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Executive summary

Background and aims of the strategic review of high needs that took place in 2018/19

In the autumn of 2018, Isos Partnership was commissioned by Derbyshire CountilGvorking with partners and
YSYOSNE 2F (GKS /2dzyieqQa {LISOAlIf 9RdzOFGA2YIf bSSRa |
review of the support, services and provision for children and young people with high needs in Derbyehéene

2T 0KA& 62N YR GKS RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F aKAIK ySSRagsx A
both with statutory education, health and care plans (EHCP) anestadutory SEN support, and those requiring
additional inclusin support or alternative provision (AP).

The review had a strategic focus. The purpose of the work was not to judge or evaluate the quality and operation ¢
any specific service, provision or process. Instead, the aim was to provide an objective amtewvitemed
perspective on how the current continuum of support, services and provision for young people with high needs i
Derbyshire was working and to help to shape an overarching strategy for developing an effective strategic approac
to supporting yaing people with high needs in the future. To do this, the review sought to:

a. gather evidenceand views on the current needs, trends and likely future demand for support, services
and provision for children and young people with SEND;

b. shape options and recomendationsfor meeting the needs of children, young people and families in
Derbyshire in the future; and

C. work collaboratively, iteratively and in a spirit of eproduction with partners and stakeholders to build

consensus and agree solutions to meet cutrand future needs and achieve good outcomes for children
and young people in Derbyshire.

The review was undertaken in three distinct phases. Thedirasefocused on building up the evidence base for how
the local system was operating, what were the &eyrengths and where there were areas that required strengthening.
This involved gathering a range of quantitative evidence and qualitative feedback through analysis of published dat
online surveys, and workshops with young people, parents and caretgrafessionals across education, health and
care servicesThe second phase focused on testing this evidence base and identifying what was needed to build o
the strengths and address the challenges the review had identified. (The work during thevdirshases forms the
olaira 2F GKA&A NBLRNI®O ¢KS FAyFf LKFAS GKSy F20dz
recommendations into practice. (The work during the third phase forms the basis of the strategic planning framework
that has beenproduced alongside this report.) In each phase, we workeproductively with young people, parents,
practitioners and partners to share our early findings, shape recommendations and iterate what would become the

overall messages from the review.

The buk of the work to gather evidence and shape recommendations was carried out during the autumn and spring
terms of the 2018/19 academic year, through an iterative approach of sharing interim messages, testing these wit
colleagues and eproducing key findigs, recommendations and actions. The review concluded irstinemer of

20109.

Three overarching messages

During the period covered by the current SEND strategy, a number of innovative ideas have been introduced into t
Derbyshire system. These include:

i implementing a new localitpased structure for the SEN service;

i1 developing &SEND commissioning htdr involving colleagues fromducation, health and cargervices

i introducing a process for mainstream schools to be able to access additional highfoedohg without
having to go through the statutory EHC assessment prag#ss is known as GR(Ehe graduatedresponse
for individualpupils} and



i investing in preventative support to increase the inclusive capacity of the local system.

The importance bmany of these initiatives/asrecognised by Ofsted and the Care Quality Commission (CQC) in their
NELR2NI F2ff26Ay3 5SNbeaKANBQa fwhiChrdcoghissdmany{stongtbde Aoyed LIS
that several of the principles behind many the initiatives that have been introduced through the current SEND
strategy chime with what we would recognise to be effective practices we have seen in other local areas through ot
national research.

Nevertheless, during the review, wad feedbaclabout frustrations with the dayo-day operation of the local system

and some of its core processes, particularly processes for accessing support (such as GRIP). If these trends are
addressed swiftly, they will increase the pressure on high needs bloglkother local resources, and on support,
services and provision. In turn, this will reduce resources available feagiinee inclusion and preventative work,
which will only exacerbate these issues.

Theseviewswere expressed by both parents and prafesals, and were consistent across the county. In the main,
these related to the GRIP and EHC assessment processes. There were concerns that the process of requesting suy
was perceivedor someto be adversarial, lacked transparency and consistenag, aften slow to respond, and was
overly focused on gatekeeping, rather than working with professionals or parents to find support and solutions
together. Overall, the nature of these views suggestgmiential lack of trust within the local systerithe ntention

of strategic leaders was that the outcomes of this review will serve to help address these concBra® is a
recognition thatrelationships between strategic leaders, professionals and families are at the heart of the SENL
reforms and esseil to an effective local system of support for young people with high needs.

[221AYy3 IKSIR 2 | yS¢g KAIK ySSRa adGN)rGS3aexz ¢S g2 dA
a. focus on embedding core systems and processes so that tieeyparating consistently effectively;
b. F20dza 2y RS@St2LAYy3 | Of SFNJ GadNIGS3AAO of dzSLINR

county that sets out clear how the local system seeks to support young people with SEND and high neec
the respective roles and specialisms of services and provisions, and how these fit together; and

C. F20dza 2y K2¢ aSNBAOSA OFly 62N] G23SGKSNI aSl Yt S
to support them in making the transition to a successful auifilling adult life.

Chapter one: Strategic partnership working and-pooduction with parents and young
people

There are strong, eproductive relationships with parents and young people. Parents, through Derbyshire Parent
Carer Voice (DPCV), are welpresented on the SEND Strategic Board. Likewise, young people with SEND-are wel
represented on youth councils at county and district level. Nevertheless, there is both the necessity and opportunitie
to build on these relationships through new-pooductive activities to broaden engagement with parents and young
people in order to harness the insights and expertise of parents and young people in addressing some of the strate
challenges facing the system identified in this review.

We made three recommeradions under this theme.

Recommendation 11: Build on existing strong strategic relationships with parents of young people with
SEND by broadening strategic engagements and participafidnis recommendation concerned the need to
foster increased particigion of parents and young people with SEND in strategic developments concerning
support, services and provision. In particular, it concerned the need to link local groups of parents with DPC
and locality SEN services, and to ensure that parents of childith SEN support as well as those with EHCPs
are able to make their voices heard.

Recommendation1.2: Identify and develop some specific gwoduction projects with parents This
recommendation concerned the opportunity to treat some of the pieces okwbat will be taken forward




following the strategic review as opportunities to foster broader ownership and to shape solutions through
co-productive working with parents.

Recommendationl.3: Develop a formal framework for engaging young people in stratemgiitiatives and
guestions facing the local systenThis recommendation is about developing a network through which young
people with SEN, who may already be part of local groups based around their school, college or communit
can be engaged in and inved with shaping strategic developments affecting them and their support.

Chapter two: Partnership working and joint commissioning across education, health and
care

The review found a number of areas where positive developments have been taken forwaledionrto joint working
across agencieg for example, the offer of support from speech & language therapy services (SaLT) and child &
adolescent mental health services (CAMHS) was highly regarded, and the work to define a clear offer of health serv
input for pupils in special schools was acknowledged. There were, nevertheless, concerns about some of the pathwe
of support that cut across service boundarg@sotably emotional wellbeing mental health, and specifically a perceived
gap between emotionalwellbeing support in mainstream schools and more specialist CAMHS (we note the
transformation work the local area is taking forward to respond to this under the auspices of Future in Mind), and the
review of early help (which was underway at the same tamé¢he high needs strategic review).

Furthermore, the review found that there was consensus about the need to strengthen adadneh the SEND
commissioning hupfocused more on its intended core role to act as the driver of strategieagtioe, intellgence
informed commissioning of services and support across agencies. TaenmhedSEND commissioning hwmuld

play a key role in mapping out future pathways of support around emotional wellbeing and mental health, and arounc
early help and family suppt, which were two areas highlighted during the review.

There is also the neetd continue to ensure consistent understanding of and messages about the local SEND syster
from frontline professionals across all agencies, and tartieulate how agencies icontribute to EHC assessments
and plans.

We made three recommendations under this theme.

Recommendatior?.1: Revisit the purpose of th6END commissioning hufhe recommendation here was

to ensure the SEND commissioning hub was focused on takirgjeanlevel view of current and future needs,

and how these might be met through more effective joint commissioning across agencies. The reviev
recommended that this was differentiated from processes to enable joint operationaltoddsty decisions
about and contributions to the packages of support for individual young people whose needs cut across
SRdzOF A2y > KSIfGK FYyR OFNBE 60OKAf RNByQa 2NJ I Rdz i

Recommendation 2: Identify some specific priorities for joint commissioninghe recommendation e

gra G2 ARSY(GATFeE a2YS &4LISOATAO FINBFra 2F ySSR IyR
young people of all ages, in different parts of the county, and with different levels of need, and whether this
can be and is described clearly, dor example, the local area. The major areas highlighted during the review
included the pathway for young people with social, emotional & mental health (SEMH) needs and those witt
communication & interaction (C&I) needs.

Recommendatior?.3: Continue to work with frontline professionals to ensure a consistent understanding
of the local continuum of services and provision for young people with SEND in DerbysHine
recommendation here recognises the work that has been done to build understanding oiNBDefafnework
and support for young people with SEND in Derbyshire, but also acknowledges some of the feedback gather
that families and providers were still receiving contradictoryuaclearinformation about what their child
might benefit from or be entled to in terms of support, services and provision. To help parents and providers
navigate the local system and avoid unnecessary disputes, it is vital that providers and prafessiemble
to provide consistent messages about the local offer of supt is also vital that there is a clear and widely
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understood articulation of how colleagues from health and care, as well as education, ought to be involvec
with and contribute to EHC assessments, plans and reviews.

Chapter three: Identification and ssessment of needs, information and access to support

While there are strengths in the local system, there are also some challenges in ensuring that core systems a
processeg; information about and access to support, for examglare workingconsistently effectively across the
county.

Views about the quality and accessibility of information about available support and services were mixed. The genet
message was that the local offer was a valuable source of information if you knew what yeuoaking for, but
needed to be overhauled to provide an overview of the local SEND system, the arrangement of support and service
and pathways of support for specific needs.

Concernswere expressebout the processes for accessing support, particul@RiP. People highlighted that the
LINEP OS&da O2dzZ R FSSt 20SNIQSOSRAFNEI NKIGKSNYRKFFOFRAFTRAS
slow and struggling with backlogs of requests, and that communications about decisions were not &amyedple
compared theearly yearsinclusionfund (EYIF) favourably to GRIP, but there were some concerns about timeliness
and followup dialogue if requests for support were unsuccesdfibse messages have been taken seriously by Senior

Leaders and dions have already been taketuring this reviewto address the issues raised.

Similar views were expressed about the EHC assessment process. There were concerns about the quality
assessments, the specificity of plans and outcomes, the meaningfulessgagements with young people and
families, and the speed and accuracy of keeping plans up to date through annual reviews, as well as the consistel
of input from agencies beyond education. The data shows an improving picture, but Derbyshire remainshieel
national average in terms of the timeliness of completing its EHC assessments and plans. There is support for 1
locality model of the SEND service, but there would be value in revisiting core systems and processes to ensure the
is the capacityd deliver these effectively.

We made three recommendations under this theme.

Recommendation 3.1Update and refine the local offer so that it provides a clear overview, introduction
and practical tool for parents, providers and professionaBuild on workhat is already underway to update

and refine the local offer, and develop this throughproeduction with parents, professionals, young people.

It is vital that this is taken forward as a strategic piece of work, driven by senior leaders and partness acr
the local system, in order that the local offer provides a clear strategic overview of the local system. The updat
of the local offer should not be an administrative exercise of individual services simply updating their individua
material, withouta® &G NI 6 SIA 0O 2FSNARAIKG 2F K2g GKS 2@FSNI 1
up fits together.

Recommendation 3.2Address the concerns raised about the derday operation of GRIP so that it delivers
swift, pupil-centred high needs supportof schools consistently effectivelyEnsure that new processes
address the backlog of requests and are working consistently to deliver effective, timely support across the
county.

Recommendation 3.3Refine core processes related to EHC assessments amd ptaaddress concerns
about consistency, quality and specificity of outcomesnsure that families are involved in-pooducing

plans and outcomes. Consider a single referral route and system for calculating thmding that is
consistent across GRIRGREHCP.




Chapter four: Building inclusive capacity in mainstream schools and settings, and providing
targeted support for inclusion

Derbyshire has hallmarks of an inclusive local system. This can be seen, for example, in the high proportion of puj
with EHCPs who are placed in mainstream schbobsddition Derbyshire places a relatively lower percentage of young
people in out of county independent settings than many other Local Authotesalso heard examples from parents
and providers about effeate examples of inclusive practice in mainstream schools and settings.

The evidence suggests, however, that this is not consistent across the county, and that inclusion across Derbyshir:
under increasing pressure. We see this, for example, in the hidjiaer average rates of permanent exclusion in
Derbyshire,(although reflecting a significant relative decline in 2018/2@t@l the fact that pupils with SEN are
disproportionately represented amongst those who are permanently excluded or out of schothéoreasons, such

as those in elective home education.

Derbyshire has a broad and comprehensive offer of targeted inclusion support. The continued investment in this tie
of support is a vital component of any effective system of supporting young pedtheSEND and high needs.
Nevertheless, there is the need and opportunity to refocus the offer and maximise its value. Feedback gathered durir
the review suggested that, while on the whole highly regarded, the quality of some support services was,variable
there was a lack of coherence and risks of duplication between services, a lack of consistency about how servic
focused on different needs were arranged and operated, and the need to strengthen thepjdiatween education
inclusion services and suppidrom other agencies (specifically emotional wellbeing and mental health, and family
support services involved with early help).

We made two recommendations under this theme.

Recommendation 4.1 Continue to develop, support and strengthen inclusive cajpyadn mainstream
education settings This entails:

a. co-developing with school leaders an agreed set of consistent expectations of what mainstream inclusior
should look like in Derbyshire schools;

b. matching this with a clear offer of induction, suppodupervision, and continuing professional
development for SEND leads and whst#hool improvement;

c. developing an offer of specific, focused capabityiding around autism, C&l and SEMH needs; and

d. re-establishing an offer of SENCO networks as an opporttoitgENCOs to come together in localities,
hear about and help to shape countyide strategic developments, network with colleagues and develop
their practices (where some may not be in a position to receive such support from within their local school
partnerships).

Recommendation 4.2Refocus the offer of targeted services in a more holistic, strategic way so that they
provide a coherent, consistent and responsive offer across the couftyis will involve:

a. developing a more holistic, wholghild offer (& opposed to single service responses);

b. re-balance the offer in line with changing needs and priorities

c. developing a single routef-- OO0OS&da (2 &adzLlll2 NI FT2NJ OFaSa 6KSNB
service; and

d. fostering greater joirup betweeneducation inclusion support services and those focused on, for example,
family support and emotional wellbeing and mental health.

Chapter five: Developing responsive, effective local specialist provision
The enhanced resource schools (ERSS)

The ERSs playkey role within the local SEND system. They have been developedtprely to provide support for
specific types of needs and in particular localities that ensure that there are opportunities and choices for pupils to b
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supported in mainstream environents within their communities. This is all the more important in a large county like
Derbyshire in order to avoid pupils having to travel large distances to reach suitable provision.

