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1. What key factors should be considered, when developing national standards to ensure they 
deliver improved outcomes and experiences for children and young people with SEND and their 
families? This includes how this applies across education, health and care in a 0-25 system. 
(Please refer to Chapter 2, paragraphs 4-6 for further details). 

• Enable full parent-carer choice of placement; avoid ‘tailored lists’. Parent-carers tell us that 
suitability of placement is a key area of contention with local authorities (Las), leading to 
distress, financial pressures and tribunals. Tailored lists could eliminate the most unsuitable 
placements, increasing the risk of poor school attendance, exclusions, and longer-term 
detrimental outcomes. 

• Retain individualised plans. ‘Consistent provision’ (paragraph 5) implies a one-size-fits-all 
approach. There is wide variation in need, which changes over time for each child; plans 
must be adequately nuanced. Ensuring consistency in the application of the current SEND 
Code of Practice/COP is critical to improve outcomes and experiences.   

• Reduce statutory waiting times for assessments and Education Health and Care Plans 
(EHCP). Parent-carers report excessive waiting times as a substantial source of distress for 
the family.  

• Improve quality and availability of respite care. One parent-carer highlighted safeguarding 
concerns (their epileptic child was placed in an unmonitored room overnight), others 
reported lack of availability, and lack of awareness about respite care and the local offer in 
general. Charity-funded care was described as better quality and user-led.  

• Effectively monitor statutory processes, with clear accountability mechanisms at school and 
LA-levels (parent-carers have given us many examples of illegal practices). The SEND COP 
should not allow for interpretation of statutory requirements.  

• Ensure transparency in all decision-making, and ensure minutes are available to parent-
carers. Parent-carers have expressed concern at the opaqueness of the process.  

• Monitor and address inequalities in SEND identification and provision. Parent-carers have 
warned us that certain groups cannot effectively engage with the SEND system (e.g. those 
with lower levels of education, first language not English, multiple children with SEND, 
mental health and neuro-divergent conditions, low incomes). Previously a single point 
person would guide parent-carers through the process, which would help support 
disadvantaged groups, but the funding has been cut. 

• Encourage a culture shift, from adversarial, unfair and complex, to compassionate, family-
centred and easy to navigate. The current COP achieved this to some extent in principle, but 
its implementation has not been monitored and the agencies involved have not been held to 
account for poor practice.  

2. How should we develop the proposal for new local SEND partnerships to oversee the effective 
development of local inclusion plans whilst avoiding placing unnecessary burdens or duplicating 
current partnerships? 
(Please refer to Chapter 2: paragraphs 6-12 for further details). 



• Parent-carer representatives are not currently included as formal partners; The Green Paper 
only states that the partners will work with parent-carers. Parent-carers have told us that 
they do not trust LAs to make the right decisions for their children. It would be advisable to 
promote parent-carers as equal experts in the proposed partnership.  

• The proposed partnerships could also benefit from including independent partners.  

• We could not see any information in the Green Paper about how these partnerships will be 
governed (e.g. who is appointed and how, training and experience requirements, how the 
effectiveness of partnerships are monitored and evaluated etc), which will be critical to their 
success.  

• The proposed local inclusion plans overlap significantly with the local offer, and how this is 
planned and organised within each local area. More than half of LAs were assessed by 
Ofsted/CQC as requiring written statements of action (WSoAs) to improve their SEND 
services during local area inspections. Our research has observed that many new local SEND 
strategies and working groups have been formed as a result of WSoAs. It is unclear how local 
inclusion plans will be complementary rather than duplicating local offer processes, 
particularly in the context of actions following WSoAs. 

• The proposed integration of health, education and care sectors is not new, and minimal 
detail is provided in the Green Paper to be able to understand how the status quo will really 
change.  

3. What factors would enable local authorities to successfully commission provision for low-
incidence high-cost need, and further education, across local authority boundaries? 
(Please refer to chapter 2: paragraph 10 for further details).  

• Our parent-carer groups have mentioned there are often no suitable settings within their LA 
at secondary level rather than further education level. Secondary schools have been 
highlighted as a key setting and transition stage when young people with SEND face new and 
more severe challenges that many mainstream settings are unable to help alleviate 
effectively, and parent-carers are forced to move or appeal to the LA for placements outside 
of their local area. So we would argue that successful commissioning needs to include 
secondary schools.  

