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Introduction

The Scottish Executive has identified raising standards through target setting
as a major initiative. Following the framework set out in the p&péing
Standards — Raising Standards in Sch¢8IOED, 1998a), it was decided to

set targets for schools in relation to the 5-14 programme and SQA awards, and
in 1998 support packs were produced for primary and secondary schools. In
line with the Scottish Executive’s social inclusion agenda, it was decided to
include children with special educational needs (SEN) in the target-setting
initiative and the papdRaising Standards: Setting Targets for Pupils with
Special Educational NeedSOEID, 1999) described how this was to be done.
In November 1999, a support pack in relation to special educational needs
was produced and circulated to all scho®aiging Standards — Setting

Targets Support Pack: Special Educational Ne&EED, 1999).

The support pack suggested that Individualised Educational Programmes
(IEP) should be opened for all children in special schools and units and all
children with Records of Needs (RoN) in mainstream schools. In addition,
children in mainstream schools who do not have RoNs but require ‘significant
planned intervention’ should have IEPs with targets.

Targets should be set in one or more of the following curriculum areas:
communication and language, numeracy, personal and social development.
Subject departments in secondary schools should only be involved in planning
the IEP and inserting targets if these contributed significantly to meeting the
pupils’ special educational needs.

The number of long-term targets, to be achieved during the course of a school
session, could range from 1-2 targets within one area of the curriculum to
8-12 or more targets across three areas of the curriculum. The long-term
targets for each pupil were to be broken down into about four short-term
targets, each of which should be covered in 6-8 weeks.

In October each year, the progress of pupils in relation to the long-term targets
should be reported to the Scottish Executive and the Education Authority, and

new long-term targets set. Schools were given advice about how percentages

of targets achieved were to be reported to their authorities.

The target-setting initiative was phased in, with only schools which
considered they were ready being fully involved in the first phase, from April
1999 to the end of session 1999/2000. A number of schools involved in the
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first phase from April 1999 set targets for 2000 and more schools joined in
August 1999. All received support from national development officers.
Schools not involved in the first phase were expected to use this time to
consider the implications of the initiative for their schools and to plan and
implement any required action through their 1999-2000 development plan.
From April 2000, all schools were expected to collate information derived
from pupil reviews and individual planning meetings in order to develop
statements of long-term targets with appropriate success criteria. By August
2000, all schools should have been working towards agreed targets and have
systems in place to track progress. However, when our study took place
mainstream schools, most of which had not participated in the pilot phase one,
were generally much further behind in introducing IEPs with targets than
special schools and units.

During the course of this study a national staff development initiative

‘Success for All’ was implemented to provide advice to schools and education
authorities on the effective use of IEPs. Some of the issues raised in this study
are being progressed through this initiative.

Research aims

The Scottish Executive Education Department identified four aims which it
wished the research to address. Each aim implied a number of research
guestions which are set out below.

Research Aim 1To identify examples of the effective use of IEPs in both
special schools and units

Research questions:

. how widely are IEPs currently being used in mainstream and special
settings?

. what sorts of IEPs (as indicated on the dimensions set out above) are
currently in use

. how do these uses vary in accordance with different ‘types’ of SEN and
different school contexts?

. what rationales are offered by teachers and other stakeholders for the
use of IEPs in general and for variations of IEPs types in particular?

. how fully are IEPs implemented in different settings and what facilitates
or inhibits their implementation?

. what sorts of effects do IEPs have on pedagogy and curriculum in
different contexts?

. what level of satisfaction do different stakeholders express?

. what evidence is there of the effectiveness of IEPs as a whole and
different ‘types’ of IEPs in particular in raising pupil attainment?



Research aim Zio compare this with the use of IEPs with a small sample of
children with special educational needs in mainstream education

Research questions:

how widely are IEPs currently being used for children with RoNs and
with SEN but no Records in mainstream settings?

how do they differ from IEPs in special settings?
how are decisions made about who will or will not have an IEP?

how are IEPs related to other forms of planning and target setting in
mainstream schools?

Research aim 3o explore the relationship between IEPs and raising
attainment.

Research questions:

in what ways do schools link their use of IEPs to their wider strategies
for raising pupil attainment?

what evidence is there that schools which use IEPs in a coherent manner
also generate higher attainments amongst their pupils?

is there any evidence that certain types and uses of IEPs might detract
from pupil attainment (eg by increasing the bureaucratic burden on
teachers or by lowering expectations)?

to what extent may IEPs provide the basis for benchmarks which may
be used to compare the effectiveness of particular schools and sectors
for children with similar ‘types’ of SEN?