There is now, however, the need and opportunity to revisit and reddfieerole of the ERSs. The ERSs have been
developed at different times and in response to differing priorities. They have not been arranged according to a sing
strategic plan. This means that there is not a consistent model of support across the ER8sedracross ERSs
supporting pupils with the same needs, nor an equitable offer across all localities in Derbyshire. There is an opportuni
to work with providers to develop a more explicitly planned offer and set of pathways for pupils placed in the ERS
and thataccess to theffer is equitable acrosthe county.

It is also important that the role of the ERSs, and their place in relation to mainstream inclusion and other forms c
support, is widely understood. At present, there is a risk that theyia®Sy +a aiKS &a0K22f F2
this is placing the schools that host ERSs under considerable pressure.

Special schools

While the review found no evidence of issues with the quality of special school progisibrspecial schools in
Derbyslire are rated as good or outstandiiag the time of the review like the ERSs, the offer of special schools has
developed over time in response to different priorities. In addition, we know that there are pupils with certain types
of needs that are having be educated outside the local area, particularly older pupils with complex combinations of
SEMH and communication & interaction needs. As such, there would be value in revisiting what the special schc
offer in Derbyshire should be in light of curreanid future needs.

There would also be value in ensuring that special schools, who already work together as a close partnership, ¢
connected to decisions about strategic planning of provision and placements for pupils with the most complex neec
who migh otherwise require a placement outside local, stéitemded provision.

Lastly, there is the need to strengthen some of the coretdaglay processes that relate to special schools, particularly
admissions and funding.

AP

There is growing pressure on lodatlusion services and alternative provision in Derbyshire. A changing profile of
need, longer placements, afiiconsistency iflormal processes to support the reintegration of pupils into mainstream
schools in putting strain on the capacity of local A&tipularly in relation to preventative and turnaround support.

There is the need to consider the pathway for pupils who are excluded or out of school to ensure that teegmiag
appropriate, highguality education and able to make a swift transitiback to mainstream school or an alternative
setting where appropriate.

As with other forms of specialist provision, there is the need to revisit and redefine the role of AP in Derbyshire, an
the responsibilities of mainstream schools for pupils placedb@al AP in the context of the TimpseB @A S & Q:
recommendations about schools being accountable for the outcomes of pupils they exclude and having greater contr
of funding for AP.

* % %
We made three recommendations about specialist SEND provisionRumd Perbyshire.

Recommendation 5.1Rearticulate a clear offer of ERS support based on current and future needs that is
equitable across localities and consistent across phagéss will involve:

a. setting out some updated core principles and an equitasld needded locality offer of ERS provision
(including in areas such as the High Peak that feel they are not well served by the current distribution o
ERSSs);

b. ensuring that the role of the ERSs is clearly articulated and widely understood by profesgooaders
(including other mainstream schools) and parents;



c. developing a cycle through which ERSs are involved in a strategic engagement to reflect on and plan hc
ERS provision needs to develop in relation to current and anticipated future needs.

Recommendation 5.2 Reatrticulate the offer of special school provision, ensure the offer and core processes
are informed by current and future needdhis will involve:

a. working with special schools to rearticulate a clear offer for the special schools indlyidural
collectively, and what this means the offer looks like for each locality and across the county;

b. developing a process for engaging special schools (and potentially ERSs) in decisions about comp
placements, including those where an eaftarea pl@aement is being considered; and

c. working with special school leaders to revisit, strengthen andealop the core dayo-day processes
affecting special schools, specifically admissions and funding.

Recommendation 5.3Work with school and AP leaders taedelop responsibilitybased models of inclusion
support and AP to strengthen pathways, reintegration and the equitable use of local RiHs will be

LI NI AOdzf F NI @8 AYLRNILEFYydG Ay tA3IKG 2F GKS NBOSyidft e
exd dZAaA2ya FyR (GKS D2@SNYyYSyidiQa O2YYAUYSyid (2 62N
responsible for the outcomes of pupils they exclude and will have a greater role in using funding for AP t
foster early intervention and inclusion support.

Chapter six: Preparation for adulthood

Preparing young people for adulthood needs to be an underpinning principle of all support, services and provisiol
across all ages, within Derbyshire. It should not just be a shorthand expression for the trarmitignpeople make
at 16, 19 or older from formal education to the next stage of their development.

|l OKAS@AY3I GKAA gAff NBIldzA NB | NNI y3ASYSy {dermfogtddines withli dzN
them, and planning support to betrengthened. At present, while this is happening in some areas, there is not yet a
O2yaraitaSyd IyR aeadSYFGAO FLIWNRBEFOK (2 OF LJidzNAy3 @
conversations that feginto their longterm plans (whether staitory or not).

It will also require a more joinedp and jointly owned offer of support for young people moving into adult life across
all agencies involved. This will include revisiting and developing a complementary set of pathways into furthe
educatian and lifelong learning, practive engagement of local employers, including the Council itself, to develop
employment opportunities for young people with SEND, and a more holistic offer of social care support focused o
building resilience and independesc

We made three recommendations under this theme.

Recommendation 6.1Set out a shared vision of the opportunities to be open to all young people with SEND
and high needsBased on the feedback gathered during the review, notably from young ptmitselves,

this should include the principles of having equity of opportunity to pursue their goals and experience growing
up as their peers, encouragementdaupport to become independenbeing part of their local community,

and have opportunities to mve into meaningful, paid work. These may not be directly appropriate to all young
people, but the underpinning principle of how support and services are arranged across the county should b
to ensure such opportunities are open to all young people, eveatiall will be in a position to take up these
opportunities in exactly the same form.

Recommendation 6.2Develop explicit processes for planning lotgrm outcomes and pathways for young
LIS2LX S FyR SYOSR (GKSasS Ay & pamyicesThSwillsvdea LI | v &

a. OF LJidzZNRy 3 @2dzy3 LIS2LX SQ& FaLANI GA2ya adaasSyr aa
b. STFSOGADS I ROAOS FyR | aeadSYLrLadAd asSi 2F LINROS
FYOAGAZ2dzaé O2y @SNEBERIFGA2Yya I @ Acihey-cande sppated dSpNEuR Y C

these;



c. robust, early planning where young people are likely to need a differentiated form of support to make a
successful transition to adult life;

d. a flexible, responsive, persarentred menu of support and pathway®m which personalised packages
can be developed to support young people move into adulthood successfully.

Recommendation 6.3Develop a broader and more integrated offer to widen the range of pathways open

to young people with SEND and high nee@sisure hat the offer of support is not fragmented, with different
agencies only able to advise on the services that they directly deliver or oversee. Instead, the offer of suppo
should be widely understood and-@wdinated across agencies, to ensure that plagrand support for young
people moving into adult life is coherent, holistic, and makes best use of the available expertise, support an
provision available across Derbyshire.



Introduction

Background and aims of the review

In the autumn of 2018, Isos Raershipwascommissioned by Derbyshire County Council, working with partners and
YSYOSNE 2F (GKS /2dzyieqQa {LISOAlIf 9RdzOFGA2YIf bSSRa |
review of the support, services and provision for childrex goung people with high needs in Derbyshire. By high
needs, we mean children and young people aged from birth to 25 with SEND or who require additional inclusio
support or AP.

The review had a strategic focus. The purpose was not to inspect or judggpuétiéy of specific services or the
effectiveness of specific operational processes. Instead, the review sought to take an overall perspective of how tt
current continuum of support, services and provision in Derbyshire support young people with hidghtogairsue

their aspirations and achieve good outcomes, and to help shape an overarching strategy for building on what
working well, addressing key challenges, and ensuring lemadijable resources can be used to best effect to support
young peoplawith high needs.

The review hadhree main aims. These were to:

a. gather evidenceand views on the current needs, trends and likely future demand for support, services and
provision for children and young people with SEND;

b. shape options and recommendationfor meeting the needs of children, young people and families in
Derbyshire in the future; and

c. work collaboratively, iteratively and in a spirit of eproduction with the local authority (LA) colleagues,
strategic partners and stakeholders to identify keagdings, shape options and, using evidence, build
consensus about how best to meet current and future needs and achieve good outcomes for children an
young people in Derbyshire.

We approached the work in three distinct phases.

1. Where are we now ¢ the focus of phase one of the work gather evidence from a range of sources, including
guantitative data and qualitative feedback from key partners and stakehaldéesse included:

{1 parentsand carers¢we held a series of workshops for parents and cane different localities across
the county (attended byver 70parents and carers), and ran an online survey that parents and carers
were invited to complete (we received 184 responses);

i1 young peoplec we engaged groups of young people when we visiteihstream and special schools
FYR O2ftS3S4a IyYyR GKNRdAzZAK | @g2N] aK2L) O2y @Sy SiH

1 education providersc we carried visits to a selection of early years settings, mainstream schools and
colleges, engaged alRiSs and special schools through visits and workshops, and ran an online surve
for headteachers / leaders and SENCOs / student support leads (we received 227 responses fro
providers);

i other services and professionafswe engaged senior leaders from acs@ducation, health and care
services, as well as holding discussions and workshops with managers and professionals from ki
services supporting young people with high needs, and also ran a parallel survey for those
professionals (we received 141 resporjses

2. Where do we want to get t@ ¢ phase two of our work focused collating and testing the evidence we had
gathered and shaping solutions and recommendations through a series of broad and rlefhntheme

IFor brevityi KNR dzZAK2dzi GKA& NBLRNII ¢S NBTFSNI G2 LI NByida FyR OFN
FNRY OANILK (G2 wHwp & WwWezdzy3d LIS2LX SQo
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specific workshops with the partners who had contributed to the review. Thededed workshops with
parents and carers, settings, schools and colleges, and senior leaders and professionals fromviceunty
services.

3. How do we get ther® ¢ the focus of the final phaseas onworkingwith partners and stakeholders to shape
howthe redA S Qa {(S& FAYRAyYy3Ia OFy 0S aidopdeyelophg AiabréeR |
strategy and action plan that sets out a roadmap for how this is to be achieved.

This report sets out the key findings and strategic recommendations that have @onhté this review. To produce

this report, we have triangulated the evidence gathered during phases one and two from our fieldwork and workshops
the feedback gathered through our online surveys, and our qualitative analysis of internal and published dats
Throughout the review process, we have sought to share our findings formatively and iteratively, in order to informn
ongoing work and ensure colleagues have been able to take swift action to tackle pressing issues or incorporate re
time feedback into risting work. This document aims to provide a summary of the current system for supporting
young people with SHNand high needs in Derbyshicgin some cases, it reflects issues that are already known and
picks up work that is already in train. As suchicinof what is written in this document should be familiar to colleagues
who have been involved in the review. The overall aim of this document is to draw together an overall summary c
the current system and provide some of the detailed evidence to intherfuture, shared strategic approach.

The report is intended to be read alongsidatrategc planning frameworkwhichhas beenco-produced through
discussions with partners during the final phase of the revieiws document contains a summary of thetailed
findings and recommendations set out in this report, and details the actions through which these will be put into
practice, the outcomes that partners want to achieve throwghewstrategy, and how progress in implementation
and impact will be oueseen.

Throughout the review process, there has been a strong commitment from the Council, strategic partners, settings
schools and colleges, and families to develop a shared picture of the current system in Derbyshire, both strengths a
challenges, antb put in place a new strategy to build on what is working well and address the areas that need to be
strengthened. There remains strong commitment from the Council, both elected members and senior officers, an
partners that have contributed to this rewieto act on these findings and put these recommendations into practice.

We are immensely grateful to all colleagues who have contributed the time, perspectives and ideas to this review. W
hope that this report and the accompanying strateglanningframework document but also theprocessof the
review itself, have helped to identify key strengths, clarify where the challenges lie, and provide a clear route throug
which these can be built upon for the benefit of young people with high needs in Derhyshire

The structure of this report

Throughout the review, we have used six broad themes to structure our evidgatbering and how we have
presented our key findings. These themes capture the continuum of support, services and provision, ranging frol
universa support, through targeted services and into more specialist provision. They also capture the important
NEfl GA2yaKALIA FYyR LI NIYSNBKAL®A GKFG FNBE SaaSydAig t i
partnerships with parents and carengoung people, providers and professionals across a range of agencies. We have
used these six themes in our national research on SEND good practice within local areas, and we agreed that using
same structure for this high needs review in Derbyshirailenableus to draw comparisons between what we
observe nationally and what is happening in Derbyshire.

The six themes are listed below.

Strategic partnership workingnd ceproductionwith parents and young people

Partnership working and joint commisgiag across education, health and care

Identification and assessment of needs, information and access to support

Building inclusive capacity in mainstream schools and settings, and providing targeted support for inclusion
Developing responsive, effectivechl specialist provision

ar b e
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6. Preparation for adulthood

The report is structured so that there is chapter dedicated to each, within which we set out our key findings and ou
recommendations on each specific theme. A short concluding chapter then draws togetiesummarises our
recommendations.

Overview of the local system in Derbyshire

Derbyshire is a large county in the East Midlaffdwe county borders Nottinghamshire to the east, Leicestershire to
the southeast, Warwickshire to the south, Staffordshire to the sowst, Cheshire East and Greater Manchester to
the north-west, and south Yorkshire to the north. Derby City is locatetercentre of Derbyshire, but is a separate
LAarea. TheLAis Derbyshire County Counderbyshire is a diverse county geographically, with denser population in
the east, and more rural and sparsely populated areas in the south, west and north olthig.d€or the purposes of
RSt AGSNAY3I ASNWAOSas: AyOfdzZRAYy3d SRdzOFGA2Y FyR OKAf RN
the High Peak & North Derbyshire Dales;

South Derbyshire & South Derbyshire Dales;

Erewash;

Amber Valley;

Bolsover & Nott-East Derbyshire; and
Chesterfield.

=A =4 =4 4 -4 =4

The 2011 census estimated that the populat@frDerbyshire was almost 770,000. The census estimated that 23% of
5SNbeakKANBQa LRLzZ FGA2y gl a 3SR 0SiG6SSy n | EhRanth pd
Derbyshire, however, had a slightly smaller proportion of residents aged between 20 ansl24compared to 7%
across England. The data from the most recent school census, taken in January 2018, shows that there were 111
pupils in schools iDerbyshire educated in 416 stattunded and 27 independent schoolBhe census data suggest
that Derbyshire has a larger proportion of younger pupils, particularly in primary scRopli$és were educated in the
following types of schools:

eight statefunded nursery schools 656 pupil§0.6% of pupils, compared to 0.5% nationally)

350 statefunded primary schools 63,351 pupilg56.6% of pupils, compared to 54% nationally)

45 statefunded secondary schoots42,266 pupil$37.8% of pupils, compared 8Y.3% nationally)

10 statefunded special schoots933 pupilg(0.8% of pupils, compared to 1.3% nationally)

three pupil referral units (callesupport centresn Derbyshire}; 207 pupilg0.2% of pupils, compared to 0.2%
nationally) and

1 27 independenschools; 4,452 pupilg4% of pupils, compared to 6.7% nationally)

=A =4 =4 -8 =4

Derbyshire has lower levels of deprivation than is the case nationally. For example, according the index of multip
deprivation, Derbyshire ranks 1®dut of 152 local authorities for lels of deprivation (where 1 is the most deprived
local area). Derbyshire has smaller proportions of pupils who are eligible for free school meals (FSM) in both tt
primary phase3.2% compared to the national average of 13.7%) and the secondary phaé% (@dmpared to the
national average of 12.4%). Derbyshire also has smaller proportions of pupils with English as an additional langue
(EALY, 6% of primaryage pupils (21.2% across England) and 3% of seceadargupils (16.6% across England).
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In terms of children and young people with SEND, Proportion of pupils with EHCPs, 2007-2018
Derbyshire saw a rise in the number of statements

and EHCPs in the years leading up to and followirig -

the introduction of the SEND reforms in 2014, b“jt: 28 /\3
has subsequently seen a drop in the proportion of, 27 N7
schoolage ppils with EHCPs since January 2016|3as 26 26 22

shown in the chart belowDuring the same period 2*
(20162018), the proportion of pupils with an**

. - 23
identified SEN, but who do not have a statutory plan
(EHCP)’ has risen from 11.4% to 12.4%, and is abovezeo7 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
the national aerage. We explore these trends T Derbyshire Fast Midlands —Eneland

further in chapter three.