4. What components of the EHCP should we consider reviewing or amending as we move to a 
standardised and digitised version? 
(Please refer to chapter 2 paragraphs 15 – 23 for further details).  

• Use the data generated as a monitoring, evaluation and accountability tool in a way that 
goes beyond mere monitoring of prevalence (which is already possible within the NPD?), but 
rather permits more in-depth analysis of quality, equity, and equality, and can be used to 
hold local authorities to account. 

• Ensure accessibility and language features are fully enabled – including for young people, 
and parent-carers with disabilities and neurodivergent conditions.  

• Incorporate easy routes of redress, reporting of illegal practices, and making complaints. 

• Retain an option for non-digitised EHCPs for those without access or who cannot use the 
internet. 

• Retain the ability to have fully individualised care (it is not clear what extent of 
standardisation is involved). There is an implication of mandatory shortening of EHCPs, 
which will leave less space to accommodate more complex plans.  

• Automated checks/quality assurance to ensure EHCPs include SMART goals, are time bound, 
and sufficiently aspirational, and include young person’s views. These are not new standards 



for EHCPs and are included in the current SEND COP. But the monitoring of the quality of 
EHCPs appears absent at large scale, and should be mandated. Allow monitoring of how the 
EHCP is implemented in practice. Parent-carers can report whether provision is shared, can 
report on satisfaction in real time to allow for corrections.  

• Mandating multi agency panels to consider applications for assessments and EHCPs, which 
include parent-carers would be welcomed, though an independent legal advocate may be 
necessary to guide parents-carers through the process. It is disappointing that multi-agency 
panels can only make a recommendation to LAs, and that the decision-making power lies 
solely with LAs. Parent-carer lack of trust in the system is almost totally directed towards 
LAs, for which there is little accountability and transparency about decision making.  

• In relation to the proposed requirement to discuss and record whether a step down to 
targeted support, and cessation of an EHCP, is more appropriate, will there be similar 
legislation to discuss and record when SEN support should be stepped up to an EHCP? 

5. How can parents and local authorities most effectively work together to produce a tailored list 
of placements that is appropriate for their child, and gives parents confidence in the EHCP 
process? 
(Please refer to chapter 2: paragraphs 24-28 for further details).  

• As stated in qu1, we disagree with the concept of tailoring lists of placements. The rationale 
for how confidence in the system could increase by being involved in a process that reduces 
parent-carer choice of placements is also unclear, and seems at worst a misappropriation of 
the notion of co-production.   

• Lists of education settings in the local area should already be provided through the local 
offer, so the tailoring process sounds like a duplication of existing processes.  

• It is not clear what the list tailoring process will achieve, besides reducing parent-carer 
choice. It is also not clear who will produce the list of tailored settings, and the criteria for 
deciding whether a placement outside of an LA is ‘appropriate’, which is presumably led by 
LAs. Our work with parent-carers highlights very high levels of distrust of LAs, and this 
proposed reform may worsen the situation. 

 
6. To what extent do you agree or disagree with our overall approach to strengthen redress, 
including through national standards and mandatory mediation? 
(Please refer to chapter 2 paragraphs 29-32 for further details). 

Disagree 

• Mandatory mediation could lengthen and add complexity and paperwork to the process for 
parent-carers. It may also increase parent-carer distress. Attrition amongst the most 
disadvantaged groups is likely to be higher. 

• Mediation is traditionally considered to be a voluntary process rather than mandated. For 
some parent-carers and LAs it may be clear from the outset that mediation is not a suitable 
redressal pathway for the issue at hand (e.g. a dispute about a placement). 

• Point 32 – how will the impact of mandatory mediation be measured? Outcomes are not 
clear. What would constitute a successful outcome? 

7. Do you consider the current remedies available to the SEND Tribunal for disabled children who 
have been discriminated against by schools effective in putting children and young people’s 
education back on track? Please give a reason for your answer with examples, if possible. 



