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  Richard Rieser Disability Equality

              www.worldofinclusion.com
                     Unit 4X, Leroy House, London N1 3QP, UK   +44(0)207 359 2855

                      e-mail  richardrieser@worldofinclusion.com   Mobile +44(0)7715 420 727
An Evaluation of School Disability Equality Schemes(DES) in a London Borough    July 2009

1. Sixty six schemes were sent in by Schools to  Children and Families and passed on to be evaluated. Later a further 4 were sent in by schools. Each scheme was read and assessed against the criteria developed in work done in 2008 –‘The Impact of the Duty to promote Disability Equality in Schools in England : A Report to the Secretary of State’  Richard Rieser. 

2. 2. This report is available on–line at http://www.worldofinclusion.com/res/impact/dpdes.doc 

3. The outcomes of this research were incorporated in the Secretary of States Report Dec.2008 http://209.85.229.132/search?q=cache:thWyY-3ryzcJ:www.dius.gov.uk/publications/documents/Corporate/Equality%2520and%2520Diversity/D
4. Outcome of analysis of 50 primary DESs for Secretary of State’s Report.
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5.  The framework used was slightly adjusted to include procurement and schools were scored out of 50. To score 50 a school Disability Equality Scheme (DES) had to demonstrate that the scheme met all the requirements laid out in the Disability Rights Commission Code of Practice on Implementing the Public Duty, 2006.
6. This requires a scheme to show the following:-

a. The 6 areas of the General Duty
-Promote equality of opportunity between disabled and non-disabled people
-Eliminate discrimination that is unlawful under the Disability Discrimination Act

-Eliminate harassment of disabled people that is related to their impairments

-Promote positive attitudes towards disabled people

-Encourage participation by disabled people in public life
-Take steps to take account of a disabled person's impairments, even where that involves treating the disabled person more favourably than other people
b. How the school will implement General Duty?
c. Whether the DES stands alone or incorporates the Access Plan
d. The school has a vision and ethos of the scheme, incorporating these principles including using the social model of disability
e. The school is using and understands social model thinking

f. The school plans to engage with disabled people. How they will do this?

g. They have engaged with disabled people and what they say

h. How the DES meets with the strategic priorities of the school
i. How the school will collect and analyse data e.g.:

          - achievement of disabled pupils, 

          - exclusions, bullying
          - staff recruitment and promotion

          -attendance trips and extended day

     j.    Impact assess the policies, practices and procedures on disabled people
k.   Identify key outcomes  based on engagement
l.    How Governors were involved –reporting and review dates
m.  Action Plan-with targets, timescale, person responsible and way of knowing it has been achieved. 
Schools in Borough DES Analysis Results.

There was a wide variation in the scores of the schemes. The primary schools scored better on average that the Nursery Schools or Secondary Schools. See Below a) Full range of scores b) Nursery School Score range c) Primary score range d) Secondary score range.
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8)Access Plans. A number of schemes did not meet most of the requirements. Three were access plans only and two were describing the responsibility schools had under 2001 Act to make reasonable adjustments only, to not treat less favourably and have an access plan for disabled pupils. When access plans were merged they did not have sufficient detail. Or the Action Plan only talked about Access to the environment, access to the curriculum and access to information in written English.
9) Action Plans. Nearly half the schemes did not have an Action Plan attached and several were only an Action Plan without a DES. Many had far too many targets to actually be achieved.
10) Templates. Most had been drawn up from a template. A number did not reflect the characteristics of their schools. In some cases tick lists for governors appeared which were the same in every case and bore no obvious relation to what had happened in the school.

11) Single Equality Policies. A number of schools presented their DES as part of a single Equality Policy. In each case their coverage of what was required for disability was inadequate and not specific enough. The duty of reasonable adjustment requires different treatment to other equality areas.

12) Engagement. Most schemes talked about engaging with disabled pupils, staff and parents and many said how they intended to do this throough questionnaires, focus groups, coffee mornings at IEP reviews or with the School Council. Less than a third had actually done this and based their Action Plans on addressing the issues raised.

13) Disability Equality Steering Groups. A minority had decided to have on-going involvement by setting up a monitoring or steering group at the school. Heads, deputies, SENCOs, goverrnors, disabled parents, parents of disabled children, disabled staff , pupils from the school council and disabled pupils were variously identified to be in these groups. Only 1 DES reported the outcomes of such a group.
14) Impact Assessment.  There was general misunderstanding of what was needed for impact assessment. This is where all school policies, practices and procedures are examined to determine if they have a high negative impact on disabled people at the school. The identification can be done by the Equality Steering Group or if they are not yet functioning by the SMT or Leadership Group. The policies with a potential high impact need to be prioritised within the Action Plan for re-drafting. 
15) Social Model. Many schools did no more than mention the social model of disability. They did not demonstrate their understanding by addressing barriers in their analysis of their school in terms of delivering disability equality.
16) Promoting Positive Attitudes. Many schools mentioned they would purchase resources with positive images. A few schools had examined how they would raise disability in the curriculum, at assemblies and by putting posters up around the school. Several schools mentioned they would hold a disability equality week. One school,  had actually done this very successfully, twice, with books, displays, theatre groups, outside speakers and disability sports.
17) Participation in the Public Life of the School. This was not mentioned in the majority of schemes. Most common was considering placing disabled pupils on the School Council. Ensuring the achievement of disabled children was praised at assemblies was also mentioned. Getting a disabled governor was also mentioned.