Percentage change in EHCPs year-on-year, 2011-2018

The same trend is evident from the overall numbers* o

of children and young people, aged from birth to 257 .
with statements and EHCPs. Nationally, numbers '6f

EHCPs and statements have increased by 7%, 12° 7%

and 11% in the last three years, Derbyshire has seéffl 1o

a smaller rate of growth in 2016 and 2017, and dat%j 0 . e o )

reported in 2018 suggested Derbyshire was one| of = 1= 1 [ | I n I

three LAs across England that had seen a decreage 2o 202 203 2014 2015 2006 2017 Im
in numbers of EHCP%his is shown in the chart , 3%

OppOSIte.s M Derbyshire England

As noted above, according to the school census, there were 207 pupils educated in thestlpmsat centres
O05SNDPE@aKANBQa 20t !tod 2KAES y20 Ftt oAff KKup@o& 0S5
centresfollowingext dzA A2y ® 5SNPE@aKANBQa NI 4GS 2F LISNXYIFySyid SEOf
average of 0.1for the most recent year for which we have published data (the academic year 2018Mig)is higher

at both primary (0.04 in Derbyshir®,03 across England) and secondary (0.24 in Derbyshire, 0.2 across Englanc
schools. No permanent exclusions of pupils from special schools were recorded during that academic year.

The services and provision that is available for children and young pe@hlSEND and/or who are placed in AP in
Derbyshire are set out below.

1 Information and advice this available online through the local offer. Impartial information and advice are
provided to parents through the Derbyshire Information, Advice and Suppovicee(DIASS). Support and
information for parents is offered through DPCV, as well as a range of other parent and family networks an
groups.

1 Mainstream educationg as noted above, young people with SEND are educated in over 400 schools and ¢
wide range 6 early years settings in Derbyshire. In terms of mainstream-péstducation, the majority of
young people attend Derby College, Chesterfield College, or Buxton & Leak College.

1 Targeted serviceg as we describe in chapter four, targeted education andusion support is provided
through a range of central and one commissioned services, which cover cognition & learningG&eds& |
needs, SEMH needs, and sensory and/or physical n&edly. help and family support are provided through
locality-based multi-agency team8.! NI y3S 2 F & dzLJLJ2 NI & SaVeIBAd @&8ds ard 2 N.

2 Special educational needs in England: January,ZDégartment for Education

3 Statements of SEN antHE plans: England, 201Bepartment for Education

4 Permanent and fixegeriod exclusions in England: 2016 to 20D&partment for Education. The figures quoted are calculated

by takingthe number of pupils permanently excluded in an academic,ybés cae 2016/17as a proportion of the total number

of pupils in the January census

5 The offer of early help has been under review during the time we have been carrying out this strategic review of high needs.
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commissioned through the five clinical commissioning groups (CCGs) who cover parts of Derbyshire, such
SaLT and CAMHS.

9 Specialist SEND and AP provisigrthere are currently23 ERSs, which are specialsourced provisions
based within mainstream primary and secondary schools specifically for pupils with EHCPs. Currently, the
are ERSs specialising in autism, physical impairment, hearing impairme o, eater for a broader range of
SEND (some of which have been established in areas where pupils do not have easy access to a special sch
There are then 10 stattunded special schools located within Derbyshifeese include schools that operate
asarea special schools, catering for a wide range of needs in a locality, as well as those with spaégcialism
autism, SEMH and cognition & learning. All operate on a quoase (primansecondary) basis nine of the
special schools cover Key Stage$ #nd six of these schools also offer pd€t provision for pupils, while
Holly House (which specialises in SEMH) covers Key St8gdés Doted above, there are thresupport
centresproviding AP. There is also BrtlusionPathways Team thas responsibldor providing education to
pupils from the sixth day after a permanent exclusioy’ R & dzLJLJ2 NIi  LJdzLJA £ 8 Q G NI y & .
back into a mainstream scho@erbyshire also place young people in specialist colleges, including Landmarks
Collegeand Portland College.

For the financial year 20189, Derbyshire was allocated £69,915,000 in its high needs block. This is the amount of
resource, distributed from the Department for Education as part of the dedicated schools grant,that is available to
the local area to meet the needs of children and young people aged from birth to 25 with high needs.

5SNbeakKANBQa [ftft20lGA2y 2F KAIK ySSRa o6f201 NBazdz
neighbours)and was set deliberately atithlevel to reflect historical patterns of spending on high neatlpugh it

is below the national averagd. & 'y AYRAOFGA DS | Y2dzyd LISNJ LJzLJAf F ISR
is the equivalent of £324 per pupil, compared to an averagross similar local areas of £289 and nationally of £334.

Derbyshire also receives less funding per pupil in mainstream schools than is the case nationally. According to t
published allocations of school fundifigr 201920, Derbyshire receives the siyalent of £3,971 for each primary
pupil compared to the national average of £4,155, and £5,002 for each secondary pupil compared to the nation:
average of £5,430In overall terms, the funding fdderbyshire schoolsas increasethrough the introductdn of the
schools national funding formulalthough the impact of these increases varies at individual school. [Eheke
relative levels ofoverall funding are relevant, however, when we describe in subsequent chapters some of the
pressures that mainstam and special schools feel in relation to their budgets and how they use these to support
young people with additional needs.

As we describe in chapter four, Derbyshire invests a Breakdown of high needs expenditure, 2018-19 budget
more significant proportion of its high needs blaud
other high needsesources (for items such as transport
and SEN administratiorgn inclusion in mainstream «
schools and settings and targeted inclusion support. As

the chart below shows, Derbyshire speral greater |...
proportion of high needsresources on funding |,.
inclusion in mainstream schools and settings (mainly
per-pupil topup funding; 21% compared to the ===
national average of 17%) and more on targeted
inclusion services (17% compared to 10%)2 KAf S GKS LINRPLR2 NI A2y 2F 5SNbHeakKj
than thenational average (40% compared to 50%), spend orufmpfor specialist provision is still the largest area of
spend on high needs (£30.1m, not including pteeck funding for specialist settings that is passported directly to
providers, compared to £16n3 for mainstream topups and £12.7m for targeted inclusion services).

3 4%
I I = N
nspor Othe:

6 Section 251: 2018 to 201Department folEducation
" National funding formula tables for schools and high needs: 2019 to, Zgtartment for Education
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Three overarching messages

During the period covered by the current SEND strategy, a number of innovative ideas have
been introduced into the Derbyshire system

A significant recentocus of work in Derbyshire, as in local areas across the country, has been on implementing the
{9b5 NBFT2NX¥&X AYGNRRAZOSR FNRBY {SLIWKSYOSNIHAamnd 5SNDbe
focused on a number of initiatives to embed thenciples of the SEND reforms. These included:

9 implementing a new localithased structure for the SEN service;

1 developing &END commissioning hidr SEND across education, health and care;

9 introducing a process for mainstream schools to be able tossceglditional high needs funding without
having to go through the statutory EHC assessment pragtss is known as GRIP; and

1 investing in preventative support to increase the inclusive capacity of the local system.

The importance ofmanyof these initidiveswasrecognised by Ofsted ar@QCA y G KSA NJ NB L2 NI F 2 f
local area SEND inspection in November 2Thé.inspection report commented positively on the progress Derbyshire
had made in implementing the SEND reforms, including settirigaotiear strategic vision for the local system,
developing clear support pathways, and fostering partnership working and stakeholder engagement at a strateg
level. While the inspection report also highlighted the need to strengthen understanding GEND reforms at
frontline level across partner agencies, inconsistencies in the identification of need, and engagement of young peop
and parents in shaping plans and support, we consider that it is important to note that the inspection recognised aree
where the local system in Derbyshire was making progress in implementing the reforms.

We would add two further pointto this from our review. First, we note that several of the principles behind many of
the initiatives that have been introduced through therrent SEND strategy chime with what we would recognise to
be effective practices we have seen in other local areas through our national re$éanghrticular, we would argue

that the idea of having a means for mainstream schools to access inclusiging without relying on the statutory
assessment process is a sensible idea, the need for which has been echoed by other councils and schools in
researchWe note, however, that there argome issuegabout how GRIP has been implemented in Derbystihéch

we describe in the following section of this chapter. As we describe in chapter three, while there are challenges wit
how GRIP and other ddg-day processes for accessing support are working, we consider that it is important not to
lose sight ofhe value of the principles that underpin GRIP amdnsurethat GRIRan be delivered more consistently
andeffectively in practice.

Secondwe know from other national research and local reviews that local areas are facing considerable and growin
pressues on high needs provision and resouré&elative to other local areas, in Derbyshire, these pressures are not
yet at the critical stage that they are in many others. Nevertheless, Derbyshire is seeing many of the same trends:

1 the high needs blockas ot in the past beersignificantly overspent, yet it is under growing presswas
overspent in 201819, andis projecting a pressure for 202®, whilethere is likely to be a overspend in the
current year

1 EHCPs are not rising as they are across thetpo(indeed, numbers fell in Derbyshire last year), yet there are
frustrations about access to support through GRIP and EHCPs;

91 the proportion of young people placed in eof-county provision, including independent and Roraintained
special schools (INM$Ss lower than is the case nationally, but is rising; and

8 See, for example, our research for the Local Government Association on examples of effective practice in local SEND systen
Developing and saining an effective local SEND system: A practical guide for cq@di&), Local Government Association.
9 See another recent Local Government Association research project we undertook on high needs funding predaveswe
reached a tippingpoint? Trends in spending for children and young people with SEND in E(20418), Local Government
Association.
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1 while some data suggest that Derbyshire is an inclusive education system (a higher proportion of pupils wit
EHCPs are educated in mainstream schools than is the case nationally), there iseetfidetie pressure on
inclusion support is growing, and rates of exclusion in mainstream schools in Derbyshire is high.

If thesetrendsare not addressed swiftlyhey will increase the pressure on high needs block and other local resources,
and on suppds; services and provision. In turn, this will reduce resources available feagbree inclusion and
preventative work, which will only exacerbate these issues.

Nevertheless, during the review, whad feedbackabout frustrations with the day-to-day
operation of the local system and some of its core processes

At the same time during the review, we dd feedbackabout frustrations with how core systems and processes
governing the dayo-day operation of the system were operating. These frustrations wereesspd by both parents

and professionals, consistently across the county, and focused on systems and processes for accessing support
schootage childrerg mainly GRIP and the EHC assessment processes. We describe these messages in more deta
chapterthree, but the mairff NHdz& 6 N>} A2y & SELINBaasSR NBfFGSR (2 GKS ¥
a2a0SYQd ¢KSNE 6SNB O2y OSNYa cankdelifor Soied bel dbhRrenfad BakgRirf  NJ
transparency and conseicy,can beslow to respond, andan beoverly focused on gatekeeping, rather than working
with professionals or parents to find support and solutions togetB&me eucation professionals commented that
they felt distrusted, that their professional judgements were not taken into consideration unless they were backed uf
by a medical diagnosiSome jarents felt servicegould work togetherbetter, andfor some there wa a lack of
confidence that support would be delivered. Some parents explained that this was one of the reasons they focuse
2y 200FAYAYy3a | adlddzi2aN® 91/t FYR YSRAOIfT RAF3IAyYy2aSa
nature of these views suggestedrzeed to develop therust within the local system. This, along with some of the
trends we described in the preceding sectidgileft unchecked could undermine some of the key relationships
between strategic leaders, professionals dacdhilies that are at the heart of the SEND reforms and essential to an
effective local system of support for young people with high nedtis. therefore positive that a strategic review has
been commissioned.

'Overall, there is the right offer of support, services and provision.'
0% 10%  20%  30%  40% 50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

Other professionals 19% 54% 18% || 6%

0%

Settings/schools/colleges 22% 45% 10%
ParentS/carerS e i 2% o

M Strongly agree M Agree Disagree M Strongly disagree Cannot say

During phase one of the review, we rarseries of short online surveys. These surveys were offered to parents,
providers (leaders and SENCOs or equivalent working in early years settings, schools and colleges), and ot
professionals (working in services for young people with high needs ofteredmmissioned by Derbyshire County
Council or health services commissioned by one of the CCGs). We were able to ask a number of the same question
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these three groups. Throughout the six main chapters of this report, we will draw on the survey esfrons these
three groups in presenting our findings. One overall message we wanted to highlight at the outset, however, was th
fact that we identified a clear pattern in the responses from these different groups. The chart below shows response
astowlB G KSNJ LINPFS&aaAz2ylftas LINPOARSNE YR LI NByida | ANBS
NAIKG 2FFSNI 2F adzLILI2 NI S &aSNBBAOSEA YR LINBPJAAAZY QO

The chart shows that almost three quarters (73%) of professionals (the vast majority of respzame from
professionals working in LA central inclusion services) agreed with this statement. Two thirds of providers (67%
however, disagreed, as did three quarters (75%) of parents. This illustrates some marked differences in th
perspectives of how féectively the current system is supporting young people with high needs, with professionals
from central services far more positive than providers or parents. This pattern of respeasesplicated across the
other responses to the survey, as we deseiith subsequent chapters.

Looking ahead to a new high needs strategy, we would suggest that this is built around
G§KNBES O2NX aodzAf RAY3I o0f2014a¢

The first of theses to focus on embedding core systems and processes so that they are operating effectivaty and
intended, delivering consistently and transparently across the county. As we describe in the chapter three, there wer
concerns raised about the consistgrof decisioamaking processes relating to access to suppatcess to funding
through GRIPtlje graduated response for individual pupils) as well as the statutory EHC assessment process. As V
describe in other chapters, however, the same points about the need for consistency apply to mainstream inclusio

support, the role and admissions of speisigprovisions including the E&sd special schools, and planning for young
LIS2 L) SQa GNYyaaAdAzy (2 | Rdf 6K22R®

Second, while the current SEND strategy has focused on implementing the SEND reforms and core systems, proce
and structures, feedback we hagathered during the review suggests that there is both an opportunity and a need
G2 ¥F20dza 2y RS@OSt2LAyYy3a | Of SFNJ aadNIGS3IAO o6f dzSLINRY
An overall theme in the feedback we gathered on théeofof targeted services, the ER&mmissioned, the
specialisms of special schools, and AP pathway, and the offer across services for young adults with SEND was
servicesand provisionshave not alwaysdeveloped inplanned way. Instead, some have dped in isolation, at
specific times and in response specific needs. The result of this is that there are some areas of perceived duplication
and some gaps in what is available for young people with high needs. As such, this strategibaspiewided an
opportunity to consider how the continuum of universal support, targeted services and specialist proaisibatter

fit together, and how the offer of support can be refocused on current and future needs.

