CCMS Circular 2005/44                                               December 2005
To:   Chairpersons of Boards of Governors and

         Principals of Catholic Maintained Schools
Dear Colleague

RE :  Pastoral Care and Special Education Survey:

         A summary of the Primary Schools Responses.

In 2004 the CCMS conducted a survey of Pastoral Care and Special

Educational Needs in Maintained schools across Northern Ireland.
This circular present a summary of the information on the Primary

schools responses only and recommendations for future development.

A questionnaire was issued to 139 schools across a range of schools. 

The random sample consisted of 102 Primary schools which included

Nursery schools, schools with nursery units and 37 Post Primary schools.

There was a very high return rate from the Primary Sector with 68 Primary 
schools (66% return) providing responses.

We would wish to thank all those schools who gave the time and commitment

to respond and provide us with very useful information for future planning.
The full report of the findings of the survey  can be obtained from policy
officers in the Down and Connor office.

This summary reflects a great deal of very good practice in the areas of 

Pastoral Care and Special Needs and we hope you find it useful.

Yours faithfully
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Mrs Margaret Cooper

Education Adviser

Down & Connor Diocesan Education Office

193-195 Donegall Street

Belfast 

BT1 2FL
Pastoral Development and Special Education Survey
Primary Sector Responses 

1.0 Introduction and Rationale

1.1    This is a summary of the findings of a survey sent to schools in the year 2004 to 

gather data on a range of Pastoral Care Issues and Special Education. This presents information on the Primary Schools responses only.

1.2 The questionnaire was issued to 139 schools across Northern Ireland. The schools
         ranged from those providing education from nursery level provision to post 16 
         provision.  The random sample included 37 post primary schools (26.6%) and 102
         primary schools (73.3%). The questionnaire contained 7 sections which asked for 
         information on Drugs, RSE, Teenage Pregnancy, Parenting,   

         Suspensions/Expulsions, Child Protection and Special Education. In addition it 
         included a section on general information about the schools.

1.3    Schools completed the questionnaire confidentially and in total 89 questionnaires

were returned. These included 21 post primary schools (56.7% return) and 68 primary schools (66% return). This represents a very high return rate and we would wish to thank all those schools who took the opportunity to respond and provide us with some very useful information for future planning.
2.0    Primary Questionnaire Results 

2.1 General Information
         The schools who responded were from the five Dioceses with, Down & Connor 
         returning the highest number of responses, 27 schools (40%). The sample is 
         representative of the five Education and Library Boards with  SEELB returning the 
         highest number of replies, 22 schools (32%)
2.2 The schools which responded included a wide range of size and type and took account of social deprivation levels. Of the 68 primary schools only 13 (19%) have nursery provision; 12 schools ( 18%) still have reception provision and only 2 schools ( 3%)  have special needs units.  This would suggest that this is a random sample which should be generally representative of all Catholic Maintained primary schools in N. Ireland.  
   Section One Drugs
3.1    The survey showed a positive situation in terms of policy and education, 45 (66%)             

         schools have a drugs policy and of those 41 schools deliver some drugs education

         to KS2 classes. However it would be desirable that all schools deliver drugs 
         education given the increasing availability of drug and sustained media attention to
        drugs misuse. The earlier that healthy drugs messages are presented to children the 
         more effective they will be.
3.2    There appears to be an issue around staff being confident about teaching drugs
         education. Of those schools who had a policy only 24 reported they were
         confident. Schools indicated the kind of support they think would help them
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3.3    This shows that schools are open to support about drugs education. There may be an

         issue about the quality and availability of training schools will be able to access in 

         the future given the current financial climate

3.4    The survey raised some questions about the number of incidents of drugs misuse  

         and the procedure applied to deal with them. It is positive to note that only 2 
         incidents were reported over the last two years with the children involved 

         receiving education, counselling and suspensions for the offences.
3.5   When asked about zero tolerance of drugs 60 (86%) of schools responded, indicating  

   that this is a sensitive issue. Nearly half the sample 30 (44%) schools agreed with 

   zero tolerance. This could be an indication that primary schools would be 

   concerned that drugs misuse would become a problem for their schools. A further

  17 (25%) schools responded with the view that the specific circumstances need to be 

  considered. There is a need for training and support for schools in relation to zero  

  tolerance.
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3.6   In summary:

  In general the survey indicated that while most primary schools have not had to deal 
  with drugs misuse to date they hold strong views on the issue.