18) The position of disabled staff was addressed in just under half of the schemes. However there was considerable confusion around the policy of automatic short-listing for declared disabled candidates for a post, if they met the minimum person specification. Many schools resorted to saying they treated everyone equally in recruitment. A few schools had enumerated how many disabled staff they had and the reasonable adjustments they were making.
19) Identification of disabled pupils. Most schemes included the DDA definition and its wide scope. However, most schools did not go on then to identify the number of pupils who might come under the DDA. Yet they all had information on the numbers on School Action, School Action Plus and Statemented and those with long term medical needs. Many schools also have lists of pupils with mental health problems. One primary school, identified they currently had 108 pupils in these categories, broken down by year and main presenting condition, (obviously not individually identifiable).

20) Achievements of disabled pupils. All schools have attainment data from school assessments and Raise on line for the pupils on the SEN Code of Practice stages. A number of schools told us they used this data to monitor, but only one school put this data in their DES. The data gathered to make the DES should be summarised in it. Non-academic achievements were not mentioned much and ways should be found of recording this.
21) Elimination of harassment to disabled people. All schools have anti-bullying policies , but very few were monitoring incidents for disabilist bullying. The Borough monitoring form gives this category , but schools did not put it in their schemes. A number of schemes mention staff on staff bullying and the procedure to be followed to complain.
22) Exclusions. There were no schemes which gave data about exclusions monitored for incidence of disabled pupils. Of most of the schools which mentioned it-a minority said they had zero or very low levels of exclusions. The Secondary schools did not monitor it, or if they did,  the data was not put in their schemes.

23) Vision and ethos. Most schools had a statement about how the duty to promote disability equality was part of their vision or ethos.
24) Procurement. Few schools included procurement of services to the school or building works in their scheme, yet this is a vital way of ensuring disability equality throughout the school. A few mentioned that all who come to work with children on site are reminded of the duty. Another school said that all premises issues were monitored for disability equality.
25) Social Relations. Many schools talked of using SEAL materials and Circle Time but these were not generally disability focussed. Buddying, mentoring, pals groups and friendship stops were also mentioned. Much more could have been said here about making everyone feel welcome at the school.
26) Eliminating unlawful discrimination. Not many reasonable adjustments were mentioned . Ensuring all pupils can go on trips and training for administering medicines were most common. Adjustments for disabled pupils to access assessment or attend extended day were also mentioned. A differentiated behaviour policy was mentioned once, but generally there was not much cross over with the behaviour policy. In general the anticipatory nature of these duties only came across from a minority of schools.

27) Weaknesses and Strengths. A number of schools adopted a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) analysis approach and listed their strengths and weaknesses. Then these weaknesses did not appear to be addressed in the Action Plan always. 
28) Governors involvement. Only a small minority of schools gave any evidence of governor involvement in understanding their role, approving and reviewing the scheme.
30) Nursery Schools. The Nursery schools generally did not have well developed schemes. There is probably need for separate guidance for them.
31) Nearly all the Secondary Schools did not have well developed schemes. There was little evidence of the Duty to promote being taken very seriously and no evidence of engagement or impact assessment overall.

32) Special Schools. There are particular issues around addressing promoting positive attitudes to disability and encouraging participation in public life in special schools. Much thought will need to be given to how the separation of disabled children can be overcome, to enable equal life chances in transition to adult life, especially in self esteem, independent living, employment, sexuality and relationships. There is a need for the Borough to focus on some projects to develop these things. The outreach role of the special school staff also needs addressing in their schemes.

33) Accountability. Many schemes were either not signed or there was no inception date, many more had a review date. In many cases that review date had passed and nothing appeared to have happened. It is much better to treat the DES as a working document and update it as the process develops. Two primary schools did attach update reports. Two other school schemes had been updated.

34)  Coverage. 70  schools submitted a scheme and 28 did not which in most cases will mean they do not have a scheme, though in 15 cases they will soon, as a result of school visits from Richard Rieser, as booked consultant to visit and have a 2 hour tutorial with the responsible senior manager.
35) The requirement for all schools to publish on the web their schemes, alongside their Access Plan and their SEN Policy, needs to be clearly stated to all school leaders for them to take this duty seriously. A much larger number of schools need to urgently revise their schemes. Individual notes were provided on the attached school scoring sheets for each school that submitted a DES.

Richard Rieser  January 2010 from an original report submitted to Borough July 2009
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