If this second building block focuses omhservices fit together across the county, the third building block concerns
K2¢g aSNBAOSa 62N (23SHGKSNJ aSFyfSaate |ONRaa GKS |3
been expressed by young people, parents and professionals thoatighis review has been one of the importance

of focusing on achieving losigrm outcomes for young people. In this context, preparation for adulthood, which is
the focus of chapter six, is not simply shorthand for the transition young people make Wwhgrieave school or
college. Instead@ LINB LIJF NI G A2y T2 N | tRedeffditk & thdse in pieysch@Nsetiings prariary,
secondary and special schools, colleges, professionals working in inclusion, health or care services, and all oth
involved in supporting young people with high neddshelpyoung people to articulate their aspirations atwdfocus

their support on enabling them to achieve those goals. As we describe in chapter six, there were strong views that tt
future high needs strateggeeds to focus on raising aspirations, enabling young people to pursue their goals, and
achieving (and being able to evidence this) the best-teng outcomes for young people with high needs.
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Chapter one Strategic partnership working and eoproduction
with parents and young people

Key findings

There are some strong relationships with parents of young people with SEND at a strategic
level

This was something that was highlighted in the 2016 local area SEND inspection report, and something we have s¢
further evidence of during the review. DPCV, the local parent carer fasumell represented on key strategic fora,
including the SEND Strategic Board. The Board includes representative of all key strategic partners in the local syst
and plays an impgant role in overseeing how the system is working and shaping its future direction. Indeed, DPC\
have been heavily involved in this review, not just as a participating body, but right from the ousdetpimg how

the review would work andommissioninghe project In responses to our survey, we heard many positive comments
about DPCV as an invaluable source of information and a vital network for parents of children with SEND to sha
information and get advice from their peers.

There is, however, bothhe opportunity but also the need to engage a broader group of
parents and to develop new cproductive initiatives

2SS gAff NBNPRMIOGA 2902 G KNRdzZAK2dzi (GKAA NBLERNIX 020K A
between professionalscaoss different services and disciplines. From our national research, we would argue that
workingcoLINR RdzOU A @St & Aa | ONMzOALFE SEtSYSyid 2F IINBREOOA 2
we mean an approach that is characterised bglking to address challenges and improve support by working with
those affected by those challenges and who rely on that support to find shared solutions. It is a strong theme in th
SEN code of practice, and has been highlighted as an important aspgobdfpractice in the summary of key
messages from the first year of local area SEND inspecfions.

In Derbyshire, there was a significant focus ofpoaductionrelated to the implementation of the SEND reforms. We
understand that parents and young peoplems involved in helping to shape the local offer, the design of EHCPs and
how the locality model for the SEN service would operate. Strategic leaders and parents noted, however, that thi
strategic review was the main instance ofm@ductive working takig place currently. We found consensus that
there was both the opportunity, but also the need, to develop new avenues fpraduction. This is needed because,
while there are strengths in the local system, there are alballenges in the dato-day opeation of the system and

gaps in support and services availatfler examplein our online surveywhenLINS 2 SY 1 SR A G K (KS
0SSy 6fS (2 F00Saa GKS NARIKG adzLIIR2 NI GKIF G KIFa ovSi
strongly disagreed (45%).

Attempts to address these challenges and fill these gaps can only be improved by being entered into in a spirit of c
production. On a positive note, through the review we identified a number of potentipfeduction activites. Thee

offer opportunities both to address some immediate challenges, but also to foster and embed a culture of working cc
productively with parents of young people with SEND across the local system. We highlight some of the key potenti
opportunitiesin the section on recommendations at the end of this chapter.

10 ocal area SEND inspections: one yedP06a7), Ofsted and CQC
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Likewise, there are opportunities to strengthen ways in whigloung peoplecan take
ownership and shape their own support, as well as the wider local system

Just as there is the need and the @pfunities for greater ceproduction with parents, so too we found that there is
scope to strengthen how young people are involved in shaping support at-todiy and wholesystem level.
Strengthening participation of young people was identified asiaripy under the current SEND strategy. During the
review, we heard about the ways in which young people with SEND areapedsented on county and district youth
O2dzy OAf ad {dzLILR2 NI SR o0& GKS t I NIAOALI {itthewicenf ypuKgip€oRI&S y
with SEND is heard specifically in the context of broader initiatives and issues concerning young people.

The colleagues we engaged during the review also noted, however, that there umently a wellestablished
mechanisnfor young people with SEND to help to shape local issues relating to SEND itself. While young people wi
SEND take part in discussions and groups within the schools, colleges or local groups, there is noievebiayng

t S2LX SQa { 9 b 5al neBvbriNdR graupsJthtough @hitBryoung people with SEND can contribute to and
shape strategic priorities and initiatives across the county.

We would argue, based on our national research, that there needs to continue to be a focus on strengthenin
participation, ceownership and cgproduction with young people with SEND. This can be beneficial at both individual
and system level. At individual levitis can help to provide opportunities for young people to shape the support they
receive and to articuke their aspirations for the future and for their adult life. This can, in turn, give young people
valuable experience of being consulted on anepoaducing plans and solutions, which in turn can equip them to play

a greater role in shaping strategic iniives.If, as many strategic leaders and professionals argued, there is the need
to shift expectations, raise aspirations and improve loegn outcomes for young people with high needs, fostering
opportunities through which young people can give voéhieir aspirations and the support they want in achieving
those goals will only help with that agenda.

Recommendations

Recommendatiori.l: Build on existing strong strategic relationships with parents of young
people with SEND by broadening strategic eggaents and participation

While DPCYV are represented and play an important role at a strategic level within the system, there are opportunitie
to build on these relationships in two ways. First, recognising Derbyshire is a large county, and the expefience
parents and the needs of their children are diverse, we suggest that there is the need to develop additiona
opportunities for parents and other, moréocally basedparent groups to be engaged in shaping strategic
developments across the county. Thasealready some work underway to create a more formal network of local
parent groups facilitated bythe SEN servida each localityWe suggest these links could be formalised so that there
are regular and formal means for local groups to share feedhadlsuggestions to shape local support and services.
Second, we know from our national research that it can be difficult to capture the voices of parents of children on SE
support.Fostering links with schools and developing routines for gathering fexddipam this group of parents would

also be a way of broadening the range of parent voices that are part of strategic discussions about SEND and h
needs. Overall, thereforewe suggest thatthere are opportunities to consider how local resourcgsand we
understand that there is some funding that is budgeted for strengthening participgttmuld be used to encourage

and enable parent groups and local services to engage an broader group of pzfrgotsrg people with SEND

Recommendationl.2: Identify and develop some specific garoduction projects with
parents

As we describe earlier in the chapter, there is both the need and the opporttmitlevelop some specific €o
production projectsn order to tackle currenthallenges antb fostera culture ofco-production. We suggest that a
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small number of immediate priorities are identified as the focus of some init{praductive work between parents,
local strategic leaders and professionals. Based on the feedback we gathered, we suggest these udeild incl

1 strengthening the local offer and considering routes through which parents can access information abour
support and services, what is available, how to access it and so on;

1 setting out some core expectations about how mainstream schools and paremtwa& together, how to
ensure effective tweway communication, and how to make best use of respective knowledge and expertise;
and

1 how parents (and young peoplshouldbe involved whemequests foradditional supporiare being made

Recommendatiori.3: Develop a formal framework for engaging young people in strategic
initiatives and questions facing the local system

We suggest that there should be a formal mechanism through which the views of young people are sought and us
to shape strategic questionading the local system. From our national research, we know that larger, rural areas have
tendedtodotl KA& o6& KIFI@Ay3 | OSYyidNIf &2dzy3 LIS2L) SQa& 02 NJ
Strategic Boardin addition, those local areas haalsobrought together existing groups of young people with SEND

in schools, colleges and youth settingsa network Groups within this networkre then consulted on key strategic
guestions relevant to ongoing work across the system.dfleévorke idea oten relies on there being someone to-co
ordinateit. Local areas that have developed such an approach consider that creating a small amount of capacity ce
ensurea wider group of young peop#ee included and engaged in strategic initiatiiesluding tlose who for reasons

of travel or otherwise may not be in a position to contribute to a formal besiyte meeting.
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Chapter two: Partnership working and joint commissioning
across education, health and care

Key findings

We heard severalexamples where panership working is working well or has been
strengthened in Derbyshire

The partnership landscape in Derbyshire is diverse. Four main CCGs operate within the area covered by Derbyst
County Council: tree are Erewash, Hardwick, North Derbyshire and S@etbyshire.Some parts of Derbyshire,
specifically parts of the High Peak area, are under the remit of Tameside and Glossofh&€G a strong view
among parents and professionals that this can result in differences in the services that are conedission
consequently what is available for young people with SEND in the High Peak compared to other parts of the coun
The four main CCGs have arrangements for commissioning health services jointly, and have some joint appointmel
relating to SEND, inglling a commissioning lead post and a designated medical offdceing the period when the
review was taking place, tHeur CCGwere going through a process to merge irdssingle, combine@€CG.

| KAt RNBYQa FyR | RdzZ G &2 0e\UAfTheOifeNIBeardy Sd\uand Gadidy suppodbis praNisted A
through what are called the multigency teams (MATS), on a locality baStsere was also a parallel review of the
early help offethat was underway at the santeme as this strategic revieaf high needs.

During the review, we heard several positive examples where services provided by partners were contributin
effectively to support for young people with SEN and where work had been done to strengthen partnership working
including in areakighlighted in the local area SEND inspection in 2016. For example, we heard positive feedback froi
parents and professionals about the quality of SaLT services and about CAMHS for young people with learni
difficulties. There was also recognition of therk done to define and deliver a clear offer of support from local health
services for pupils educated in special sch¢bhe point was also made to us, howeubat capacity to offehealth
support was stretchedat a time when the needs of the pupilsglécated in special schools were becoming more
complex)

While we are aware of significant work through tRature in Mindagenda and thenost recenttransformation plan

to strengthen mental health support, we would also want to acknowledge that suppoybtarg people with mental
health was a significant concern for many of the education professigrhedglers and SENCOs in schools and colleges
¢ who contributed to the review. They argued thiere wasa significant gap between what they could provide as
universal services and the threshold for more specialist CAMHS sufjmay described how thiould often place
additional demands on pastoral and SEN leads within education settings, and on family support services such as
MATS.

There was also posie feedback from parents and some mainstream schools abvbat, at the time wasthe offer

of early help in some localities. This was not necessarily consistent across all localities, however. At the same tin
special school leaders considered that therent offer of early help and family support was not pitched at the level
that the families of their pupils require&pecial school leadec®nsidered that they were paying into the early help
offer, but not getting sufficient value from the support gheeceived.

In relation to the review of early helpudng the latter stages of owork, colleagues flagged up concerns about the
potential implications of proposed changes to the delivery of early help for families of children with SEND. This me
reflet a lack of clarity about or confidence in the implications of the proposed changes to earlyrheipperception

was, howeverthat schoolswere being asked to take on greater responsibility and that there would be less direct
family support, with impbtations for the holistic support that could be offered to thamilies of children with
additional needs.
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There was a strong consensus about the need to strengthen joint commissioning

Strengthening joint commissioning has been a central priority in theeot'SEND strategy. A key part of this was
intended to be the establishment of BEND commissioning hulwhich would bring together partner agencies to
consider trends, gaps and projections, and make recommendations for ways services could be jointlgscmmenhi
to respond to future needs. During the review, there was consetigighe fact the hub had brought the righeople
around the table and had helped to tackle some important operational and placement decisidgredso thatit was
not yet workingin the strategic wayor having the impacthat had been envisaged originally.

Overall, therefore, colleagues were of the view that the fundamental purpose, terms of reference, and ways of workin
for the SEND commissioning hukeeded to be revisitedWe would argue that there needs to be a clear distinction
made between strategic commissioning and decisitaking on individual placements that require input from several
agencies. We would argue that both are important. Furthermore, as we describe in chiame there are
opportunities to involve providers, such as special schools, in both operational decisions about placements of your
people to avoid the need for owdf-county placements where these are not appropriate, as well as strategic
discussionslaout future trends and shaping the offer of local provisidhere are also opportunities to involve parents
more when considering how to plan, design and commission services. DPCV are already represente8ENDthe
commissioning hufbut therewasintera & FNBY LI NByda Ay F2N¥Ay3d I al2yad
on new developments and commissioning plans through the parent networks described in chapter one.

Fundamentally, the consensus from the review appeared to be thaBE#NED commsioning hulshould be refocused

on its intended role as a strategic commissioning group, focusing on taking a dgstdmverview of trends, gaps

and the services that were needed to meet future needs. This should be distinguished from more opedatisiai
making process about placements for pupils who need support from a range of agencies and those who may otherwi
need to be placed oubf-county due to a lack of local alternatives.

As noted above, the feedback from schools suggested that thenasttior SEMH support should be an immediate
focus for joint commissioning activities. As we have also mentioned, work is underway on this front throEgluttee

in Mindtransformation plan, which was published in November 2018. This process has pickehymf the gaps
described to us during the review, and plans are in place to strengthen early intervention, mental health advice t
clusters of schools (through community advisers), strengthening school nursing, and develo@h@ied to match

the EEND statutory frameworlAt the timethat the review was nearing completip@CG leads were in the process of
appointing providers to deliver these services. As school leaders emphasised to us, however, it will be important 1
continue to keep the SEMphthway under review, to consider how these new initiatives are contributing to a more
joined-up offer of SEMH support, how needs are developing and whether there are further actions that need to be
taken to strengthen local SEMH support.

There is the needo continue to strengthen joirup between services in the daio-day
operation of the local system

We understand that significant work has been undertaken since the local area SEND inspection to improve awarene
and understanding of the SEND reforms amgstnfrontline professionals in health and care services, as well as
education. Nevertheless, during the review, we heard exampfgsrofessionals providing inconsistent messages
about what support was available or might be appropriate for a young pessahhow it could be accessed. Examples
included health professionals, notably GPs, advising parents to seek specific types of education placements for th
children, or MAT workers saying parents should only seek advice from DIASS if their child wasonktlof a
permanent exclusion from school. We appreciate that these are anecdotal examples, but we would also argue th:
they suggest that there is theeed tostrengthen understanding of the support, services and provision that make up
the continuum otigh needs support, the roles of each service within this continuum, and how these fit together. This
YIGGSNARE 0SOFdzaSz F2NJ YIye LINBylhazr GKSANI FANRG RAAC
health visitor, portage worker, GRarly years professional or family support worker. It is crucial thethddren
develop and as their families make choices about their education and support, professionals are able to offe
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consistent advice based on an accurate understandinghatt srvices are available locally, and how and when they
can be accessed.

Another area where further johup is required is around input into EHCPs. This was one area where parents considere
WAG R2SayQi F¥SSt tA1S | &eaive Yesponsesland i thedvoNEhgpa that tey didy S
not feel the EHCPs brought services togetewell as it couldand parents weresometimeshe ones chasing up and
trying to coordinate inputs from education, health and care services, with limited ifjoumh some agencies here

was astrong message from the revieabout the importance of ensuring that there is an explicit agreement across
agencies about how education, health and care services will contribute to assessments, plans and Ténsewneeds

to be articulated clearly so that it imderstood by strategic partners, professionals, providers and families.