Research aim 4fo make recommendations for the effective use of IEPs.

Research questions:

what are the perceptions of a range of stakeholders (Scottish Executive,
local authorities, schools, parents) about the purpose of IEPs? Is there a
consensus view or do different groups regard IEPs as serving different
functions?

in the light of perceptions of the purpose(s) of IEPs and current uses,
what are the areas in which guidance is needed e.g. in relation to IEP
focus and format, pupil involvement, potential for comparability and
benchmarking, use of IEPs in mainstream settings?

in their present format, can IEPs be used to assess the delivery of best
value in provision for children with special educational needs and to
monitor efforts to raise standards? If not, and this is considered to be a
worthwhile objective, then what changes are needed?
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. what recommendations might be made about the format and content of
the parallel project currently under way to produce staff development
materials on IEPs?

Methodology

Part 1 Literature review

A review of the literature on IEPs was undertaken, focusing on the UK, but
also incorporating relevant literature from other countries where IEPs have
been established.

Part 2 Key informant interviews

Seventeen interviews were undertaken with key personnel to gather
information about policy and practice at national, education authority and
school levels. These included representatives from: HMI, SOEID, local
authorities and schools. The purpose of these interviews was primarily to
sensitise the research team to issues regarding IEPs prior to embarking on the
major fieldwork phase of the study.

Part 3 Questionnaire survey

To investigate policy and practice further, two questionnaires were
constructed, one for completion by special schools and units, a second for
completion by mainstream schools. Questionnaires were sent out to all special
schools and units in Scotland (n=224) and all secondary schools and a
proportion of primary schools in four education authorities (n=206), North
Ayrshire, North Lanarkshire, City of Dundee, and Scottish Borders (see table
1). Three reminders were sent at intervals. Overall, a 65% response rate was
achieved.

Table 1:Questionnaires sent out, number returned, and percentage response rate

Type of School/unit | Number of Completed % response
guestionnaires guestionnaires rate
sent received
Special 224 141 62.9
Mainstream 206 137 66.5
Total 430 278 64.7

Part 4 Pupil case studies

Schools were identified where there was evidence that IEPs were formulated
and used with clarity, thoroughness and coherence. Ten schools in four
authorities were selected and within each school four pupils were identified as
case studies. Thirty eight case studies were completed. Table 2 summarises
their difficulties and location.



Table 2 Location and difficulties of case study pupils

Location Nature of difficulty
Moderate |Social Physical/ | Language/| Specific | Severe/ Complex
Learning |Emotional |Sensory | Comm Learning | Profound | Learning
Difficulties |Behavioural|lmpairment Difficulties Difficulties Learning  Difficulties/
Difficulties Difficulties Multiple
Impair-
ments
Special School 3 2 0 0 0 5 1
Special Unit 7 1 0 2 2 5 1
Mainstream 1 3 4 0 1 0 0

Note: Half of the pupils were in P4 and half in S2

In addition to observation, interviews were conducted with key professionals,
the parents and, where possible, the child to elicit information on the processes
of IEP formulation, monitoring and review and the collation and reporting of
targets.

Summary of findings

The literature review, covering UK, European and US sources, identified
pedagogical and policy influences on the development of IEPs and noted
issues affecting their implementation. Broad influences included the following:

. The impact of behavioural psychology on the field of SEN, with a focus
on learning objectives

. Moves towards curriculum regulation
. A new emphasis on accountability and audit
. Parental rights and the advent of consumerism in public services.

Practical issues in the implementation of IEPs included the following:

. Debates over appropriate format and the extent of prescription

. The extent to which IEPs should dictate curriculum and pedagogy at the
expense of teacher discretion

. Specific issues in implementing IEPs in special, mainstream, primary
and secondary settings, in particular the role of subject specialists and
dedicated SEN staff

. The use of targets as a means of audit and the wider impact on teaching
and learning

. Difficulties in working with multi-disciplinary teams, parents and pupils

In the European literature, many countries share the same concerns with regard
to IEP implementation. There are worries about the amount of time involved in
developing and reviewing IEPs. In addition, there are fears that targets set
within IEPs may lead to a narrowing of the curriculum. Teachers may focus on
aspects of the curriculum which can be reduced to simple learning objectives,
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learning experience?
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USA?
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ignoring those where it is more difficult to say whether the child can or cannot
achieve them. There are also concerns about whether targets can capture the
experience of children with autistic-spectrum disorder, whose ability to
complete a task successfully may vary from day to day.

