivity do not at the same time lead to a downgrading of the support for
learners with more complex needs.

c) Do you agree that local authorities should be ultimately responsible for preparing
an IDP for children and young people aged 0-25 with ALN and for ensuring that
agreed provision set out in the IDP is delivered and reviewed?

Agree 4 Disagree " ]| Neither agree nor || |
disagree
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Supporting comments

We agree with this proposal but would repeat the point made above that the
quality of this will depend very much on the level of expertise and awareness
of those involved in the assessment process. Unless there is confidence in the
ability of those involved in this to explore the full range of provision available,
the most appropriate match to a young person’s learning needs is unlikely to be
identified.

It is not yet clear who within the local authority would have the responsibility
for coordinating all elements of the IDP through the 25 years of a young
person'’s life.

Finally, we do have significant concerns regarding the final aspect of this
proposal, namely that the local authority should also be responsible for
ensuring that the provision set out in the IDP is delivered. While this might be
appropriate during a child’s school years, it is much less likely to be so post-16,
and there are many conflicts of interest for the local authority at this stage. It
is unlikely that there will be a similar requirement for local authorities with

regard to young people without learning difficulties who have the right to
access provision anywhere across the UK when they leave school (see response
to Q5 below).

Question 3 — A new code of practice

a) Do you agree that a new code of practice on ALN should include mandatory
requirements in accordance with which local authorities, schools, further
education institutions, local health boards and the tribunal must act?

Agree X Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

In principle, it would be difficult to diagree with this. However, it is far from
clear at this stage what the manatory requirements are and thus very difficult
to provide comment at this stage.

b) Do you agree that the code of practice should set out guidance for any other
bodies, such as third sector organisations or other providers of education and
training?

Agree X Disagree L] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree
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Question 4 — Securing provision

Do you agree that further education institutions should be included alongside schools,
maintained nurseries and pupil referral units, as institutions that must use their ‘best
endeavours’ to secure the additional learning provision called for in an IDP?

Agree =4 Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

As with many of these proposals, this should in theory facilitate better
planning, consistency and progression and we welcome the inclusion of further
education institutions within this proposal. Currently, planning at post-16 for
this cohort of learners within mainstream FE is frequently overly generic, not
individualised and not well-matched to learners’ needs. There is a lack of
specialist expertise within too many FE departments and colleges as well as a
lack of appropriate facilities and curricula.

However, we have considerable reservations about the use of the term ‘best
endeavours'. and there would need to be clear guidelines about what this
means in practice. What are a young person’s and their family’s rights if they
feel that 'best endeavours’ to secure their identified learning needs are not
being made?

Question 5 — Securing specialist provision for young people

Do you agree that local authorities should be responsible for securing specialist
education provision for post-16 learners outside of the further education sector where
the IDP indicates that this is necessary to meet a young person’s ALN?

Agree =4 Disagree [ ]| Neitheragreenor |[]
disagree

Supporting comments

We strongly support the implicit recognition within this proposal that many
learners currently struggle with the options available to them post-16 and
would support the right of all learners to have access to an education that
meets their own aspirations, needs and abilities - not just what is locally
available because this is all their disability allows them access to.

However, we are concerned about moving the funding for this from the WG to
local authorities. We know already that funding will not be ring-fenced, and
given the pressures that local authorities are under, many parents fear that it
will become even more difficult for learners to gain access to this sort of
provision than it currently is. What sort of requirements will there be on the
local authorities, other than the use of their 'best endeavours’ to ensure that
those who require specialist provision outside of general FE, receive this?
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In addition, there would need to be clear guidance around how the local
authorities should best approach this. Specialist education provision already
exists in some local authorities but there is currently very little effective
dialogue between those responsible within the local authority and specialist
providers about how the provision they offer can be exploited to ensure best
outcomes for learners and maximum use of resources within the authority.

Given the need to avoid costly duplication of resources, particularly at this

time, guidance would need to ensure that local authorities work much more
collaboratively with all partners, including 3™ sector organisations who have
many years' experience of providing specialist education, considerable staff
expertise and extensive facilities, to ensure maximum benefits for learners.

Question 6 — Placement at independent schools

Do you agree that local authorities should be prohibited from placing a child or young
person at an independent school which has not been registered to provide the type of
additional learning provision identified in their IDP?

Agree [] Disagree [ ]| Neitheragree nor |[<
disagree

Supporting comments

We feel that the issue here is really about the quality of the provision and how
this is assured. Currently, the level of scrutiny across sectors lacks coherence,
with providers of specialist provision in the independent sector subject to a
much greater level of scrutiny (annually) than providers within the mainstream
sector (every six years). This is particularly true within FE where the numbers
of learners are much greater, and where under Estyn inspections, the provision
for entry level learners is barely scrutinised in relation to the degree of
scrutiny a learner in independent provision would receive, and certainly not in
terms of individual outcomes for learners.

Question 7 — A multi-agency approach to planning and delivery

a) Do you agree that local authorities, local health boards and further education
institutions should be required to cooperate and share information in assessing,
planning and delivering support to meet ALN?

Agree =4 Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor |[ ]
disagree
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Supporting comments

We strongly support this as the only effective way in ensuring a learner’s
complex needs are met. It would also establish greater transparency around the
costs of different programmes and levels of provision for learners.

Our only reservation would again be around ensuring that all parties have a
greater understanding of the full range of options that are available for young
people, about the impartiality of guidance for them and their families and
about how the third sector could play an appropriate part in this.

b) As well as using the code of practice to provide guidance, are there any other
ways in which you think multi-agency partnership working could be
strengthened?