Recommendations

Recommendatior?.1: Revisit the purpose of th&66END commissioning hub

The SEND commissioning hulas originally intended to function as a strategic commissioning group taking a system
level view of current and future needs and recommending how these could be met through jointly commissioning
support and services acropartner agenciesWe suggest it there is the need to confirm that this should be the role

of the SEND commissioning hudis distinct from arrangements for dealing with individual placement decisions that
require multtagency input. The future role of tfteEND commissioning hshouldbe articulated in a morgightly
defined terms of reference, with a set of core routines, data flows and a decisi@king cycle agreed. While
colleagues considered that the group had the right membership, they recognised that it was important thattita ag
gra 26ySR o0& | aSyA2NJ f SFRSNJ FYR RNAGSY F2NBIFNR (2
these could be put into practice.

At the same time, as we describe in chapter five, there is the need to redesign the process arouddahpliacement
RSOA&A2yaA TFT2NJ @2dzy3 LIS2 LaheB@ tespankenddSin sprieSddds, madbriqdive dafout |
county placement due to a lack of local options. In chapter five, we suggest that this process is designed so th

providers,including special schools specificatign be actively involved in these decisions, as well as helping to shape
the longerterm, strategic commissioning priorities.

Recommendation 2: Identify some specifigriorities for joint commissioning

In part to strengthen and embed joint commissioning, and, as we describe in the next chapter, in part to help to
develop information about available support through things like the local offer, we suggest there would bénvalue
consideringspecific types of needsgedcribing the current pathway of support, and identifying any gaps. Based on the
feedback we gathered, we would suggest starting with SEMH and autism (or more broadly communication ¢
interaction needs). This process would involve strategic leaders and iSSiomers across services:

1 jointly plotting out how the current pathway of support for a specific type of need is arranged (and how this
could be explained to frontline professionals or families);

1 collating intelligence about current needs and trends;

1 comparing the two and identifying any gaps in the pathway of support for that type of rezedt;

1 shaping what sort of support might be required to fill those gaps and provide a seamless and coherent pathwa
of support.

We know that work on strengthening SEMHppart is already underway, through the work on tReture in Mind

local transformation agenda. We think that there would be value in partners considering collectively how current anc
planned SEMH support fit together in a pathway, so that this can beulatézl as part of a single, joineg offer,

and, if appropriate, any future gaps can be identified audiressed Likewise, we think there would be value in
undertaking a similar exercise relation to supportfor young people with autism and other commuaation &
interaction needs. We suggest an aspiration should be to undertake similar exercises for all four categories of need
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the SEN code of practiceSEMH, communication & interaction, cognition & learning, and sensory and/or physical
needsc and to review the support pathways for these needs as part of an established cycle of joint commissioning.

Recommendatior.3: Continue to work with frontline professionals to ensure a consistent
understanding of the local continuum of support, services apibvision for young people
with SEND in Derbyshire

As we describe earlier in this chapter significant amount of work has gone into building awareness of the SEND
reforms amongst frontline professionals. The feedback we have gathered suggests thairthghauld continue, but

with a specific focus on ensuring that professionals have a consistent understanding of the continuum of support the
is available locally, the roles of individual services and provisions, and how they fit togétieee may be
opportunities to embedhis within workforce development approaches and strategies across agencies and partners,
such as through work arourféuture in Mindand the transforming care partnershipst the same time, our evidence
suggests that, particularly fro the perspective of parents, further work is needed to §faand communicate how all
agencies, including health and social care, should be involved with and contribute tasEéSments, plarend
annual reviews. Doing this is vital to ensuring thetstgic commitment to partnership workinig translated into
consistent practice and communication in frontline services, as well as giving parents greater confidence that servic
are working together as part of a joinegh system to help their child dewsd, thrive and achieve good outcomes.
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Chapter three: Identification and assessment of needs,
Information and access to support

Key findings

There were mixed views about the quality and accessibility of information about available
support

Many providers wre positive about the local offer and the information about local support, services and provision
that it provided.The extent to whictproviders and some parentsyere positive about the local offethowever,
seemed to depend on whether they already e knowledge dbcally availablservices, and were using the local
offer to find out more about how a specific service. The general view seemed to be that the local offer worked well a
a resource for finding a servideyou knew what was availabland were clear what you were looking f@ther parents

and providers, specifically those who were new to Derbyshire or were seeking more of an overview about whe
services were available so as to navigate to the right one, were less positive about theffilecand informatioron

local support. Parents were also positive in their feedback about information and advice provided by DIASS, and oth
parent networks such as DPCV. These mixed views, taken from our online survey, are shown in the chart below.

'Clear and accessible information.'
0% 10% 20%  30%  40% 50%  60%  70% 80%  90%  100%

2%

Other professionals 22% 56% 16% II4%

3%
Settings/schools/colleges 50% 31% 4%

2%

ParentS/CarerS 31% 5%

M Strongly agree W Agree Disagree M Strongly disagree Cannot say

¢ KNRdzZAK 2dzNJ 2yt AyS &adz2NBSeés 6S FalSR LINRPTFTSaaAPweis as
clear and accessible information about the support, services and provision available to support children and your
people with SEND and othkigh needs in Derbyshi®. | & G KS OKIFNIIi | 020S aK2gasz (F
in central services strongly agreed or agreed with this statement, whereas providers were more split with just ove
half (53%) strongly agreeing or agreeing. Pareoisthe other hand, were more likely to disagree: three quarters
(78%) disagreed with thstatement. A strong view from parents was that the local offer needed to provide a clear
introduction to the SEN and high needs system in Derbyshire, an overviee obntinuum of available support and
support pathways for specific types of needs, and to help them to navigate to the right place to find the support they
needed.

During the latter stages of our review, work was undertakemrdeiew, refine and relaunchthe local offer. The
intention wasto strengthen the local offer, learning from approaches that have worked well in other local areas, and
to refocus the local offer on its original purpose of being very much a living, responsive, practicattarthtgsource
of information and practical support for parents and providers. We would argue that, just as the design of the firsi
iteration of the local offer was developed with parents, young people and providersnigpgngwork to develop the
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local offerand keep it upto-date providesan important opportunity to work cgroductively with those groups to
ensure the local offer fulfils their needs and addresses the feedback they have shared during this review.

Strong views were expressed by parents and praemals about the challenges in
accessing support for young people with high needs

As we described in our chapter on overarching messages, a significant amount of the feedback we received during t
review, from both parents and providernsarticularly colleagues working in schoaencernedrustrations about the
process for accessing support. The concerns raised by fell into three broad categories, which were that:

1 the process for accessing suppeo#nfeel adversarial and focused ayatekeeping rather than being based
on mutual trust between services working together to find shared solutions;

1 the speed of decisiomakingcan betoo slow and unresponsive, in some instances due to backlogs in
processing requests for support, but, innge instances, requests were reported to have been turned down
0SOlFdzasS || @2dzy3d LISNER2YyQa ySSRa 6SNB y2i &Si aSN»

9 the reasons that decisions had been taken were not always transparent, consistent and communézatgd c

The strength of these frustrations is shown by responses to our online survey, as shown in the chart below.

'Process for accessing support works well.'
0% 10%  20%  30%  40% 50% 60% 70%  80%  90%  100%

Other professionals 13% 42% 34% 4%
SEttingS/SChOO|S/COI|eges 41% 4%

3%

ParentS/carers 11% 32% 8%

M Strongly agree W Agree Disagree M Strongly disagree Cannot say

t F NBYyGdas LINPGARSNAE FyR 20KSNI LINE TS Tlkekdrgnt prodessdod addessingi |
additional supportdr children and young people with SEND and other high needs in Derbyshire works welld S NJ  k
(55%) of the professionals in central services agreed with this statementpbuersely over three quarters (78%) of
both parents and providers disagreedsirongly disagreed that the process for accessing support worked well.

A specific focus of these frustrations was what is called GRIP, or the graduated response for individual pupils. Thi
intended to be an approach that enables schools to access additfunding to support pupils with high needs on a
time-limited basis that is not linked to the statutory assessment process. We would argue, based on our natione
research, that this is a sensible approach in theory: it offers a means of providing doswggortfor inclusion in
mainstream schools without creating perverse incentives to apply for statutory assessments and plans in instanc
when these might not be appropriate. There was broad support foptireciplebehind GRIP from schools colleagues,
and from some of the parents we engaged. There were, however, eight specific concerns raised about how GRIP v
perceived to beoperatingin practice

1. alack of transparent and consistently applied criteria for deciding on requests for GRIP support;
2. an over-reliance on papebased andhealthrelated referrals, which was interpreted asdicatinga lack of
trust inthe judgement of otheprofessionalsparticularly those working in educational settings
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3. delays in reaching decisions and providing suppomggjzally in the south of the county, where there have
been staff shortages and where backlogs have developed previously);

4. inconsistent decisiomaking (examples of requests for support for pupils with the same needs receiving
different responses), in parelated to a lack of consistent membership of decisioaking panels;

5. a lack of understanding that schools may put in place support initially, over and above what they would be
SELISOGSR G2 O2yGNRo6dziS G2 | LizLIA € S@hbolsipemtelvdl Mt thi® 2 &
could count against their request for suppmincetheyw2 dzf R 0SS &aSSy (G2 0S5 ame&$ i Ay
and not need any further suppagrt

6. alack of consistent communication of the reasons why certain decisions wele; ma

7. funding is not calculated in a way that enables schools to cover the full costs of sgmpeifically, funding
was often only provided during class time, but not at other times during the school day, and there was seel
to be a lack of pragmatism abt using GRIP funding to support several pupils with similar needs (patgcular
where these related to their social and interaction skills); and

8. take-up for GRIP is much lower among secondary schools than prquiata shared with us suggest that 82%
of GRIP funding packages are for pupils in primary school.

We recognise that, during the review, the LA bkaught to act on some of this and other feedback on GRIP. Specifically,
the LA has changed the way GRIP works so that funding awarded is hodabedtko the date when it was applied

for (which picks up point 5 in the list above) and have amended the application and decision feedback forms (whic
may help to address point 6).

We should also note that there were more positive comments about the appramag@hoviding additional support
through the EYIF, or what was previously known as ETGEY® stood forenhanced temporary additional early
years suppoit Colleagues attributed this to the fact the EYIF has a settled core membership and thus daoisions
seen to be more consistent. It should also be noted tB&iF is in a position of dealing with a smaller number of
requests for support than the GRIP procédsere were, however, concerns raised by some early years settings about
the time taken to reah decisions, the speed with which funding was made available, and further advice and suppor
if applications for EYIF were not successful.

There is also the need to ensure that parents understand the purpose and practice of GRIP, and have confidence ti
the support that is being funded through GRIP is being delivered effectively. There was a perception among son
parents that the existence of the GRIP process was being used to prevent access to EHCPs. We understand that tt
not the intention behind GRR, nor is there anything in the operation of GRIP that should preclude parents from
exercising their legal rights to request an EHC assessment. Parents also shared some examples where they consid
that funding was being used to support school budgedther than used for the specific pupélated purposes for
which it was intended. These examples show that there is the need to ensure that the pyspos®lesand useof

GRIP ar&ransparent to and understood by parents, and that thereappropriate mechanisms through which schools
can be accountable for how high needs funding distributed through GRIP is used.

Although we did not hear a lot of feedback about Bftemporary additional pupil support) during the review, those
we did hear reected some of those we heard in relation to GRIP. Specifically, the view was that TAPS, which
designed to provide swift, sheterm funding to enable schools to put in place immediate interventions, was a sensible
idea, but there would be value in reiting its fundamental purpose, how it fitted with GRIP and other forms of top
up funding, and whethethere wasevidence that it wagchievingts core purpose.

There were similar views expressed about the EHC assessment process

Similar frustrations to tbhse concerning GRIP were raised about the EHC assessment pfoessarents and
providers reported concerns about how EHCPs were developed and the coogistesh quality of the plans
themselves. Concerns included:

1 parents and providers reporting thabsie EHCPs were written using generic languagdywere not specific
Sy2dzaAK Ay GKSANI RSAONARLIIA2ya 2F | @&2dzy3d LISNA2Y Q3
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1 someEHCPs included generic statements about outcomed,could bemore concrete or specific to the
young person;

1 someparents eported feeling that theycould have been moreneaningfully engaged in the process of
developing the EHCRSor some it felt like the plan waswritten in isolation, with information not included
or included inaccurately;

1 someplans being written based on the services that have historically been available (and thus being limitec
where a form of support is required, but the service that could provide that is not something tnadilable
locally), rather tharEHCPs being used a form of intelligence to inform commissioning prioritiaad

1 some concerns thatsome EHCPs were not kepip to date through annual reviewswhich canlead to
frustrations for parents and providers when planning support or preparing for a key tranaitiarnyoung
LISNE2Y Qad RS@OSt2LIYSyio

It is important to note that some of these concerns will relate to EHCPs that have been developed over the past fol
years. Senior leaders and colleagues within the SEN service would acknowledge that there have bege<hallimng

this period in terms of the rate of completion of EHCPs within thev86k timescalesthe consistency and quality of
plans,and the rate of conversion of previous statements and learning difficulty assessments to EHCPs by Mdfch 201¢

The feedback gathered during the review would suggest that there continues to be the need to strengthen these
processes and improve the quality and specificity of EH&IP&xample, published data show thie rate of appeals
against decisions to assess or sglans is higher in Derbyshire than is the case nationally. In-PB]1the rate in
Derbyshire was 3.9 per 10,000 schagke pupils, while nationally is was 3.7. By 2QI6this had risen to 7.7 in
Derbyshire, compared to 5.5 nationally. There is algeiag number of appeals going to mediation (17 in 2016, 30 in
2017) and the proportion going to the Tribunal (11.8% in 2016, 23.3% in.2017

The evidence we have gathered also suggests that there would be value in revisiting aspects of the localftyrmodel
the SEN service. There was broad support for the principle of the locality model from most of the stakeholders w
engaged (with the exception of special schools, as we describe in chaptemfd/eith the exception of school leaders

in the south of he county, who wanted their locality team to belgcated so it is actually based in the locglitylany
professionals based in schools commented positively on the locality model and the partnership with local SEN office
Where positive feedback was g, this often related to SEN officers who had taken the time to get to know the
GLI GOKE GKS& O20SNBR yR (GKS a0OK22fa gAIGKAY GKFGZ o
active in providing advice and support. At the same time, od@ools gave the opposite feedback: they felt the
locality SEN serviamuld be better connected with their localityhave a betterunderstanding of local schools, and
could balifficult to contact.We acknowledge that the SEN service has been under significant pressure to complete
EHCP transfers, and continues to manage a significant caseload of new and existing EHCPs. Nevertheless, the feec
we have gathered suggests that there would be valuewisiting some of the core systems and processes relating to
the statutory assessment procesthis will be vital insuringthat there is the appropriate capacity and thtte
proceses for carrying out assessments, writing plans, and keeping theseruraiew are working consistently
effectively across the countgndthat staff in the SEN service have the tools (e.g. IT) they need to support families,
schools and other settings as well as they can.