Chapter 3 questions: excellent provision from early years to adulthood 

8. What steps should be taken to strengthen early years practice with regard to conducting the 
two-year-old progress check and integration with the Healthy Child Programme review? 
(Please refer to chapter 3: paragraphs 3-5 for further details) 

• Our advisory groups believe that this area could be strengthened further with more 
teachers/practitioners in the early years setting having more training in the early identification 
markers of specific SEND types, as well as developing the skills required to aid in the 
identification of SEND at a young age. This could be of particular importance for young females 
who are often missed in this early identification stage.  

• It is also important to address the information provided to parents, with our advisory groups 
suggesting that some parents don’t have a good appreciation of how early intervention can 
be used prior to EHCPs and that this early identification does not result in a ‘worse deal’. For 
example, if the severity of a condition changes, or additional needs are identified these will 
still be taken into consideration prior to the annual review process if required.  

 
 
9. To what extent do you agree or disagree that we should introduce a new mandatory SENCo 
NPQ to replace the NASENCo? 
 
Strongly agree 
 

• A recurring theme coming from our advisory groups was the lack of training for staff working 
in education settings, in particular the SENCO’s in mainstream settings. However, this course 
will have to be carefully designed with the help of those currently in the SENCO/SENDCO 
role in order to gain a better understanding of the strengths and limitations of the current 
training and qualifications.  

 
 
10. To what extent do you agree or disagree that we should strengthen the mandatory SENCo 
training requirement by requiring that headteachers must be satisfied that the SENCo is in the 
process of obtaining the relevant qualification when taking on the role? 
(please refer to chapter 3: paragraphs 21-24 for further details). 

Neither agree nor disagree 
 

• This requirement would be very subjective and open to interpretation from each 
headteacher. This approach could also limit the opportunities for staff currently working in 
schools who have a good understanding of the pupils to apply for the role.  

 

• However, it was echoed in our advisory group meetings that SENCO’s do need more training, 
but so do the teachers, as currently they are limited in what support they can offer to help 
students without the SENCO status. It would therefore be advised that a component of all 
teacher training programmes encompasses a module on SEND identification and provision.  

 
11. To what extent do you agree or disagree that both specialist and mixed MATs should be 
allowed to coexist in the fully trust-led future? This would allow current local authority 
maintained special schools and alternative provision settings to join either type of MAT. 
(please refer to chapter 3: paragraphs 39-40 for further details). 



Strongly disagree 
 

• There is no evidence to date that supports the move to MATS, this is of most importance for 
those young people with SEND. Prior to any movement to a fully trust-led future, research 
that extensively assesses the benefits of these schemes across all of England would need to 
be completed. This would in turn help to address issues raised by our advisory groups which 
included parents not knowing what MATS are, what they do, or the benefits of this 
approach. 

• The proposal is complicated further by the funding discrepancies between mainstream and 
specialist education settings. This issue was also highlighted by our advisory groups, who 
from their own experiences have found MATS to lack key resources and to be under-funded. 
This is a key consideration when trying to combine mainstream and specialist education in to 
one system. 

• However, one benefit of the systems co-existing together could be if an EHCP was awarded 
to a MAT instead of one school, this could allow those pupils to move freely between the 
schools within the MAT depending on level of need, required access to specialists, and 
ability. This could reduce the number of pupils being placed in unsuitable settings.  

 
12. What more can be done by employers, providers and government to ensure that those young 
people with SEND can access, participate in and be supported to achieve an apprenticeship, 
including through access routes like Traineeships? 
(please refer to chapter 3: paragraphs 44 – 51 for further details). 

There are three elements to this question all requiring different responses and guidance. 
 

• Firstly, access to apprenticeships is dependant on the entry requirements to these courses. 
With some Special schools offering bespoke life skills courses instead of GCSE’s or A-Levels, if 
these qualifications are not recognised this is an immediate barrier to those young people. 
Therefore, if employers, providers and government official recognise such awards as being 
acceptable when applying for an apprenticeship this would increase the number of young 
people with SEND having the opportunity to engage in these courses. This is also influenced 
by the quality of the information being made available to young people, which primarily 
comes from education settings or the Local Offer webpage.  

• Secondly, participating in apprenticeships once again depends on the entry requirements, 
however our advisory groups also suggest greater clarification is needed about these courses 
for those young people with SEND, especially children educated in the special school sector, 
will they be offered purely academic courses or just life skills courses post 16. 