· Further work needs to be done to ensure that all schools have a drugs policy and offer drugs education as part of the curriculum. 
· There is a need for further training for teachers and the development of better co-operation with other appropriate outside agencies to aid delivery of quality drugs education.
· It is positive to acknowledge that primary schools are still relatively drug misuse free.

· There is a need to offer guidance, support and training around the issue of zero tolerance of drugs misuse for teachers and Governors which is in keeping with the Catholic ethos of providing an embracing, inclusive approach to education.
4.0     Section 2: Relationships and Sexuality Education (RSE)
4.1 It is a matter of concern that only 30 (44%) schools reported that they offer an RSE 

programme within the curriculum and most of those do so only to years 6 & 7. This is a matter which needs to be addressed as the delivery of RSE is a statutory requirement.

4.2 Of those who do offer RSE only 10 (33%) schools have the programme delivered by the class teachers while the majority relies on using outside agencies. Schools clearly need additional support to address the apparent teacher reluctance to deliver this part of the curriculum. CCEA is currently piloting a RSE primary programme called Walk Tall and hopefully when it is available this should increase teacher confidence in delivering RSE.
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4.3  Figure 3 indicates that schools rely heavily on the School Nurses Service (55%) for additional delivery of RSE. However, when using any outside agency, schools must ensure the RSE is being delivered within the ethos of the school. Schools also use SELB and Love for Life as RSE providers (40%) and it would appear that they are one and the same. The concern here is that the Love for Life’s funding is being withdrawn and this will impact significantly on delivery.

4.4 Schools cite various difficulties around delivering RSE. Staff reticence being the 
main difficulty however it is not clear if this is a training issue or a more person specific issue. If it is a training issue schools will have to access support from other than ELBs as their training priority for the next few years will be focused on the New Curriculum.
4.5 It is clear that all schools must accept that delivery of age appropriate quality RSE is their responsibility. Schools must be encouraged to appreciate that if they do not teach their pupils about RSE in a family Christian framework the children will take their views from the media, advertising and society at large.
4.6 In summary
There is much good work being done in the area of RSE but it needs expanded.
· All schools must implement their statutory requirement to deliver RSE as part of the curriculum.

· Schools using outside agencies to aid delivery of RSE must ensure that the programme being delivered is in keeping with the school’s ethos.

· There is a teacher training need around RSE which must to be addressed. It is unlikely that ELBs will focus on RSE for some years, given the demands of the New Curriculum, and therefore other training sources need to be found
5.0    Section 3:  Parenting 
5.1 The survey showed a positive situation in terms of providing courses for parents.  

39 (65%) schools offer courses for parents on a wide variety of topics. Schools appear to have an increasing awareness of the advantages of developing good relationships with parent and of the need to involve them in assisting with their children’s education. 
5.2 The data indicated a wide variation on the attendance of parents at courses. The best 

attended courses were those that were curriculum specific such as numeracy or were directed towards early development and helping children make a good start at school.  
5.3 The survey would indicate  a correlation between high parental attendance and good 

         school/parent body relationships, relevant courses being offered and motivated 
         parents. Where parental attendance is less than 50% there appears to be need for 
         stronger links with parents to be established. 
5.4 It is positive to note that, 18 (46%) schools consulted parents about courses and there is a link between parental consultation and high attendance. Involving parents in the identification of courses relevant to them is a key determinant of success.
In summary:

        Many schools have a positive experience of offering courses for parents. Further

        improvement is in relation to the following points.

· For best attendance and involvement, schools should consult parents on the type of courses they would like.
· Schools with well attended courses are those with strong links with their parent body.
· The best attended courses are those that build parent competences and are related to their children’s progress.
6.0 Section 4  Suspension and Expulsions 
6.1    The survey showed 58 (85%) schools have suspensions and expulsions as sanctions
         within their discipline policy. There were 46 suspensions and 2 expulsions reported 
         overall in the past year. However all schools should have suspensions/expulsions 
         sanctions included in their discipline policies in case of requirement.
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6.2    The majority of the suspensions which did occur were the result of verbal abuse to 

         staff, physical assault on pupils and repeated breach of school rules. There is no 
         correlation between suspensions/expulsions and school type, location or FSM.
6.3   There were only 2 expulsions reported and although 2 expulsions is a small number 
        it is a matter of concern given that these pupils may find it difficult to find another 
       school placement which would in the long term have a significant impact on their
 educational and social development.
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6.4   Schools use a variety of procedures for assisting pupils returning from suspensions 
        but the majority of measures are based on reminders about the need for compliance. 
        They usually involve pupils and or parents meeting with the principal or teacher. 
        Only a very small number of schools looked at the issue from a more pastoral
        perspective involving new beginning, review behaviour, supports units etc.

