Minutes from CPH Primary Matters Meeting held 8th June 2011.
1. In attendance.

Jane Ridgewell (Chair), Andrew Marshall, Mark Ingham, Amelia Smith, Carol Browne, Jill Griffin, Julia Christy, Trudy Lower, Joy Denning, Debby Bailey, Catriona Mugglestone, Lillian Reading (sub for Merrydale Infants), Mary Ann Davies, Jane Gadsby, Sue Poole, Karen Hammond, Danny Bullock, Gillian Blatherwick, Alison Benson, Pam Weston (minutes).

2. Apologies.

Catherine Stretton, Gwyneth Cubison, Glyn Millinship, Debbie Fritche, Amanda Dhillon, Gita Patel, Billy Taylor, Lisa Turland, Barbara Kent.

3. Thank yous and good byes.

PW thanked Jane and Andrew for their hard work this year as Chairs of CPH.  PW also thanked everyone who has represented CPH at any level during the year.  These names were placed in a raffle and Mark Cosgrove was the lucky winner so he will be receiving a voucher for something nice!

Mary Ann Davies was congratulated on her new job in an international school in China.  Pete Wood from Knighton Fields will also be moving to the county to Holmfield.
4. Management Review Discussion.

PW explained that as the unions had called a collective dispute about the management review CYPS are not allowed to proceed with any actions.  However it had been agreed that Mel Meggs and David Thrussell, who are carrying out the review for CYPS could still attend today to briefly talk about the 21st Century Core Offer and then to listen to heads discussing some of the services they value.

Mel Meggs explained their roles in both the core off er review and how this related to the management review where they are trying to find management efficiencies to protect front line services.  It is also an aim to achieve better integration with a more flexible approach to management that will support the new core offer.

David Thrussell proposed that we send in questions, comments etc which will then be posted on the council website as part of review. He offered to come back and talk to heads again once the collective dispute has been resolved.  PW agreed to collate views from the meeting to add to CPH evidence and to send questions as suggested.

Views expressed at meeting about PBSS.
1. PBSS is highly effective.  
2. There is a risk that if it is taken into the neighbourhood there will be a massive negative impact on teaching and learning across primary schools across the city.  
3. There are growing numbers of children in our schools with behavioural issues - this is a national fact.  There are a growing number of statements that name behaviour as a primary need.  Schools need a dedicated service to support them in addressing this.
4. Management of PBSS play a key role in the SEN Management Reference Group – who will attend such meetings if PBSS are all in neighbourhood teams?

5. Heads are concerned that amidst national changes to SEN including re-categorisation of SEN the CYPS is planning to change effective practice which will be needed to translate national policy into city wide practice.

6. Behaviour is still going to be a key issue for Ofsted so schools need good support.

7. The fact that there have virtually been no permanent exclusions in primary schools for many years shows the effectiveness of the service.  Without this school facing service there will be more exclusions including permanent ones.

8.  PBSS has a good understanding and working relationship with schools.  They are able to handle ‘managed moves’ thus preventing permanent exclusions.  Without the management structure this would be down to individuals to manage and would not be as successful.  This overview of city children and city schools is vital to the success of PBSS.

9. Children develop behavioural issues at different points in their life so the service needs to be able to respond to this at different times in different ways.  For preschool children this may be case work for Family Support Workers for primary aged children this is PBSS.
10.  PBSS also deliver a huge amount of training.  This training has been positively evaluated by schools.  If this is withdrawn or completed by trainers who do not know the city it will not be as effective.  It is partly as a result of such training that exclusions are at zero.

11. If PBSS becomes less effective due to changes in management structure this will have a massive negative impact on staff morale and levels of stress. 
12. Many schools who have received team teach training from PBSS are using these techniques everyday to ‘cope with’ the disruptive children they have to work with.

13.   This will impact on morale and ultimately on recruitment to Leicester schools.  At the moment heads can offer teachers and other staff good support when they are dealing with difficult children, this will not be the case if the specialism of the team is lost. ( Research shows that specialisms are lost within 2 years when staff join generic teams.)

14. We risk a rise in the long term absence of staff if this effective team is removed.  This will be particularly true for heads who will ‘bear the brunt’ of their loss.