Supporting comments

In our experience, the main barrier to multi-agency working is pressure on
funding. Where pressures on budgets exist, it becomes difficult to coordinate
priorities, leading to delay and mistrust. Short of wholescale reorganisation,
the code of practice must have sufficient teeth to force different partners to
promote the cultural shift that will allow colleagues from different agencies to
work together effectively and openly in the interests of the individual learner.

Question 8 — Supporting looked after children

Do you agree that IDPs should be able to replace or function as personal education
plans for children and young people who are looked after by a local authority?

Agree 4 Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [ ]
disagree

Supporting comments

We agree that this should reduce needless duplication.

Question 9 — Resolving disputes at an early stage

a) Do you agree that local authorities should be required to putin place
disagreement resolution arrangements?

Agree X Disagree [ ] Neither agree nor | [ |
disagree

Supporting comments

We strongly support this, providing these have the confidence of all partners
and are considered sufficiently rigorous and impartial

B3| Page



Legislative proposals for additional learning needs Responses 161-180

b) Do you agree that there should be a requirement to use the appropriate local

complaints processes prior to appeal to tribunal?

Agree ] Disagree [ ]| Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

In principle, yes. However, we are concerned about the many stages a young
person and their family may have to go through before they have the rights of
appeal to a tribunal. The code of practice would need to be clear about the
requirements on all parties to ensure that each stage of the process is
concluded in a timely fashion, does not lead to undue pressure and lead to
some young people/families effectively giving up the fight as a lost cause.

Question 10 — Extending the right of appeal

Do you agree with our proposals in relation 1o extending rights of appeal to tribunal (see

proposals 19, 20 and 21)?

Agree 4 Disagree [ 1| Neither agree nor
disagree

L]

Supporting comments

We welcome this proposal.

Question 11

We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we

have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them.

Coleg Elidyr is an independent specialist college that provides further
education and training for young people with LDD, whose needs cannot
currently be met by mainstream FE colleges. A significant number of these are
young people who have previously been assessed as students whose needs
could be met within mainstream FE provision, and whose placements have then
subsequently broken down. We have a long history of providing highly
personalised, differentiated programmes for young people who experience a
broad range of learning disabilities, as well as emotional and behavioural
difficulties.

As such, we remain concerned under these proposals, as we were under the
proposals under the previous Bill, about the conflict of interests for local
authorities that arises when funding for such a vulnerable group of learners is
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transferred from WG to the local authority. We remain concerned about where
the responsibility for assessment will lie and that when the responsibility for
assessment of learners’ needs is transferred to the local authority, there will be
pressure to assess for FEI places, as the authority will then not be responsible
for the funding - just for those who require specialist provision. There are
potential implications here not just for the right of learners to choose the most
appropriate provision for them but also for the quality of provision across the
sector as a whole. These are clearly early days and it is hoped that the code of
practice will be sufficiently strong to ensure that all decisions are made in
individual learners’ best interests, but at the present time, this remains a
significant concern for us.

Related to this are questions about the consistency of scrutiny and the quality
assurance of provision for this group of learners between specialist colleges and
FEIs. We have raised this question with Estyn previously and are still awaiting a
response but in the meantime evidence suggests that the differences in this
vary significantly. If the aim of this Bill is to ensure transparent advice and
guidance for all involved and high quality outcomes for all young people with
ALN, we feel strongly that this is an issue that needs to be addressed.

Responses to consultations may be made public, on the internet orin  []
a report. If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous,
please tick here:

ALN172: Dr Mair Parry
Royal College of Paedriatrics & Child Health Wales

Question 1 — New terminology

a) Do you agree that a new term, ‘additional learning needs’,(ALN) should focus on
children and young people who need additional and/or different support with
learning to allow them to benefit as fully as possible from the education or
training available to them?

Agree [] Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [
disagree

Supporting comments

RCPCH Wales is keen to see the Welsh Government address support for children
with medical conditions while in school and to include this in the definition of
ALN. Welsh Government guidance - Access to Education and Support for
Children and Young People with Medical Needs (Welsh Government circular,
May 2010) - covers support for children with medical conditions. This ALN
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legislation offers the opportunity to equip schools with the necessary skills and
tools to support the education of children with medical conditions.

Public Health Wales recommended last year that schools in Wales should have a
health care plan for children with severe asthma [Public Health Wales, Child
Death Review Programme - Annual Report 2013]. RCPCH Wales strongly
recommends that the Welsh Government considers a duty in the ALN Bill to
require schools to follow statutory guidance to help support children with
relatively common medical conditions that impact on their learning and
development: e.g. asthma, diabetes, epilepsy, heart disease, cancer and severe
allergies.

A duty in this area would require schools to have regard for statutory guidance,
which could include roles for governors, a requirement for school policies,
integration with the IDP process, staff training, medicines management,
emergencies, and provisions for children with medical conditions who are on
trips, visits or taking part in sports.

The college believes this is in keeping with the legislative requirement for
Welsh Ministers to have due regard for the best interests of learners the
primary consideration.

b) Do you agree that the new system should apply to children and young people
from birth up to the age of 257 If so, what implications should we consider for the

professionals involved in assessing and providing that support?

Agree [] Disagree [] Neither agree nor | [
disagree

Supporting comments

RCPCH Wales members will work with the new system in their capacity as
health professionals. Some members have been involved with ALN pilots across
Wales over the past few years. Individual Development Plans have potential -
when well run - to promote a child-focused approach and encourage
information sharing among the multi-disciplinary team working to support a
child. RCPCH Wales is concerned, however, that paediatricians might face
similar issues in the new IDP system as the statementing system: to be pushed
at a time of restricted resources towards describing only the statutory
requirements a child or young person has for the IDP and record only 'eligible
needs'.
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Question 2 - Individual development plans (IDP)
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