• Thirdly, what support will be available to young people with SEND having started a course. 
This is most notable for those young people who have an EHCP that enables them to have 
access to ongoing support. Our advisory groups have highlighted that for most young people 
with an EHCP support often disappears from 18 years and older. Exploring why this happens 
would be beneficial in supporting more young people with SEND accessing apprenticeships 
or traineeships.  

 
Chapter 4 questions: a reformed and integrated role for alternative provision 
 
13. To what extent do you agree or disagree that this new vision for alternative provision will 
result in improved outcomes for children and young people? 
(please refer to chapter 4: paragraphs 8 – 11 for further details). 

Strongly Disagree 



• To date no clear working definition of what alternative provision encompasses has been 
provided, the explanation provided (pg83) in the Green Paper offers a description of what 
Alternative Provision could be, but this does not quantify what this type of provision actually 
includes or who it is for. This makes it even more difficult to introduce a performance 
framework that extends across the sector. This is further complicated with no set standard 
for these education settings to adhere to, with the quality of provision varying extensively. 
This is reflected in the experiences of our advisory groups who highlight those children with 
similar levels of need can have different experiences in different mainstream schools. This 
highlights the main concern with this proposal, as it is impossible to standardise provision 
across the country.  

• This is combined with no clear explanation as to what these improved outcomes would 
encompass, is this the same for all children and young people with SEND, or will these be 
tailored by SEND type, age, gender, ethnicity, local authority, Statement or EHCP. 

14. What needs to be in place in order to distribute existing funding more effectively to alternative 
provision schools, to ensure they have the financial stability required to deliver our vision for 
more early intervention and re-integration? 
(please refer to chapter 4: paragraphs 12 – 15 for further details).  

• Firstly, a clear definition of what is expected of alternative provision settings would allow for 
greater transparency in what funding is available in these settings. This in turn would offer 
some freedom to these settings so they can highlight the areas where funding is needed 
most to support early identification and re-integration. This is reflected in questions 
forwarded by our advisory groups working education who question how the funding is 
allocated from the local authority. A further issue with this proposal is the lack of courses 
that schools can fund to help in early identification, our advisory groups suggest this training 
needs to take place prior to employment, or as mandatory training for all teachers.  

• Re-integration needs to be considered carefully and cannot be placed in the same proposal 
as early identification, both concepts are distinct from each other. Re-integration will always 
need to be completed on a case-by-case basis in order to put the interests of the young 
people first. This adds to the complexity of the issue as no two cases will be the same, 
therefore funding requirements will constantly be changing to suit the needs of each young 
person. 

15. To what extent do you agree or disagree that introducing a bespoke alternative provision 
performance framework, based on these 5 outcomes, will improve the quality of alternative 
provision? 
(please refer to chapter 4: paragraphs 12 – 15 for further details) 

Strongly Disagree 
 

• With the breadth of alternative provision options available (as outlined on page 83) this 
provides a significant challenge to introducing a performance framework. The 5 outcomes 
that have been proposed need to be re-evaluated with the support of further PPI 
engagement, which includes those parents and carers with experience across multiple 
education settings. Below are some additional questions to consider with these proposed 
outcomes, the questions are based on the HOPE team’s expertise and from the questions 
our advisor groups forwarded throughout our meetings. 

 
1. Effective outreach support- how is ‘effective’ being defined? Will the support options be 

measured/funded the same for those pupils with SEND in mainstream and Special 
schools?  



2. Improved attendance- Will those children with chronic health conditions which require 
regular attendance at hospital appointments/with their specialist be taken into 
consideration? What about those young people who are being educated from home 
whilst waiting the outcome of an EHCP review/mediation? 

3. Reintegration- N/A 

4. Academic attainment, with a focus on English and maths- What about those pupils who 
are unable to access mainstream education due to their SEND? Will those in specialist 
alternative provision be expected to meet the same attainment levels?  

5. Successful post-16 transitions- For children educated in the special school sector will 
they be offered purely academic courses or just life skills courses post 16? Will life skill 
course qualification be given similar weight when applying for post-16 
courses/opportunities. 