In the USA, the functions of a RoN are combined with those of an IEP and

since their inception in the 1970s, there has been a focus on accountability.
However, even here there is little literature on links between setting targets
and raising standards.

Key informant interviews were used to compare the perspectives of different
interest groups and identified the following concerns and issues from a range
of perspectives:

. Scottish Executive respondents had various views of IEPs. From an
Audit Unit perspective, IEPs were seen as instruments to raise standards
and audit outcomes. Resistance to the use of SMART targets and the
accountability agenda was anticipated.

. A view from HMI was that IEPs should be used within a school
improvement framework to focus and monitor the teaching of children
with SEN.

. Headteachers and Education Authorities were concerned about issues of
workload and wished for more precise guidance and training.

. There was uncertainty over the proportion and characteristics of pupils
who should receive an IEP.

. A minority EA view was that IEPs might replace RoNs.

. IEPs were regarded as a useful management tool to raise standards, but
the process of audit was seen as the responsibility of SEED.

. EAs had no plans to moderate targets or hold schools accountable on the
basis of IEPs.

. \oluntary organisations were concerned about a potential narrowing of
the curriculum and they wanted wider involvement of parents and
children.

The questionnaire surveywas used to compare understandings of and
responses to IEPs in mainstream and special school settings. Table 3 shows
the number and percentage of pupils with RoNs and IEPs in different types of
school. It also shows the percentage of pupils in different settings who might
benefit from having an IEP, but who do not currently have one.



Table 3: Pupils with Records of Needs, special educational needs and IEPs in special and

mainstream settings

Special

Schools

Mainstream
Schools

Primary

Secondary | All

through

Primary | Secondary

Number of schools that returned
completed questionnaires

28

20

60

96 40

Mean number of pupils in school

36

57

60

208 840

Record of Needqs101/m127)

Number of schools that reported having
no pupils with a RoN

27 0

Mean % of pupils with RoN

73.3%

61.09

84.19

o 1.09 1.5%

SEN (s88/m117)

Number of schools that reported having
at least one pupil with sig. SEN but
no RoN

13

16

49

75 35

Mean % of pupils with SEN but
without a RoN

25.99

27.2%

16.2

b 6.1% 3.1%

IEP (s100/m129)

Number of schools that reported having
no IEPs

20 5

Mean % of pupilsith an IEP

97.0%

80.8%

96.3%

4.3% 2.4%

Number of schools that reported having
additional pupils who woulbenefit
from having an IEP but do not currently
have one. (s58/m75)

39 16

Mean % of pupils who would benefit
from IEP, but do not currently have one

0.3%

5.2%

1.99

2.2% 2.1%

this question.

Missing data: Percentage figures are percentage of schools that answered each question. The
are shown in brackets, e.g. (s30/m30) indicates that 30 special and 30 mainstream schools an

se figures
swered

Table 3 shows that about a quarter of pupils in special schools do not have a
RoN, which affects their legal right to multi-disciplinary assessment, regular
review and particular routes of appeal. Whilst a high proportion of pupils in
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primary and all through schools have IEPs, 20% of those in secondary special
schools do not have an IEP and 40% do not have a RoN. Many of these pupils
are likely to have social, emotional and behavioural difficulties. A lower
proportion of pupils in mainstream primary schools have a RoN compared

with mainstream secondary schools (1% c.f. 1.5%), but twice as many pupils
in mainstream primary schools have IEPs (4.3% c.f. 2.4%). In many schools,
respondents could identify pupils who would benefit from an IEP but did not
have one.

Table 4 summarises information included in IEPs in different settings.