15. Heads do not believe that CYPS understand how much time heads already spend on behavioural issues in an attempt to keep children in schools and meet their needs.  Sometimes PBSS are counselling heads and keeping them in school as well.

16. Disruption takes heads away from other duties and particularly makes strategic work difficult.  This can only get worse if PBSS is weakened in any way.

17. Heads are furious at the timing of the review and the fact that schools were not consulted first.  This has already damaged a good team and damaged relationships between primary heads and CYPS.

18.    The PRU which is a part of PBSS does fantastic work and makes a huge difference to children and families.

19. CPH believe that PBSS actually needs an increase in funding to make it even more effective.  They believe that the work being undertaken as part of the Primary Behaviour Continuum Review proves this case.

20. There is a fear that peripheral services are being picked off without proper consultation. “This is an authority that doesn’t care about its workforce..”
21. The management of the PRU as part of PBSS is vital.  Heads do not always get what they want.  PBSS ensures that the child’s needs come first.  Although heads sometimes don’t like it they respect PBSS for this focus.

22. There is a risk that if changes are made to management of PBSS there will be a growing number of exclusions and this will ultimately lead to more children being placed outside the city.  This has generally been avoided in the primary sector so far.  The costs of these out of city placements will far outweigh the costs of the management team as presently configured.  There will also be a personal cost to the children and families thus affected.

23. Heads believe that CYPS are not aware that PBSS supports the nurture facilities in both primary and secondary schools which have been evaluated as very effective both locally and nationally.  One head stated that PBSS ‘seriously know what’s going on in our nurture group..’
24. A new head spoke about the real support she has been offered by PBSS a ‘personal touch’ not available from many other services.

25. Heads expressed a view that they need more evidence that the neighbourhood teams are effective.  Adding to these should not be rushed. ( Mel Meggs offered to show heads evidence that neighbourhood teams are effective.  Heads asked why they hadn’t seen these before.)
26. Heads are not convinced that neighbourhood managers have right background and expertise to manage PBSS effectively, they have not worked in schools and do not understand all the roles that PBSS undertake.
27. Heads believe that children are arriving at school ‘less prepared than ever.’
28. It was suggested that CYPS misunderstood the roles of managers within PBSS.  They are very much ‘hands on’.  Each has a case load as well as management and training responsibilities.  If these posts are deleted there will not be enough to take over the case loads presently carried.
29. Heads reminded CYPS that PBSS support transition at Y7.  They work with children in Y7 up until half term of the Autumn Term to ensure children settle well.  Without this work more children would ‘fail’ at secondary transfer.  This is all organised by the management team re-focusing support to match need. 
30. When certain schools are under pressure as often happens PBSS move their resources around to support that school.  If the team are split up and placed in a neighbourhood this will not reflect the differences across the city and the differences schools face at different times.  Flexibility and effectiveness will be lost. 
31. It was stated that ‘The management of this review has been atrocious.’

Views expressed about EWS.

Many heads can see that EWOs could work in neighbourhood teams effectively however they are concerned that if the management structure is changed the strategic role of the EWS may be lost.
1. Schools will still be judged by Ofsted on attendance so it is important that someone in the city has an overview of these issues.
2. The EWS send out advice regularly ( e.g. on codings) and produce policies etc.  Who will do this in the future?
3. There is a clear link between attendance and achievement.  This city needs to raise achievement and close the gap – how will it do this if it loses its focus on attendance?
4. This is a turbulent city will this be reflected in the allocation or resources and management structure?
PW pointed out that she had just received some paperwork from CBII.  This will be attached to next week’s newsletter.  Any comments about CBII to PW by e mail please.
5. Admission of 3 year olds – Val Mc Carthy.

Val talked about the long consultation period that had resulted in this change to practice and about CPH’s inclusion in that consultation.

Val showed some slides and talked to these detailing what the changes are and why they are happening.  This is mainly due to the changes in funding for F1 and schools being able to admit in line with PVI settings.

Several heads have been to their neighbourhood meetings and found these useful.  Val urged everyone to either attend or send a rep.

Val agreed to follow up with Kate McGee the dates for the counts of 3 year old admissions.

There was some further discussion about admissions to F2.  Val wants to work on this next!  Any comments about anomalies in F1 and F2 numbers and problems around F2 admissions please send to PW who will collate for Val.