 
16. To what extent do you agree or disagree that a statutory framework for pupil movements will 
improve oversight and transparency of placements into and out of alternative provision? 
(please refer to chapter 4: paragraphs 22 – 26 for further details). 

• Agree, However once again there needs to be a clear definition of what alternative provision 
is, as well taking those pupils who move to being educated at home whilst waiting for 
outcomes of EHCP reviews into consideration. Our advisory groups highlight that some 
parents feel that they have no other option than to remove their child from settings that do 
meet their needs, or in some instances place that child in an unsafe environment.  

• What also needs to be considered in the new framework is the access to these education 
settings, as this will vary widely between local authorities. Alongside this is those pupils that 
are placed in these setting as a temporary measure whilst mediation hearings are 
completed. These types of placements could blur the final figures if they are not clearly 
outlined in the new framework.  

17. What are the key metrics we should capture and use to measure local and national 
performance? Please explain why you have selected these. 
(please refer to chapter 5: paragraph 14 – 20 for further details). 

• Our team recommends using the lived experiences of those involved with SEND to measure 
performance, namely children and young people with SEND, parents and carers, and 
professionals working in education, health, or social care. This metric has been selected as 
from our engagement with these advisory groups, anecdotal experiences give valuable 
insight into quality, performance, and satisfaction with SEND provision. It is also feasible to 
make comparisons of experiences across local authorities. The proposed SEND Futures 
program of research and analysis is a promising opportunity for this. 

• We also recommend using local area SEND inspections to compare performance across 
areas. This enables the identification of trouble spots but also areas of good practice which 
others could benefit from. This has clear application to the proposed Safety Valve program 
and the Delivering Better Value in SEND program as funds can be allocated for those most in 
of need of financial support. 

• Other important measures of performance which have arisen from our research include 
changes in waiting times (for reviews, meetings, assessments etc.), accessibility and 
understanding of the local offer, access to resources, tribunal rates, and academic 
attainment. 



• These selected metrics are inspired by our ongoing research, which has been heavily guided 
by frequent conversations with our advisory groups. Irrespective of which metrics the DfE 
chooses, we encourage ongoing performance data to be compared across local authorities 
and regions, and to be easily accessible and understandable for children and young people 
with SEND and their families. 

18. How can we best develop a national framework for funding bands and tariffs to achieve our 
objectives and mitigate unintended consequences and risks? 
(please refer to chapter 5: paragraph 27- 32 for further details). 

N/A 

19. How can the National SEND Delivery Board work most effectively with local partnerships to 
ensure the proposals are implemented successfully?’ 
(please refer to chapter 6: paragraph 6 – 7 for further details). 

• Our team views inclusion and collaboration as imperative to working effectively with local 
partnerships and ensuring proposals are implemented successfully. It is of paramount 
importance that promises to ensure children, young people, and their families are “partners 
in local decision-making” and that “co-production is embedded at every level of the SEND 
system” (p. 66) are upheld. It is reassuring that this commitment is established on paper but 
failure to do so in practice would prevent effectively working with local partnerships as 
found from our work with advisory groups. 

• Furthermore, from previous experiences we recommend including stakeholders with varying 
levels of expertise. It should not simply include those who are highly experienced or 
knowledgeable on the topic as they don’t reflect the experiences of all. In addition, this work 
needs to reflect multiple local authorities/regions. Our research has begun to uncover 
variation in practice across local authorities so failing to include participants from beyond 
one region would reduce the generalisability to different locations. 

• Similarly, as promised in the green paper, our team strongly endorses engagement with 
SEND professionals to “draw on their expertise, and even pilot approaches on a smaller 
scale” (p. 73).  

• Overall, the promises to engage with stakeholders throughout the green paper are highly 
recommended by our team, who has successfully engaged with such groups throughout our 
research. However, to most effectively work with local partnerships, it is vital these promises 
are upheld, and a collaborative implementation is achieved in practice, not just on paper. 

20. What will make the biggest difference to successful implementation of these proposals? What 
do you see as the barriers to and enablers of success? 
(please refer to chapter 6: paragraphs 8 – 14 for further details). 