Table 4:Information recorded on IEP in mainstream and special schools/units

Information included | Total Mainstream Special
in IEP form % Primary |Secondary| Primary | Secondary All-
(n=74) (n=18) (n=10) (n=15) (n=8) through
(n=23)
Personal details 98.6 18 10 15 7 23
Evaluation 95.9 17 10 13 8 23
Staff responsible for 87.8 16 10 14 7 18
implementing IEP
Strategy 85.1 17 10 12 5 19
Long-term goals 81.0 12 8 12 8 20
Short-term goals 79.7 12 8 11 7 21
SEN 74.3 11 9 11 7 17
Key individuals involved 64.9 9 7 10 6 16
in development of IEP
Resource implications | 62.2 16 4 9 4 13
Aptitudes and abilities |52.7 8 5 11 3 12
Parents’ input 324 3 4 6 2 9
Pupil’s input 14.9 3 1 4 0 3

Table 4 shows that any parents’ and pupils’ input into an IEP is often not

noted on the document. 62% of respondents said that resource implications
were noted. However, on the IEPs we collected whilst conducting the case
studies, it was clear that the resources related to school-based provision

e.g. a particular type of teaching material. Input by classroom assistants or
speech therapists was not recorded on IEPs, as recommended by Circular 4/96
(SOEID, 1996). Mainstream schools, in particular secondary schools,
appeared most confused about the purpose of IEPs. They felt too little time
was available to do them properly and that more support and training was
needed. Findings from the questionnaire survey and from scrutinising IEPs are
summarised below:

. There was confusion and inconsistency over which children should get
an IEP. Some children in special settings had neither a RoN nor an IEP.



IEPs were sometimes used in place of RoN.

Most IEPs did not involve a high degree of multi-disciplinary
collaboration.

Parents and pupils were not routinely involved in IEP production and
review.

Formats used within and between authorities varied greatly.

There was a greater emphasis on IEP production than review and
analysis.

There was suspicion of the accountability agenda.

Special schools and units were more likely than mainstream schools

to

set targets across the curriculum rather than in the three key areas only.

intractable and complex difficulties, such as autistic spectrum disorde

Most schools had difficulty setting SMART targets for pupils with more

r,

attention deficit disorder and complex, profound or multiple difficulties.

attracted no additional resources.

and non-pilot schools.

Mainstream schools generally found the initiative more difficult to fit
into existing practice then special schools and units.

Schools participating in the pilot phase in both mainstream and speci
sectors were more positive about the initiative.

Two key messages from the questionnaire survey are the following:

goals and achievements of pupils with SEN, but are more sceptical
about the wider accountability agenda.

Setting SMART targets had significant additional time implications, but

Additional guidance and training was desired particularly in mainstream

al

Most respondents believe IEPs are a useful means of focusing on the

Compared with mainstream schools, special schools and units gener,
have more positive attitudes towards, and appear to be coping better
with, the target-setting initiative associated with IEPs. Mainstream
schools with high levels of specialist support are also managing the
initiative effectively.

Case studiesvere used to explore the use of IEPs in special schools and U
and in a small sample of mainstream schools. Time was spent with the ch
in school in order to understand the educational context and interviews toc
place with all the key individuals involved in the construction and review of
IEPs. The main findings were:

IEPs were formatted in different ways, ranging from short, succinct
documents to lengthy and expansive booklets. Some of the short IER
whilst being used effectively within their particular context, omitted

éﬁgy do you think
mainstream schools,
in particular those at
secondary stage, hay
found the IEP
initiative difficult to
implement. Do these
rilidings have
|@nplications for
urrent moves toward
§1e inclusion of
children with SEN?
What changes within
the culture and
organisation of
Secondary schools
would make IEPs

(0]

(7]

vital information whilst the longer IEPs required a very significant timg¢

Leasier to manage?

investment.
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parents and
(particularly) children
were so little involved
in the process of
constructing and
reviewing IEPs? Whalt

could be done to make

IEPs more
participative
documents?

Is it appropriate that
teachers control the
development and
review of IEPs?
Should there be a
more active role for
other professionals
(e.g. health, social
work, speech
therapy)? If so, how
might this
involvement be
achieved?
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The highest degree of confidence and competence in implementing
target setting was found in schools involved in the pilot project and in
the central belt with greater access to national seminars.

Schools did not believe that collating targets could or should be used to
measure effectiveness.

Multi-disciplinary input was relatively rare and tended to be restricted to
professionals working with children on a day to day basis. Educational
psychologists were usually only involved in the annual review of the
RoN, where the IEP was also discussed. Health professionals had
virtually no input into IEPs.

Parents were generally not involved in IEP formulation and review.
Parents felt schools could do more to explain the purpose of the
documents.

Only a small number of examples were found of active pupil input.
Involving children with the most significant difficulties posed the most
serious problems.