* % %

There is one final, crosautting area where w think there is scope to strengthen core systems and processes. This
relates to the way that data is recorded and captured. We reviewed published and internal data and found evidenc
to suggest that there would be value in seeking to strengthen the weyidaaptured, recorded and qualissured

so that it can be used to inform strategic and operational decisions about high needs support. For instance, as v
RSAONAOGS Ay OKFLIISNI F2dzNE Lzt A AKSR R G| profilezf@csrdell G K
primary needs for schoalge pupils with SEND and national figures that are not accounted for by demographic or

1 1n terms of EHCPs completed within 20 weeks, the rate in Derbyshire hasnyeeving over the last two years (from 47.3%
in the 2016 calendar year to 52.9% in 2017), but has been below the national average (58.6% and 64.9% respectivelygf In term:
the conversion of statements to EHCPs, published data shows Derbyshire had edaea% by January 2018, while nationally
this figure was 63.6%.
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recorded. Likewise, there are some gajsconsistencies or duplications in the recording of data on primary need,
placement types, costs of support for pupils with high needs. This suggests that there would be value in:

9 revisiting the data that is collectezlirrently;

9 confirming the purposes for which this data is used;

9 ensuring that there are agreed definitions and consistent approaches (e.g. recording of categories of need) |
place; and

1 ensuring this is understood by those involved in capturing, colladimgy using the data, at county and
individual service and provider level.

Recommendations

Recommendatior8.1: Update and refine the local offer so that it provides a clear overview,
introduction and practical tool for parents, providers and professionals

Work has been undertaketo update and develop the local offer, drawing on approaches that have proved successful
in other local areas and adapting these to a Derbyshire contdad.findings from this review suggest that the local
offer for Derbyshire neeslto:

91 be less of a static directory of services and more of a practical, navigable tool for parents and professionals;

1 setout an overview of the SEND system in Derbyshire (for parents or new SENCOs, for example);

9 describe the continuum of support, servicand provision, the support pathways for specific types of needs,
how different services fit together, and how it can be accessed so that parents and providers can navigate t
the most appropriate form of support;

1 align with and inform other sources offimmation and advice, so that there are consistent messages about
available support and consistent advice about how to access that.

As well as improving access to and the consistency of informatmaingwork to keepthe local offerup-to-date will
also provide opportunitiesto contribute to addressing some of the other recommendations we have made in this
report, such as:

9 fostering co-production with parents and young people (as we describe in chapter, one)

9 plotting out support pathways and identify joi commissioning priorities with strategic partners (as we
describe in chapter twgyand

1 demonstrating a willingness to work in partnership with SEND professionals such as SENCOs (as we desc
in chapter four).

RecommendatiorB.2: Address the concerns raised about the d&y-day operation of GRIP

so that it delivers swift, pupil-centred high needs support for schools consistently
effectively

Earlier in this chapter, we described that there was support for the underlying princigleoeiding swift, pupH
centred and timdimited funding to support the inclusion of pupils with high needs in mainstream school. We also

outlined eight specific challenges related to the dayday operation of GRIP that were described to us. The table
below sets out some potential solutions to these eight challenges.

Issue Potential solution
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1. Criteria are not
transparent.

2. Overreliance on paper
based / medical referralg
lack of trust for
professionals.

3. Delays in reaching
decisions.

4. Decisionmaking is
inconsistent (and panel
membership changes).

5. Lack of understanding
how schools support;
already put support in
place, but can count
against applications.

6. Poor communication of
decisionsc not clear why
decisions were taken.

7. Outputs are not
calculated in a way that
enables schools to afford
support. Can only support
individual children.

A Restate the fundamental purposeand difference between, GRIP and EHCPs (wh
appropriate and when)as well as TAPS.

A Review andupdate the criteria for accessing GR¢Rlearly part of this is about applyir
for top-up funding for high needs pupils (where a school needs over and above f
worth of support). What about (a)rgent casegclearcut need, graduated response n
appropriate) and (b) where schools hadésproportionate number of high needs pup
mid-year?

A Dialogue before cases reach the pangthere is a key role for the Lead SEND Officel
discuss cases and iron out any issues before cases reach panel. We understan
already starting to happen.

A Foster greater links between decisiomakers and SENC@sso there is greater mutuz
understanding and trust, which will help in dealing with responding to and moder:
requests for support.

A Clear any remaining backlogs this is an immediate priority, since delays in acces
support will undermine the fundamental aim of GRIP.

A In_longerterm, ensure there are mechanisms in place to respond to GRIP applical
appropriately and consistently swiftlg this may involveetting out specific timescales f
processing and reaching decisions (and how this is communicated / escalated at ti
high demand). We suggest it should also invelwae kind of triage syste(e.g. Lead SEN
Officers making recommendations on cleait cases, with panel time spent agreeing the
but focusing discussion on more complex cases). (While Lead SEND Officers b
authority to sign off topup funding up to £6,000, we understand that this is not be
made use of consistently.)

A Ensure that there izonsistent membershimpf GRIP decisiomaking panels; this point
relates to membership beyond the Lead SEND Officers. Currently, there is ar
invitation for SENCOs drheadteachers to sit on the panel. This has benefits in tern
transparency and professional development, but could also be contributin
inconsistency in decisiemaking. Three related suggestions for addressing this were
to us¢ (a) locality SHECOs (secondedhouldsit on panel, but also provide support a
follow-up dialogueto ensure consistengyrovide supportand maintaincommunication
with schools (b) fixed memberse(g. a pool o 6ENCOsdléaders sitting on panels for a ter
or an academic yegr to ensure ensures consistent decisionrmaking; and (c) there
O2y G Aydz y3 (bBserdebrold, anopeRinvikaGoNdo dther SENCOs and lea
to observe and take part in discussion (albeit without a formal role in agreeing dexis

A Backdating funding to the point of applicatiorg, this is now in place.

A There reeds to be a means ofensuring that schoolghat are already putting in place
support are not disadvantaged, revisit how the GRIP panel cdifferentiate between
cases where schools should be using their own resources and \abdigonal funding is
required (This is linked to the point above about revisiting the criteria and ensuring 1
are robust and transparent.)

A Test whetherthe new feedback formsrovide schools with clear reasws why decision:s
have been takenand where they go next. If not, tee thenneed tobe refined further.

A There is an pportunity to work with a group of SENCOs to devise a fairer way
organising GRIP fundin@his could result in a collective decision for there toshghtly
fewer GRIPs, but provide appropriate level of supptirtvould be wseful to have this
debatewith SENCOs and leard

A Consider allowing schools to apply for GRIP funding for groups of pupils some
exceptional circumstances, where it would be pragmatic and efficient. Evaluate anc
from these approachegspeciallyif they encourage inclusioaind achieve goodutcomes
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8. Low takeup among A Need to promote GRIP far more to secondary schoajsuse this to support greate
secondaryschools inclusion.

Recommendation 3: Refine core processes related to EHC assessments and plans tc
address concerns of about consistency, quality aspkcificity of outcomes

We suggest that, as part of ongoing service review and improvement work, it will be important to consider core
processs, supporting systems (such as IT), and how available capacity is used to ensure that EHC assessments, f
and reviews are undertaken in a way that addresses some of the concerns raised during the review. In particule
ensuring that parents and young @gle feel sufficiently engaged in coproducing anebeming their EHCPS, that plans
contain upto-date and accurate information, and that outcomes are sufficiently personalised and sp€hifics
important for families ands good practice generally. U national research suggests that this can also ensure that
outcomesfocusedEHCPs can be used as commissioning documents when placing young wedgl&éformation

from consistently wellwritten EHCPs can also be collated to provide a valuable sofiinéoomation about current
needs that can inform commissioning priorities.

A further point made to us during the review was that different methods are used for arriving at levels-ap top
funding for pupils with GRIP funding and those with EHCPs. Therfare based on professionals making assessments
of what support a pupil needs, whereas the latter, in both mainstream and special schools, are basatiranbands.
Colleagues we engaged during the review noted that this could lead to potentiallyrpersituations where schools
received less funding for a pupil with an EHCP than when the pupil had attracted GRIP funding. There were sot
concerns raised by mainstream (described in this chapter) and special schools (described in chapter five) about t
ways in which topup bands were constructed and whether these accurately reflected the costs of supporting pupils.
Colleagues suggested that there would be value in considering a consistent method for applying for and calculati
top-up. This would need fther exploration, in terms of how it would work in practice and in specific instances, but
colleagues felt there was merit in considering this further. (This could provide another opportunity for seme co
productive working with mainstream and special schoolleaguesand on ongoing peen-peer moderation)
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Chapter four:Building inclusive capacity in mainstream schools
and settings, and providing targeted support for inclusion

Key findings

Derbyshire has some of the hallmarks ah inclusive systemput this is not consistent
across the county and there are trends suggesting increasing pressure on inclusion

A strong and consistent offer of mainstream inclusion support is at the heart of any effective local system fo
supporting pupils with high needgboth those in terms ofoung people with SEND and those who may require some
other form of inclusion support or AP. Published data suggests that Derbyshire displays some of the hallmarks of
inclusive local system. The charts below suggest that Deireylshs a higher proportion of young people with EHCPs
placed in mainstream schools than is the case natiod&liye lefthand chart, which relates tall young people with
EHCPs, shows 50% of young people with EHCPs in Derbyshire were placed in mainstream schools (compared tc
national average of 35%), while a smaller proportion were placed in specialist settings, eithdiustitd special
schools (28% compared to 34.8% nationally) or independent or-nmintained special schools (INMSSs; 3.4%
compared to 4.9% nationally).

Proportion of all young people with Proportion of young people with
EHCPs in different types of setting new EHCPs by placement type (2017
(January 2018) calendar year)
60 70
60.6
50 8.2
50 60
50
40 35 34.8
40
30 28.2
30
20 20.70.4
20
10
4151 3489 10 5.14.6 333
1.30.7 - 11.8
Mainstream Unit / Special INMSS AP Mainstream Unit / Special INMSS AP
resourced resourced
provision provision
B Derbyshire England B Derbyshire England

Furthermore, progress and achievement data from the end of the 2017/18 academic year suggests that, not only do«
Derbyshire @ce a higher proportion of pupils with EHCPs in mainstream schools, but that pupils with EHCPs
Derbyshire achieve better educational outcomes than their peers nationally:

1 intheearly yearsa higher proportion of children with EHCPs achieved a goetld¢development, and the
gap between children with EHCPs and other children was smaller, than was the case nationally and in simil
local areas;

9 atKey Stage,2a higher proportion of pupils with EHCPs achieved the expected standard in reading, writing
and maths than their peers nationally and in similar local areas, while those pupils also made more progres
and the gap to their peers without SEN was smaller;

12 Statements of SEN and EHC plans: England, P&g&rtment for Education
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1 at Key Stage ,4a higher proportion of pupils with EHCPs achieved grae€sn9English and mhs, and
achieved better Attainment 8 and Progress 8 scores, than children with EHCPs nationally and in similar loc
areas, while here again the gap between pupils with EHCPs and their peers without EHCPs was smallel
Derbyshire than was the case natidigaand in similar local areas.

The picture is slightly different when we consider amyv EHCPs made in the last twelvmnth period (which, at the

time of the review, washe 2017 calendar year). In 2017, 60.6% of young people with new EHD&dbyshie were
placed in mainstream schools, which is closer to the national average of 58.2%. This figure for Derbyshire has dropy
from 72.3% in 2015 and 74.4% in 2016. The proportion of young people with new EHCPs placed in special school
Derbyshire (20.%) is also similar to the national average figure (20.4%). Our evidence suggests that this may refle
the introduction of GRIP funding: this is likely to have influenced the reduction in numbers of new EHCPs, and will ha
meant that some pupils in mairmstam schools who would previously have had EHCPs may now be supported througf
GRIP funding.

We note two further points about this overall picture. The first is that, despite the data providing indications of the
strength of inclusion in Derbyshire, the dadlso suggests some areas where inclusion is less strong. As noted in the
introductory chapter, rates of permanent exclusion from mainstream schools in Derbyshire are higher than the
national average; 0.04 at primary and 0.24 at secondary, compared @8&nd 0.P nationally. Published data also
suggest that the majority of pupils who were permanently excluded in Derbyshire had an identified special education:
need¢ 48% were at SEN support, while 13% had an EHCP. This suggests that there may dilgoissthestimeliness

of early support to prevent exclusions, and inconsistencies in how needs are understood and identified.

This mixed picture presented by the data was echoed by providers
and by parents. The chart (left) shows the responses from provide
(those working in settings, schools and colleges) and professionals
399 6K2aS g2NJAy3 Ay OSyl NTHere &S NI

currently a clear, consistent and effective offer of universal support

29% 8%
23%
3%

'Right offer: universal support.'
50% 46%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15% 12%
10%

for children and young people with SEND and othigh needs in
mainstream education settings, schools and colle@es.¢ KS OK
shows that 62% of providers disagreed that there was a consistent
and effective universal offer for young people with high needs in
8%11% Derbyshire When we ask similar questions itradegic high needs
5% 1y I reviews in other local areas, we often receive a more positive view
0% = of mainstream inclusion from those settings, schools and colleges
Strongly ~ Agree Disagree Strongly Cannot involved in delivering it. Our evidence suggekts this reflects the
aeree disagree say views of mainstream colleaguéisat inclusive work in Derbyshire is
under pressure and is not consistent across the cowitg.know,
from our national research, that the pressures on mainstream inclusion are part of an overall national trend.
Nevertheless, Derbyshire schools fed bdwk these trends were being exacerbated by

W Settings/schools/colleges Other professionals

9 funding pressures (Derbyshire stands to gain from the introduction of the mainstream national funding
formula, but this means in the shetérm that mainstream school budgets are tight)

1 issues about access toditlonal support (as described in chapter threaihd

1 challenges at key transitigpoints (primarysecondary, but also infagtinior, from the early yearsand post
16).

These mixed messages about the consistency of inclusion across the county were lyadkggarents. In the
workshops and their responses to the online survey, many parents described positive examples of inclusion suppc
provided in mainstream schools. Where this was working well, parents valued having staff, both SENCOs and lead
whowSNBE O2YYAGGSR (2 AyOfdzaAz2yxr 1y2¢6fSR3IASIO6ES | 062dz
were prepared to be flexible and make adjustments to ensure their child had equitable access to mainstream schoc
Parents also describel@ss posiive examples, however. By contrast, in these instances, parents identified issues
around:
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1 a lack of understanding, expertise and training, particularly arodless obvious disabilities and needsg
awareness and understanding of autism was highlighted as a significant concern by parents;

1 alack of willingness or understanding of how to make reasonable adjustments and be flexible in meeting
OKAft RQa ySSRarT

1 inflexible behaviar and discipline policies, that could disproportionately affect children with SEND,
particularly those with communication & interaction needs; and

1 as aresult, many instances of children being out of mainstream education, either on acHortgerterm
basis, missing valuable portions of their education.