6.5  Only 4 schools answered the questions on the CCMS suspensions/ expulsions policy 

 which could imply that primary schools are not aware of the policy or are happy with

  it.  

6.6   In summary:

      In general the survey indicated that schools were increasingly having to deal with the 

      issue of suspensions and expulsions generally as a result of poor behaviour.
· All schools should have suspension/expulsion sanctions included in their discipline policy

· Schools should develop a positive behaviour culture which may help to reduce the need to suspend or expel any pupil.

· Schools use a variety of procedures to re-integrate pupils based on compliance and it may be more effective to adopt a pastoral approach to this issue. 

7.0 Section 5 Child Protection
7.1  It is positive that all schools reported that they have a Designated and Deputy 

       Designated Teacher. However only 16 schools pay a separate allowance for Child 
           Protection responsibility.  Most schools include it as part of other duties.

7.2      In the majority of schools, Child Protection is a role attached to other duties. In 14 
           schools there is no management allowance allocated to Child Protection
           responsibility at all.  It would appear that there is a need for some schools to 
           consider the importance of child protection and re-examine their management 
           structures and procedures.

7.3     Schools reported a small number of child protection referrals with 127 concerns

          being noted in the past year. This seems a small number and may indicate that
          schools are only aware of the most extreme child protection issues. This would 

          need to be identified in training. Only 59(46%) cases were referred on to Social 

          Services which appears to be a very low referral rate but it does shows the
         beginning of collaborative working.

7.4    There is a huge variation in reported training for Designated and Deputy 

         Designated Teachers. A matter of concern is that 14 (21%)  Designated Teachers  

         and 28 (41%) Deputy Designated Teachers have had no training in the past two 

         years. This indicates a serious lack of training in designated staff.
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7.5    The figures are equally poor for teaching staff.  23 ( 34%) schools reported that

         they had no training for staff in the past two years and if this figure is added to the 

         the non response of 7 (10%) schools then it could be the case that two fifths of 
         schools have provided no child protection training to staff in the past two years.
7.6    The situation with non teaching staff is equally inadequate. The figures show that
         25 (37%) schools have not provided any Child Protection training in the past two 

         years and when this figure is added to the non response of 7 (10%) then it appears 
         that nearly a half of schools have non teaching staff who have received no training. 
         Although non teaching staff are not CCMS employees this essential lack of training 
         has implication for Catholic Maintained schools. This matter needs to be referred to
         the  ELBs who are the employers of non teaching staff in the Maintained sector and 
         are generally responsible for training and support.
7.7   It is positive that 42 (62%) schools reported that they offered aspects of child 

        protection/safety as part of the curriculum. These aspects were mostly to do with 

        Circle Time, Kidscape and various road and fire procedures. It is positive to see 

        that 10 (24%) schools used the PSNI as part of their safety curriculum.
7.8   In summary
  There may be an assumption within schools that because Child Protection has been

  so focused on in the past years that this area no longer needs continual attention.

        However the data does not show this to be the case.

· The Designated Teacher should be someone at senior level who has a paid responsibility for Child Protection, including monitoring and training requirements

· It would need to be explored why schools are identifying such low levels of referrals and whether this may be linked to training

· The fact that schools are only referring less that half of the reported cases to Social Services  is concerning and again has implications for training.

· The variation and lack of Child Protection training in schools is a huge concern and needs to be addressed.

· The lack of training for non teaching staff not under CCMS employment needs to examined . 

8.0      Section 6: Special Educational Needs
8.1 The importance of Special Needs is reflected in that 67 (99%) schools reported that they had a SENCO. However only 37 (55%) schools have allocated a management allowance for this post. This figure would include small schools that would not have a management structure that would permit a separate SENCO allowance.

8.2 It is positive that 22 (32%) schools reported that they have full or part time learning support teachers. Of those 22 schools, only 7 have full time Special Needs teachers and this would appear to be limited given that over half the schools in the survey had pupil enrolments of 250 -500. The need to allocate more teaching time to Special Needs may be an issue. 
8.3 It is a concern that less than half of the schools 30 (44%) reported having classroom assistant/non teaching staff to support pupils with SEN. In addition there is variation from school to school in the way non/teaching staff are managed as this ranged from Principal to Executive Officer. 3 schools reported a no response and there would be concern that this indicates that some non teaching staff are not being line managed.                                                               
8.4 The main challenges for schools with classroom assistants were around the difficulties 

of accessing training for non teaching staff, line management issues and ensuring everyone understands their role.