Research aims revisited

Research Aims 1 & Zfo identify examples of the effective use of IEPs in both
special schools and units and to compare with a small sample of mainstream
schools

Examples of the effective use of IEPs in a special school, special unit
and in mainstream primary and secondary schools were identified. Each
example indicated where difficulties might arise in different settings.

In the special school, the IEP was very detailed but extremely time
consuming and questions were raised about its costs and benefits.

In the special unit, the very brief IEP omitted information on methods
and success criteria. Reviews of targets tended to use ‘rule of thumb’
judgements rather than hard measures.

In the mainstream secondary school, there were some problems in
managing liaison between SEN and mainstream staff.

Parents of case study pupils were aware of their children’s targets, but
were not closely involved in formulation or review.

Schools found it difficult to involve pupils in setting and reviewing
academic targets, but often tried to involve them in identifying
behavioural targets. The best example of engaging a pupil in setting and
working towards an IEP target was in a mainstream primary school
educating an able child with visual impairment.

Research aim 3o explore the relationship between IEPs and raising
attainment.

There was no hard evidence that IEPs raise attainment but a different
research design would be required to gather this. However, soft data
suggested a generally optimistic view of the initiative despite the
reservations indicated in earlier findings. A focus on the individual child
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was welcomed, and it was assumed this would improve practice.
Attempts to audit this improvement were treated with scepticism.

Research aim 4fo make recommendations for the effective use of IEPs.

. There is a need to provide clearer advice about which pupils should
receive a RoN and an IEP. The absence of IEPs for a fifth of children in
secondary special schools is particularly worrying. Clearer advice on
which children in mainstream schools should receive IEPs is needed.

Key issues for discussion

Maintaining curriculum balance

One key issue to consider is the impact that IEPs might have on the curricular
opportunities available to pupils. The dangers, as detailed in the literature, are
that the introduction of IEPs will lead to teachers limiting their setting of
targets to those areas of the curriculum which are most amenable to an
‘objectives approach’. Such a danger is likely to be increased if IEPs were to
be used as thenly means of achieving greater ‘accountability’ within

provision for special educational needs. If the achievement of IEP targets was
to be linked to overall school or individual teacher ‘effectiveness’ there is a
risk that teachers will limit the type of targets that are included to those areas
of the curriculum where there are more proven ‘technologies’ for delivering
progress. This could conflict with the policy of greater ‘inclusion’ of pupils

with special educational needs.

Useful checks and balances would be the following:

. Policy guidance on the areas of the curriculum in which targets were to
be set

. The assessment of effectiveness being based on a range of indicators
rather than relying solely on IEP targets

. A clear commitment from policy makers, regularly reinforced, on the
need for a balanced curriculum

. Dissemination of ‘good practice’ in the writing of IEPs to support those
institutions and individuals who were experiencing difficulties in writing
appropriate IEPs.

Achieving consistency whilst avoiding over prescription

A second key issue is a danger that unless the requirement to write IEPs is
reinforced through guidance or statute there may well be a lack of consistency
in their production and implementation. There is a dilemma in creating the
right balance between achieving, at least in the initial stages of
implementation, a level of consistency through prescribing the form and
content of IEPs with the maintenance of a sense of trust in professional
autonomy. There are, we suggest, a number of strategies that might be
adopted to help them ‘square this particular circle’. These include:

. Ensuring that any guidance that is issued reflects existing ‘best practice’
or has incorporated views of a wide range of practitioners.



12

Interchange 67

Raising Attainment of Pupils with Special Educational Needs

. Reviewing the process at regular intervals and being seen to respond
efficiently to emerging difficulties.

. Supporting practitioners and schools in the production, storing and
monitoring of IEPs through regular dissemination of innovative practice.

. Being sensitive to the prevailing culture(s) (professional and
community) by setting realistic expectations but indicating clearly the
direction of change that is required

. Recognising the point at which a level of guidance and prescription
appropriate for the initial stages of implementation becomes
burdensome and can be replaced with ‘lighter-touch’ policy.