On the latter point, it is noteworthy that, as of October 2018 when we were given this data, there were over 700
schootlage children in elective home education (EHE) in Derbyshire. Again, growthnartiers of pupils in EHE is
part of a national trend. Internal data suggest that pupils with EHCPs account for a greater proportion of those in EF
(6.5%) than they do within the overall pupil population in mainstream schools (betwed)2 Feedback from
professionals responsible for EHE suggest that the reasons for increase in numbers of pupils in EHE relate nof
parents making positive choices about EHE, but often due to a lack of confidence in and frustrations about the suppc
available in mainstrearachools and, in some cases, encouragement from schools to parents to move their child into
EHE. (We note that some pupils moving into EHE have come from special schools, often those outside Derbyst
where a placement has broken down.)

Overall, there was strong argument from parents, providers and professionals about the need to develop a more
explicit offer of support and capacityilding, and a more consistent set of expectations, for inclusion in mainstream
schools in Derbyshire. An important pafttbis will be supporting SENCOs as a netwoBENCOSs are a key part of
the SEN workforce across the county, but in a large county like Derbyshire most SENCOs will be the only S
professional in their school. Having an explicit offer of induction, suppapervision and professional networks was
seen as an important way to support SENCOs as a key professional group within the Derbyshire system, and to b
mainstream inclusion capacity.

Derbyshire has a broad and comprehensive offer of targeted in@dassupport, but there
IS an opportunity to refocus the offer and maximise its value

Derbyshire currently hava wideranging offer of support services designed to support education settings, schools
and colleges around inclusion. In our national reseanah have highlighted the importance of this tier of support
within local systems, particularly in terms of being able to address needs before they reachpainsid¢o build
inclusive capacity, and to avoid unnecessary demand being placed on more span@kstatutory forms of support.

We also know that many local areas have had to reduce or entirely cut their offer of targeted support as a result c
funding cuts and budget pressute$hisrisks exacerbating pressures on specialist servideswe notedin the
introductory chapter, Derbyshire invests a greater proportion of its high needs resources in targeted inclusion suppol
than the average for local areas across the courtrg. a strength of the local system that Derbyshire has chosen to
sustaina wideranging offer of targeted services.

Furthermore, in our visits, workshops and through the online survey, we gathered a lot of positive feedback on specif
services, in terms of the quality and value of their support. Many settings and schools otednpesitively on the
education inclusion support from SSSEN (Support Service for SEN), Autism Outreach (which is commissioned from
special schools), the Behaviour Support Service, the Early Years SEN Service (EYSEN), the Sensory Impairment S
Sevice, portage homeisiting, as well as other services such as early help, CAMHS and SalLT.

There were, howevefpur main concerns raised.

1. The quality of some support services was varialglevhile there was a lot of positive feedback on individual
services, there were also dissenting voices who commented that quality across and within services wa:s
variable, and dependent on the individual support lead a school or setting was allocated.
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2. Alack of coherence and risks of duplicatignschools particularly, Huto some extent early years settings as
well, reflected on a lack of clarity about which service they should be referrindném seeking support for
pupils with multiple needs. Leads for those services also noted that there was an increasing blurring o
responsibilities and caseloadsfor example, a significant proportion (estimated at over 50%) of children
supported by SSSEN and the Behaviour Support Service have autism.

3. A lack of consistency in how needs are met across servicaferent services haw developed at different
times and in response to different sets of circumstances. As a result, there is not consistency in criteria, phas
and geographical coverage, operating models (whether a service offers direct work with children, eapacity
building,or purely advisory work) and capacity. An obvious point to draw out here is that SSSEN, which focuse
on cognition & learning, and thButism QutreachService both have the remit to provide support across the
county (indeed SSSEN only covers primary sshfmlowing a decision to delegate the equivalent funding to
secondary schools), bdutism Oureach has the capacity of 3.8 ftilne equivalent, while SSSEN has 69.

4. The need to join up the offer of education inclusion support with the targeted suppofteoed by other
agencies¢ we have described the work taking place arouaature in Mindand the review of early help
elsewhere in this reportWe would only underscore here the importance placed by parents and providers on
ensuring that targeted supportffered by education, health and care services form a coherent and integrated
set of support pathways, providing holistic support to children and families.

Three main gaps in the current offer of support were also identified by parents and providers.

1. Autismgaccess to théutism Outreach service currently requires a child to have a formal diagnosis of autism.
This criterion was introduced in order to manage demand for the service. Nevertheless, colleagues we engage
reflected that this meant support for puis with autistic traits, some of whom may in the future receive a
formal diagnosis, but some may not but may still have communication & interaction needs left without
an obvious form of support.

2. SEMHc in chapter two, we described work that was umday to strengthen the offer of SEMH support,
particularly in the space between what schools offered and more specialist CAMHS services, through th
Future in Mindagenda. Nevertheless, it is important that we reflect the strength of views expressediip us
schools about the need to develop a more comprehensive offer of mental health support in schools. The
concerns put forward focused on a need for training and capdwitiing around mental health in schools,
and a lack of capacity to provide supporfidae a child reached crisimint and was at risk of being excluded.

3. SEN support, Ofsted and CQC have commented that, in many of the local areas they have inspected, thit
group of pupils can be poorly served by local inclusion support. The colleaguesgaged in Derbyshire
reflected that the criteria for existing support services often precluded schools getting early support for pupils
who did not have EHCPs.

These messages are reflected in the findings from our survey, as shown in the lw#law).( Providers and
LINEFSaaAz2zylfa ¢SNB | a1 STRerdicuriddatheRightoffed dt targete@edudcationingatis y
and care support (e.g. access to specialist professional advice, outreach support) for children and young people w
SEND atother high needs inthe localar€a. C2t f 2 gAYy 3 | &AAYAT I NI LI GGSNYy (2
57% of professionals (working within central support services) agreed with the statement, but 68% of provider
disagreed with the statement.

Reflecting on these findings, providers and professionals considered that there was an opportunity to consider ho
the current offer of support could be refocused on current priorities and shaped into a more consistent offer, while
continuing to offer coveage across the county and across the four main categories of need.
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'Right offer: targeted services.'
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Recommendations

Recommendatiord.1: Continue to develop, support and strengthen inclusive capacity in
mainstream education settings

We suggest that a key focus of the new high nesttegy is sustaining and fostering inclusive capacity in mainstream
settings, schools and colleges across Derbyshivere is an opportunity to coproduce this with SENCOs and leaders
from across mainstream education providers. The feedback we havergdtiseiggests that this approach should
include:

9 agreeing clear expectations of what support should be provided within mainstream schools;

1 a clear offer and rolling programme of induction, support, supervision and professional development for
SENCOs and Sk&ds, linked to wholeschool improvement activities for leaders and governors;

1 a specific focus on building understanding, confidence and capacity in supporting young people witt
communication & interaction, specifically autism, and SEMH needs; and

1 re-edablishing a consistent framework of SENCO networks across the county, potentially on a locality basi
providing opportunities to share information, develop SEN practice across a key part of the SEN workforce
and provide reatime feedback and suggestisn

Recommendation4.2: Refocus the offer of targeted services in a more holistic, strategic
way so that they provide a coherent, consistent and responsive offer across the county

In the chapter on overarching messages, we described how there were sexesial & the current continuum of
adzLILI2 NI S aSNBAOSAE YR LINBPQOGAAAZ2Y GKSNB GKSNB 4gSNB 21
they should be delivered in the future. The current offer of targeted services is a key area where thiged. Aenis is

not to criticise existing services, or to question the reasons they have been configured in the way that they have bee
Instead, it is to recognise the fact that the services that make up the current offer have developed at different time:s
and to respond to different prioritiesThere is nowan opportunity to take a step back and consider how resources
available to support targeted inclusion services could be utilised in a way that offered a more coherent and consistel
offer of support acros the county, and the how the focus could bebadanced to reflect priority areas, notably autism
and SEMH.

As an initial step in this direction, the colleagues we engaged during the review considered that there would be valu
in exploring ways of bringgnexisting services together to consider a more holistic and persatred, rather than
servicespecific offer.There was particularly strong support for this approach from mainstream school leddhéss.
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would reflect the fact that many young people knowo the individual support services have multiple areas of need,
and would help to focus support more on what each individual young person required rather than whether they fitted
the criteria for one service or another. In taking forward the new strategysideration should be given to how
services might work together in this way in instances where a single service is not necessary best placed to suppol
young person. Our discussions with service leads suggested that there may be interest in exlpsing develop a
more consistent model of delivering support (balancing direct work, advisory work, and capatding) and having

a single route of referral for requests for support for young people with needs that crossed saeaslor were not
clear-cut. (It was emphasised that sensory impairment services should be treated separately, but should retain clos
links with support services for young people with profound and complex needs.)
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Chapter five:Developing responsive, effective local spelcsa
provision

Key findings

The role of the enhanced resource schools

The ERSs are a form of specialist provision, specifically for pupils with EHCPs, which are located within mainstre
primary and secondary schools. other local areas, these provisiomgy be called resourced provisions, resource
bases or SEN units. The way in which the provision is arranged (the proportion of time pupils may spend in smal
groups compared to mainstream classes) and the full role of the provision (whether therexiglait role in providing
support through outreach to other mainstream schools, as opposed to solely supporting children on the roll of the
unit or ERS) can vary. In Derbyshire, there are four broad types of ERS based on the needs of pupils in WW#ch the
was set up to specialise:

autism;

physical impairment;

hearing impairment; and

a wider range of SEND (these ERSs have been set up in areas in which there is not easy access to a sp
school, such as the south of the county and the High Peak).

=A =4 -4 =4

It is mteworthy that Derbyshire has a smaller proportion of young people with EHCP placed in units or resource
provisions (this is the national definition, which would include the ERSs) than is the case natiansitigwn by the

chart below,of all young peofe with EHCPs maintained by Derbyshire in January 2018, 4.1% were placed in units C
resourced provisions, compared to 5.1% nationdlljhe data also show that Derbyshire placed a higher proportion
of young people with new EHCPs made during the caleradar3017 in units or resourced provisions (5.1%) than was
the case nationally (4.6%).

Proportion of all young people with Proportion of young people with
EHCPs in different types of setting new EHCPs by placement type (2017
(January 2018) calendar year)
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13 Statements of SEN and EHC plans: England, P&g&rtment for Education
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A key role for the ERSs

In our national research and our strategic reviews in other local areas, we would argue that this tier of provision play
a crucial role in thecontinuum of SEND support, services and provision. Specifically, it can ensure that there is .
broader range of pathways for young people and choices for families, providing a mix of the curriculum offered b
mainstream schools, the flexibility to utiligéfferent learning environmentsand additional specialist expertise. This
can ensure that young people who would benefit from aspects of being in a mainstream school and close to their loc
community are able to do so with the additional support they ciée enhance their learning.

During our strategic review in Derbyshire, these views were very much echoed by strategic leaders, commissione
and professionals working within and with the ERSalleagues recognised that the ERSs played a crucial role in
enabling young people to benefit from attending a mainstream school that could offer additional expertise in
supporting young people with specific needs. Colleagues considered that this wasllpdst important in a large,

rural county like Derbyshire. In particular, the gactive approach that had been taken to develop ERSs as hubs of
expertise in areas of the county where there was not easy access to a local special, such as the so@Hayid th
Peak, was welcomed.

The evidence we gathered suggests that, were the ERSs not in place, particularly those specialising in autism and th
for a broad range of SEND, the young people placed in ERSs in Derbyshire would otherwise require platement:
specialist provision. Specifically, professionals working in the ERSs described the range of needs of the pupils they w
supporting, the fact that there was perceived to be some overlap between the needs that were being met by the ER
and by special $mols, and the fact that some pupils did move on to a special school later in their education. This
would suggest that the ERSs are playing a crucial role in ensuring that the Derbyshire SEND system remains one
is supportive of inclusion and in avaidi placing an unsustainable pressure on places in special schools. This does
however, also requir¢hat the ERS role is clearly articulated, differentiated from other services and provisions, and
understood by commissionersther schoolsservices, andgrents. During the review, and as we describe below, we
found that this was not always the case.

There is the need to revisit and redefine the role, specialisms, support pathways and locality offer of the ERSs

We noted above that the ERSs in Derbyshireghise in autism, a broader range of locality SEND, hearing impairment
and physical impairment. The ERSs relating to these specialisms have developed at different times, reflecting differe
priorities and models of support. In some areas of need, theretbeen attempts to ensure that there are consistent
models of support across different localitiefor example, developing a coherent primary and secondary pathway of
support in a locality by having a primary and secondary ERS (these are also c#ledasource Centres, or ARCS).
As strategic leaders, commissioners and professionals working in the ERSs noted, however, the ERS offer wil
Derbyshire and across localities has developed organically, and the current pattern of provision does notihecessa
follow an overall strategic rationale for meeting needs consistently and equitably across the county.

Specificallythe feedback provided to us suggested that there is not an explicitly articulated model and pathway of
support that informs the work athe primary and secondary autism ERSs. We found that the primary ERSs describe
their focus in terms of providing an alternative learning environment for young people with more complex autistic
needs, whereas some, but not all, of the secondary ERSs=ddfeir role more in providing pathways for young
people with less complex autism who, with the right suppaortl over time, couldaccess the majority of their learning

in a mainstream classroom. Primary ERS colleagues in particular described that ilsetlprip were supporting
currently were thus more likely to move into special school provision after Year 6 than to move into a mainstrean
school or secondary autism ERS. Primary and secondary colleagues agreed that these were two distinct interpretatic
2T GKS NRtS 2F Fy FdziAaay 9w{yY GKS &FtGSNYyFGABS €SI
agreed that there should be a role for both, but argued that the question of which of these models the autism ERS
were intendedto be had nd been articulated explicitly. In future, the rationale may be that the primary model
continues to be more of an alternative learning environment and the secondary more of an integrative model, with
secondaryage young people supported in more specialegtingss a4 dzOK & Y2NB aLISOALlf Aa
in special schoolColleagues agreed that there was currently a gap for secoratggyyoung people who would
benefit from a curriculum akin to that offered in a mainstream school but who requiredlernative learning
environment. Secondary colleagues agreed that there was the need to define the areas where the model of suppo
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between the primary and secondary autism ERSs should be consistent. At the same time, however, they argued tt
it shouldnot be a given that pupils in a primary autism ER&uldautomatically transition to the secondary autism
ERSThere are a range of ways in which the pathwiaysautism and other specialisnesuld be designed. The strong
steer we had from ERS colleagwess that this needed to be explored with ERS colleagues and other professionals,
informed by detailed analysis of pupil needs and pathways, and a new offer articulated explicitly.

Furthermore, a question was also raised during our review about the eqtitize offer for pupils with hearing
impairments and physical impairments. In relation to hearing impairment, there are currently ERSs for infants an
juniors, primary and secondarage pupils in the Amber Valley locality, and for primaryd secondarage pupils in

the Chesterfield locality. This raises a question about the equity of access for pupils in other localities, and what a
the respective roles of the Hearing Impairment Service and the hearing impairment ERSs. A similar set of questic
aroseduring the review around physical impairment, where the offer of support is linked to ERS provision (which i
teacherled, direct work) in some localities and to peripatetic services (which is more of an advisory aftegrm

Overall, ERS colleaguag@ed that their specialisms, the needs that they catered for, their models of support and
their role overall were not well understood by other schgadarents,and someofficers in the SEN Service. They
reported thatdecisions about placements of children the ERS and those with EHCPs placed in the mainstream school
attimes¥ St G & I Roveraplétaeensttie iwo. They reported examptgchildrenwith more complex needs

than those in the ERS being pladedhe mainstream schoolyhere the maindifference appeared to be whether a
OKAftRQa LI NByiGta o6la g NBE 2F YR dzyRSNARG22R GKS NP
YIEYSR 2y i KS®OWaaIOHR prate@sionadtiere wad a strong argument for:

articulating wha the current and future offer of ERS provision should be across localities;

ensuring that this was equitable, based on couwide and locality needs;

ensuring that there was a planned set of pathways for young people placed in the ERSs across phases; anc
ensuring that the role of the ERS was well understood by SEN officers in the first instance so that they c:
provide appropriate advice to families, but also understood by families, schools and other professionals.