8.5 Schools reported very positively on the opportunities afforded by having non teaching staff.  

           The main advantages listed were assisting with SEN pupils; building relationships with the
           pupils and supporting and allowing the teachers more time to teach. Schools clearly
           appreciate having non-teaching staff support.

8.6 On the matter of disability access 10 (15%) schools reported being accessible to pupils with a physical disability. This would be reflective of the Maintained primary sector has a whole.

8.7 The data showed that 8 (12%) schools have had their staff trained in disability awareness 
while a further 17 (25%) schools feel that their staff would benefit from such training.
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8.8 The schools stated that disability training would help staff to have a greater awareness of needs and would develop skills in managing disabled pupils.  Clearly the uptake of disability awareness training must become more wide spread with the coming on line of SEND legislation. This is further complicated as classrooms assistants are ELBs employees but CASS has no remit to train them.

8.9 Schools views on the move towards further inclusion of SEN pupils was disappointing.   Only 27 schools agreed with inclusion. Schools cited lack of trained staff, building resources and the need for more classroom assistants as the main challenges for inclusion.  The effect of inclusion on other pupils was reported by only 10 schools. It would seem that this aspect should have been the most important. It would appear that many schools have difficulty embracing the inclusion aspect of the Catholic ethos.
8.10 In summary

· There is a need for schools to assess their management structures to reflect the importance of Special Needs.
· There is a concern that schools need to assess the Special Needs teaching time allocated to pupils with SEN.

· The management and training of classroom assistants needs to be standardized. 

· There is a significant need for more disability awareness training to be made available, currently only 12% of primary staff are trained.
· The Catholic Maintained sector’s commitment to inclusion is not being reflected in practice in that only 44% of primary schools agree with inclusion.

9.0    Recommendations
There is clearly a great deal of good practice in the pastoral care systems of Maintained primary schools. This is regularly affirmed in repeated ETI inspection reports. That said, there is much which still needs to be done if our schools are to live up to the Catholic ethos of developing every pupil to their full potential in an embracing, inclusive education system. The following recommendations are made to aid further improvements

9.1 All schools should have a drugs policy and should be delivering age appropriate drugs
      education as part of the curriculum.

9.2 Where schools use outside agencies for drugs education there should be a clear remit 
      drawn up to ensure that the drugs education being delivered is in keeping with the 
      school’s ethos.

9.3 Policy officers should provide Governors with guidance on the issue of zero tolerance

9.4 Governors should ensure that all schools comply with their statutory requirement to 
      deliver RSE

9.5 Policy officers should issue guidance to Governors on the use of outside agencies to 
     deliver RSE to ensure that all teaching is within the Catholic ethos.

9.6 ELBs should review their services to address the clear training needs in relation to
      RSE.

9.7 Alternative training providers need to be resourced if the ELBs cannot meet the need.

9.8 Governors should regularly review the involvement of their parent body in parenting 
      courses and have this aspect included in the school development plan.
9.9 Governors should review their suspension/expulsions policies and procedures and  

      regularly monitor their school’s  re-integration measures.

9.10  All school management structures should reflect the importance of the Child Protection responsibility.
9.11 Policy officers should liaise with ELB trainers to clarify if the training being provided is related to why schools are picking up low level of Child Protection concerns and why so few concerns are being passed on to Social Services.

9.12  Principals must ensure that Child Protection training for staff is kept up to date and monitored.

9.13  Policy officers should liaise with ELBs about Maintained schools’ concerns of the training needs of their non teaching staff.  

9.14  Governors should ensure that the school management structure reflects the importance of the role of Special Needs.

9.15  Diocesan teams should liaise with ELB’s staff to draw up guidance on the management and provision of training needs of classroom assistants.

9.16   Principals should ensure that their staff have availed of disability awareness training.

9.17  Diocesan Teams should regularly review the inclusion levels of the schools within their Diocese.

9.18  Policy officers should provide Governors with Pastoral Care guidelines which would 
       permit a school to self evaluate their current practice and give suggestion for further

       development in keeping with the Catholic Ethos
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