Maximising the potential of IEPs whilst retaining clearly focused
objectives

This third issue concerns the potential that IEPs have for impacting on a wide
range of policy goals. IEPs, as we have seen, can be used for a number of
purposes and to serve a number of interests. They offer a number of
opportunities to policy makers, schools, teachers, as well as to parents, pupils
and other stakeholders. They can be used as a means of achieving greater
accountability and also as vehicles for enhancing parent and pupil
participation. Because of this there is a risk for confusion amongst
stakeholders over the particular purposes that are intended from the
introduction of IEPs. This is a need to see IEPs as part of an overall strategy
ensuring that the aims which are set for them are contextualised,
philosophically and temporally within the broader policy agenda. This can be
helped by:

. Having clear goals — long and short-term for IEPs and making these
objectives as clear as possible to all stakeholders from the outset.

. Making sure that the goals intended for IEPs can be mapped realistically
onto the overall education strategy (not just in terms of provision for
SEN)

. Creating the context for the extension of the use of IEPs by carefully
assessing the development needs of stakeholders and planning
appropriate training programmes.

Achieving wide ownership whilst creating manageable systems

Despite the ambition of the Scottish Executive that IEPs should be accessible
documents with input from a wide range of sources, it is evident that
ownership tends to rest with the teachers in the school. In mainstream
secondary, this tends to be limited to the learning support teacher. It is
important to find ways of involving a wider group of professionals, some of
whom have expert knowledge of appropriate teaching methods. It is also
important to engage parents and pupils more closely in the process. However,
issues of time and efficiency clearly arise here and it is necessary to achieve a
balance between ensuring wide involvement and keeping the requirements of
IEP production and review with reasonable bounds.
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Clarifying the function of IEPs and RoNs

In Scotland at the moment, there are ongoing debates about the future
functions of the RoN and the IEP and it has been suggested that IEPs might
replace RoNs. In advising on this, it is important to bear in mind the key
characteristics of a RoN which are not shared by an IEP. A RoN guarantees
multi-disciplinary input, whereas an IEP does not; a RoN requires parental
input whereas an IEP does not; a RoN provides grounds for appeal on a
number of counts, whereas an IEP does not. It is sometimes suggested that an
IEP is a more democratic and inclusive document than a RoN. However, this
research demonstrates that IEPs are used in different ways and in relation to
different groups of children by different authorities. They differ in format and
therefore it is very difficult to make cross-authority comparisons. They are
less likely to involve a range of professionals than RoN. They often do not
closely involve parents and pupils. Clarity about the respective functions of
the two documents is essential and safeguarding the rights of parents and
children should be paramount. In the light of the SEN and Disability Act, it
will be essential that arrangements in Scotland do not give parents and
children fewer rights than are available to parents and children in the rest of
the UK.

Clarifying the responsibilities of the Scottish Executive, Education
Authorities and Schools for embedding the initiative

A strong message from the research is that many schools felt they needed
further support to implement successfully IEPs linked to targets. The greater
confidence and competence of the schools involved in the pilot project
suggested by the survey data indicates that, for the initiative to achieve its
potential, ongoing training, support and guidance is required. Questions arise
about where the locus of responsibility for providing this ongoing support
rests. The message from schools and EAs, however, is that SEED should
continue to play a lead role in supporting the initiative. Some of the problems,
particularly in mainstream secondary schools, may be structural and in the
light of inclusion policies, they will require further thought and action.

Conclusion

In many ways the IEP initiative for children with special educational needs is
popular and is seen by many as offering the opportunity to raise educational
standards for this group. However, the initiative is part of the wider raising
standards agenda, which is clearly based on the external scrutiny of hard
measures of achievement. Further explanation of the raising standards
initiative for children with SEN, and discussion of its place within the wider
programme, would be helpful.

Mainstream schools, and particularly secondary schools, feel that more time is
required to implement the initiative effectively. Consideration needs to be
given to cultural and organisational features of secondary schools which pose
problems to the smooth implementation of IEPs, particularly in the light of
plans to include more children with SEN in mainstream.

A commonly reported fear is that the focus on SMART targets may mean that
wider teaching goals are obscured and education may be reduced to a
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mechanistic process which is readily captured in simply learning objectives.
On-going monitoring will reveal how IEPs affect teacher’s classroom practice
over time. A further cause for concern is that IEPs appear to involve a rather
narrow group of participants and parents and children are often not fully
engaged in the process. Clearly a balance needs to be struck between the need
to use time efficiently but also to ensure wide involvement in educational
planning for individual children. Finally, although the initiative has been

broadly welcomed as focusing attention on the educational experiences of
children with SEN, all schools feel that they require ongoing support and this
may be essential to the effective bedding down of the programme.
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