• Our team believes that involvement of children and young people with SEND, parents and 
carers, and SEND professionals is the most important factor for successful implementation. 
This is because it has the potential to become an enabler or a barrier depending on the 
degree it is used. As an enabler of successful implementation, this involvement would be 
frequent and persistent, characterised by strong, effective, and clear communication which 
is open and honest and involves all parties and levels.  

• As the green paper acknowledges on page 78, genuine and continual co-production at local 
and national level is crucial for successful implementation. It is vital that this commitment is 
upheld as if neglected, the views, wishes, and needs of children/young people and their 



families won’t be reflected in the support they receive. There is also a concern that exclusive 
reliance on online engagement might exclude those without access or confidence with the 
internet as we have found throughout our work. 

• Another barrier derived from our research includes the long waiting times between SEND 
local area inspections as this would allow poor performance to continue before 
improvements can be made. Similarly, it should be reviewed whether Ofsted’s new 5-year 
strategy aligns with the proposals set out in the green paper as incongruency would reduce 
efficiency of implementation. Likewise, the same applies to other recent reviews in social 
care. 

• Other enablers include making sure all parties understand their role in implementing these 
proposals, as well as appropriate funding for those most in need. 

21. What support do local systems and delivery partners need to successfully transition and 
deliver the new national system? (please refer to chapter 6: paragraphs 8 – 14 for further details). 

• Firstly, to support successful transition, our team advocates that issues with the previous 
system found in our research should be brought up to standard before moving to the new 
national system. Differences across local authorities and regions were uncovered, and as 
acknowledged by the green paper (page 75), different areas are at different stages of 
readiness for change and have differing capacity for pace of implementation. It is important 
to develop a greater understanding of differences across local authorities, and although 
investment has been promised to equalise differences in readiness for change, this funding 
should be safeguarded.  

• Secondly, local systems should be encouraged and facilitated to engage with the previously 
mentioned co-production of local decision-making, involving children, young people, and 
their families in the work undertaken during transition. 

• Lastly, to support local systems, the HOPE team encourages close guidance, clarity of roles 
and expectations, information on funding or qualifications/training needed, and crucially a 
detailed timeline for implementation. Although the green paper acknowledges the 
importance of accountability and making “every partner clear on their responsibilities in the 
system” (p 65), it fails to operationalise any expected time frame for implementation. Not 
only would a quantified timeline help to improve the clarity of local systems responsibilities, 
it would reduce the likelihood of variation in implementation progress across local systems 
and local authorities. As the HOPE teams research has uncovered widespread variation in 
the current system, we would encourage any steps taken to minimise this from the start of 
the new system.  

22. Is there anything else you would like to say about the proposals in the green paper? 

• Not enough attention paid to improving transparency and strengthening accountability 
mechanisms at Local Authority level 

• Greater acknowledgement and clearer plan needed to minimise mental health distress and 
financial burden caused to families seeking support for their children 

• Concerns about those who may not have access to the internet, or who struggle using 
internet-based technology, especially if grandparents are carers. This is problematic if EHCP 
reviews are transitioning to exclusively online for instance. 

• A general failure to operationalise/define key concepts and provide meaningful detail to be 

critiqued throughout the Green Paper. Also, how are children and young people and parents 

and carers supposed to interpret and answer these questions. What if ESL? 

• Changes set out in the green paper often failure to provide a timeline, in the future, setting a 
time scale for these changes is imperative 



• No evidence to support the move to larger MATS, which contain both mainstream and 
special schools. The significant funding differences would also need to be addressed. 
Mainstream only get £6,000 for a pupil with SEND, Special Schools £25,000+. Our advisory 
groups don’t know what MATs are, or the implications for children with SEND.  

• The findings from our study on the Local Offer websites suggests that before new 

partnerships can be considered, the current standard of the local offers needs to be 

reviewed at the highest levels and brought up to standard whereby these webpages are 

meeting the criteria as set out in the Code of Practice. This is most notable for the 

accessibility of these webpages, where in our analysis 102 of the 151 local offer webpages 

had no accessibility bar feature (such as Reachdeck or ReciteMe). These features would 

allow more young people, families, and service providers to have better access to these 

webpages. 

• No mention of those who are educated from home. 

• Does the new OFSTED assessment framework for 2022-27 match these new changes?  

 

 

 