= =4 -4 =9

The evidence and feedback we gatheredgested the following as some starting principles for a consistent and
equitable locality offer.

1 Autism ¢ evidence suggests that there is strong and ongoing need for ERS provisiprinfary- and
secondaryage pupils with autism. This includes current géanents in the ERSs and recent trends, feedback
about the needs of pupilbeing placed in the ERSs, and information about the needs of pupils placed in
INMSSs. In relation to the latter, we know that 43% of young people currently placed in INMSSs hav
communication & interaction as a primary need (36%, or 49 have an autism diagnosis), and 54% of these youl
people are of secondary agéThis add weight to the argument that, alongside the more integrative ERS
model, there may be the need to develop a patlywosr ERS model for secondarge young people with autism
who would benefit from being able to access a more flexible, alternative learning environment. (We note, too,
that 36% of young people with communication & interaction needs placed in INMSSs driGaged over.)

4! NB I c¢@ived thefrurality of Derbyshire and the constraints on developing new specialist provision or
SELI YRAY3I (GKS OF LI OAGe 2F SEA&AGAYI &ALISOALET &a0K2?2
in localities whee there is not easy access to a special school. These provisions tend to be larger than averac
ERSs or units, which provides greater flexibility to meet the needs of pupils from the locality through a
combination of mainstream curriculum, flexible leamgiapproaches, and specialist suppd@pecifically,
parents and providers in the High Peak considered that there was a lack of ERS provision in the Glossopd
area.)

1 Hearing Impairment and physical impairmetour review suggests that there would be value in considering
the different roles played by the ERSs specialising in these needs and the peripatetic services within tr

1 This evidence chimes with the findings of a recent report compiled by members of the Education Psychology Service
Derbyshire, which looked at the profile of pupils with EHCPs placed in independent provision.
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Sensory & Physical Support Servi€his should be done tensurethat there is an eqgitable, efficient and
needsled offer for all pupils with hearing or physical impairments across the county.

There was also a strong steer from ERS colleagues that the overall picture of needs and the ERS offer across the co
needed to be shaped by refar, strategic engagements between strategic commissioners and lead professionals from
the ERSs and host schools. Colleagues considered that, at present, such engagements vearénaeeled a more
strategic focusAs a result, ERS colleagueported that the ERS sectdelt fragmented with professionals being
disconnected from one another and from other services and provisions.

¢tKS 101 2F dzyRSNROGFIYRAY3 2F GKS NR{S 2F GKS 9w{ A3
and plaeng them under considerable pressure

A final point raised by ERS colleagues was that the most significant challenge facing them was not the increas
O2YLX SEAGE 2F LizLAf a LI I OSR Ay (GKS 9w{Z odzi GKS LINE
numbers of pupils with SENThrough our workshop with ERS colleagues and our falfowisits, theanessage that the
a0K22fa K2aGAy3a 9w{ LINRPOGA&AAZ2Y 6SNB O2YAy3d (G2 065 &SS
a0K22t¢é¢ (2 6KAOK Y2NB Qigywas fuEto uslderyistroigly dERS dolledg@eb d&rgued khatc
this was exacerbated by the inconsistency in approaches to inclusion in mainstream schools (described in chapter fo
and the challenges of getting access to support before a child reachespwiisi (described in chapter three).

The role of special schools

There is the need to revisit what the special school offer in Derbyshire should be in light of current and future needs
There is a strong offer of special school provision in Derbyshitenftatefunded special schools within the county
were judged by Ofsted to be good or outstandiag the time of the review Furthermore, there is a strong and
established culture of partnership and collaborative working among the special schools ésdport centres

which we discuss later in this chaptefjs we described in relation to the ERS provisions, the offer of special school
provision in Derbyshire has developed through a range of phases and initiatives, with different schools commissione
to provide for different types of needs at different times. The current special school offer in Derbyshire includes speci
schools with a specific focus on cognition & learningDdof £t SR &l NBF &aLISOAlf ao0OK22f
rangeofneeds (G K2aS GA0K | ALISOAFTAO F20dza 2y FdziA&dYZ FyR
been developed within some special schools for pupils with-fughtioning autism and challenging behaviour. This

is one group of pupils who have beempresented among those placed in INMSS provision, and the development of
the hubs has beean attempt to ensure that there is local provision that those pupils can access.

As with the ERSs, however, while the offer of provision has developed and beendchdegtéime, there has not been

an opportunity to take an overarching and strategic view of what the overall offer of special school provision acros
the county should be at present and how it may need to be refined in response to future trends. Thigpuias a
acknowledged by strategic leaders and commissioners, but also one that was put across strongly by special sch
leaders. The latter argued strongly that the needs of the young people that they were supporting had change
considerably, but that theffer of special school provision, and, as we describe below, the underpinnirig-dizy
processes, had not necessarily kept pace with these changes.

This view is corroborated by evidence that we gathered during the rewest, the published data pralés some
support for the view expressed by Derbyshire special school leaders that the needs of the pupils being placed wi
them were changing. As the chdlow shows, pupils placed in Derbyshire special schools are more likely to have
communication & iteraction (including autism) identified as their primary néédhis is particularly the case with
autism: 37.6% of pupils in Derbyshire special schools have autism identified as their primary need, compared to 28.!
nationally. This, taken together witlhé fact that Derbyshire pupils with SEN in mainstream schools are less likely to
have communication & interaction identified as their primary need supports the argument put forward by parents
that there is inconsistent understanding of and approaches fapstt the needs opupilswith autismin mainstream

15 Special Educational NeeisEngland: Jarary 2018 Department for Education
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schools. The implication of this is that a higher proportion of pupils with autism are educated in special schools tha

in mainstream in Derbyshire.

Another good indicator of the changing nature of needgupils
requiring specialist provision is the cohort of pupils placed in {
INMSS sector. This sector includes many schools that speciali
very complex,s® | f f SRY QX RSy OS¢ FT2N¥a&
of pupils with these needs are smadlichthat it would not be
sensible or efficient for each local area to have their own provisi
and thus the INMSSs tend to operate on a regional basis, ta

he
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placements from many local areas. This often means that pupilsg

have to travel further from their lcal area, in many cases having |
access residential facilities at the school in question, which is
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placements. In some instances, these can be the right placem

for pupils with verycomplex needs. In other instances, however,

placements in this sector have to be sought due to gaps in Ic
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local mainstream or special schools.
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Considering the cohort of pupils placedIMMSSs provides some important evidence about the needs that are not
being met currently by the continuum of local services and provision and how that offer, particularly in local specia
schools, could be strengthened to meet those needs.

The data we hae had suggest that there are 136 young people with EHCPs made by Derbyshire placed in
INMSS provisionThis represents 4% of all young people with EHCPs in Derbyshire, which is lower than th

The overall numbers are not high by egarison to the national average, and the trend does not suggest
these numbers are rising exponentiallperbyshire placed 3.5% of all young people with EHCPs in INMSSs ir
2016, 4.3% in 2017, and 4% according to recent published and internal data. FuntbeBerbyshire placed

3% of young people for whom it made new EHCPs during the 2017 calendar year in INMSSs, compared to 3.

Currently, £5.7m from the high needs block is spent on placements in INMSSs, at an average cost of just
under £44,00(er pupil. Colleagues were keen for the new SEND and high needs strategy to focus on ensurin
that placements made in the INMSS sector were done for the right reasons, and for high needs block resourci
to be used wherever appropriate and possible to supgolutions to enable young people to be supported

As shown in the charts below, which are taken from internal LA eatanowthat young peopleplaced in
INMSSs are more likely to be older than the overall cohort of young peopléviaHCPgor example, only

13% of young people placed in INMSSs are of primary age (compared to 30% of young people with EHCP
Derbyshire provision), but 49% are of secondary age (compared to 44% in Derbyshire provision), 2% post
(compared to 15% iDerbyshire provision) and 13% pd<€ (compared to 10% in Derbyshire provision).

1
national average of 5.9%.
1
nationally.
1
in local provision.
1
1

The righthand chart below also suggests that young people placed INMSSs are more likely to have
communication & interaction or SEMH as their primary need3%, or 59 youngeople, have communication

& interaction as their primary need, while 30%, or 41 young people, have SEMH as their primary need. The:
figures are proportionately higher than young people with EHCPs in Derbyshire provision. These figure
correspond to the ihdings of research carried out by the Educational Psychology Service into the needs o
young people placed in the INMSS sector. This study found 76% of young people in INMSSs had autism, 7
had challenging behaviour, and 59% had both. The study alsa finan41% of placements into the INMSS
sector involved a child moving directly from a mainstream school into the INMSS sector. Placemen
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breakdowns, lack of capacity in special schools (rather than dissatisfaction with the offer), a lack of therapeuti
sevices, and little capacity to develop support for children who it would be hard to accommodaie thigh
existing cohorts in special schools were often cited as the reasons for these placespatisl school leaders
also noted that the needs they fouridmostdifficult to meet were

0 the needs of children witltombinations ofcomplex needs, includingopmmunication & interaction
andmental health needs

o children requiringmore intensive adult support to manage social interactions and regulate their
behavour; and

o children with highfunctioning autism who required a very bespoke social environment combined with
a more academic curriculum.

% distribution of EHCPs by age, comparing % distribution of EHCPs by primary need,
INMSS and overall EHCPs comparing INMSS and overall EHCPs
100% 100%
90% 90%
80% 80%
70% 70%
60% 60%
49%
50% 1% 20% 43%
40% 40% Rl
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30% 259 30% 25%
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20% 5 5% Y 20% 0
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Early Years Primary Secondary Post-16 Post-19 Learning & Interaction
B OOC INMSS  ® Derbyshire EHCPs B OOC INMSS  m Derbyshire EHCPs

This does not suggest that Derbyshire simply requires more specialist provision for autism. As noted above, the
seems to be a lack of consistent understanding of autism in mainstream schools across the county, which may |
contributing to demand for pupils with autism to be placed in specialist settings. Developing more specialist provisio
for pupils with autism witbut addressing these underlying causes could simply exacerbate this trend. Instead, the
evidence gathered here suggests that there would be value in thinking about two ways in which the offer of speciali
provision might need to be reshaped in the future.

1. First, there would be value in thinking about how the special school offer could be deddtope able to
support pupils with more complex combinations of needs, which may include autism, complex social anc
sensory needs, and the need for smaller, more adapted learning environments.

2. Second, there would be value in considering the offer of sfisti@EMH provision within the county, given
the high proportion of young people with SEMH placed in INMSSs. The current offer of specialist SEM
provision currently goes up to Key Stage 3. Our evidence suggests tHeg%hef young people with SEMH
placal in INMSSs are in Key Stage 4. This may reflect that some of this need is being met thrgughdhte
centres Given that 78% of pupils with SEMH in INMSSs are of secemgiayr older, we suggest that there
would be value in thinking about the shapgttbe offer of local SEMH specialist provision, as well as the role
of the support centresand the commissioning of INMSSs for highly specialised placements.

Overall, as shown in the chaselow, there was a strong view among providers that there wascootently the right

offer of specialist provision in Derbyshire: 70% of providers disagreed or strongly disagreed that there was current
the right offer of specialist provision, while professionals in central services were split on this question (4860 agr
while 45% disagreed). It should be noted that there was a strong theme running through the responses, particular
from mainstream schools, that there was insufficient special school provision in Derbyshire. While it is the case th.
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Derbyshire placea smaller proportion of children with EHCPs in special schools and has proportionately fewer specic
school places than is the case nationalys is not necessarily something tistriategic leaders should aim to chantfe.

In part, this is because one S Nb &8 a KANBE Qa adNF S3AO0 FAYa A& G2 F2aGS
well supported in mainstream schools. The fact that Derbydiasa higher proportion of young people with EHCPs

in mainstream settings (50% compared to 35% natighaind a lower proportion in special schools (28.2% compared
to 34.8% nationally) is a significant feature of thelusivelocal system and one strategic leadershib maintain.

There is the need to involve special school leaders more directly in
decisions about placements of young people with the most
complex needs and in shaping the overall special school offer at a
strategic level

While Derbyshire places a smaller proportion of pupils with EHCPs in
INMSSs, and the rate has reduced in the lagiryeur evidence
suggests that some of these placements have been made not
because they were judged by professionals or chosen by parents as
the right placement, but due to a lack of places or gaps in local
provision. This suggests that, with a differentjore flexible and
joined-up multragency approach, there may be scope to consider
what alternative bespoke placements and packages of support could
be developed to support young people with the most complex needs
within Derbyshire.

At present, special sclobleaders do not have a means to come

together as a group and with other agencies to consider what could be done to find a local alternative where a chil
may have to be placed in the independent sector due to a lack of suitable provismur. nationaresearch, we have
described models developed in areas such as Manchester that seek to empower special school leaders to consi
how they could provide more bespoke packages of suppbiiese models involve providing special school leaders
with some addiional resourcéfrom what would otherwise be spent on cof-area placements), and withput from

other agencies, toevelop alternatives thavoid pupils having to be placed in the independent sector and away from
their local community where this is niidged to be the most appropriate placement for that young person. There
was strong appetite for developirsyich arapproachin Derbyshire thatvould enable special school leaders and other
partners to consider alternative bespoke packages of support ¢batd utilise the expertise of local services and
schools. Our discussions with special school colleagues and strategic partners suggested this might have two eleme

a. A complex placements partnershig this would be a meeting of special school headteashor those with
delegated decisiomaking responsibility) that would take place hédfrmly, as appropriate The partnership
would then look atcases of pupils where an INMSS placement was being considered or where a pupil wa
coming up to a key trarntsdn point and, with the support of other agencies, would consider if the resources
GKFO YAIKG KFEGS G2 6S F2dzyR (2 LI & F2N G§KS Lzl
alternative package of support. Some of these discussions take pleady through central complex
placements panels and parts of the work of ®END commissioning huBur suggestion is that this discussion
needs to be broadened out to include special schools, and for the process to be designed so as to empow
speciakchool leaders to be able to use resources to consider and develop alternative packages. (We note th:
this will also require stronger support for the reintegration of pupils from special schools to mainstream
schools, to create the capacity within spedahools to support young people who would otherwise have to
be placed oubf-county and/or in the independent sector due to a lack of local alternatives.)

b. A strategic engagement about shaping the future offer of specialist provision in Derbyshaethe same
time, there would be value in having a strategic engagement with special school leaders (and potentially a

16 Our analysis of the number of high needs placed commissioned in special schools relative to the pupil population sugges
Derbyshire commissions 46 pi® special school places and 52 pt6tspecial school places ped,@200 pupils, compared to 80
pre-16 special school places and 80 pb6tspecial school places nationally.
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