ARC MEETING FOUR 29 APRIL 2010
Present:, Liam O’ Dwyer, Regina O’ Connell, Laura Behan, Shirley Wolverson, Miriam Mc Nally, Paula Keenan, Mark O’ Leary, Liz Mc Lafferty, Loretta Wynne, Catherine Troy, Janet O’ Shaughnessy, Brenda Egan, John O’ Brien, (INTO), Maire Collins (ASTI)

Facilitator: Judith King

Apologies: Frankie Berry, Chairperson,  Barry Glennon,  Jason Maguire, Declan Keane, Nora Duggan and Pat Bolger, IMPACT Rep,
Agenda

1. Notes of the 17th December meeting

2. Matters arising 
3. Review of Staff forum and Circular to Staff 
4. Report from Steering Committee 

· Buildings survey

· Meeting with Department of Education

· Proposed Note to parents

· Structural model of school

5. Review of Overall Work Plan

6. AOB

7. Date of next meeting

Items 1-3
There were no matters arising.  Staff present were happy with the Staff Forum and the Circular which was drafted to respond to the key issues. 

Item 4: Report from Steering Committee

(a) Buildings Survey 

A professional survey of the buildings is almost complete and the draft report will be sent to the May Steering Group meeting.  The Project Manager of the Company carrying out the survey, Nowlans, is to attend that meeting to speak to the report.  Such a survey, Liam pointed out, is an essential requirement of the Department of Education in any amalgamation process.
(b) Meeting with Department of Education

Liam led ARC members through the report from the recent CIDP meeting with the Department of Education.  A copy had been circulated to all in advance.  The report reiterates that although the Patron is the official applicant regarding an Amalgamation Proposal, the Department’s preference is for a strong consensus among all stakeholders.  Should this not be possible then at the very least they require evidence of an adequate consultation process.  The other points made at the meeting related to the education model, the management model, employment issues such as Panel arrangements, Panel rights and retirement packages.  (See hard copy of report).  The Department had significant interest in the Centre for Deaf Education proposal and in particular in the idea of a national outreach resource.  The Department requested that this and several other aspects of the proposal be teased out in liaison with the NCSE and pointed out that they will await guidance from the NCSE in relation to several aspects of the final proposal.  
Following the report ARC Members had several questions.  

On Management:

Q1 Was much detail offered about the model of management proposed?
No, apart from their preference for one Board of Management and, eventually, one Principal.  The Steering Committee however, have already argued strongly that regardless of what the Department said at this meeting, that our proposal should include a requirement for two Principals.  This means that we must offer a convincing case using both our student numbers and experience of the limitations of the current arrangement as evidence.   The ARC agreed with this argument of the Steering Committee and the case to made for two Principals. 
Q2 Was there any discussion on the representation for this proposed new single Board of Management?
No, but again we are breaking new ground here.  We will propose proportionate representation so that all stakeholders have an equal voice at the table.  Even existing models are not particularly representative, so our proposal creates an opportunity for us to offer a new model of management. 

On SNAs

Q1 Will there be a significant reduction in the number of SNAs ?
Both schools have recently been informed that they will hold on to their quota of SNAs.  Should an amalgamation go ahead, this may mean that there could potentially be several SNAs in one classroom.  How, some wondered, would that work? It would mean that we would have to re-organise how the SNAs work is divided up, it was suggested.  Another added that part of the problem with SNAs nationwide has been that they had not been used properly by some schools which led to problems.   

Q2 Is it only the deaf SNAs whose jobs will be protected?
No, the proposal and process will attempt to secure the continued involvement of all SNAs

On Expertise and qualifications

Q1: In relation to the proposed co-operation with the VEC in relation to maximising subject choice for the Second Level pupils will these teachers be qualified?

No, and, most likely, with little or no experience of teaching young people who are deaf.  This has the potential to become a major issue in the future.  Qualifications and experience for teaching those who are deaf are indispensible in the work.  It is our policy now.  Many of those present believe it would be better to nominate part-time specialists than a generalist co-operation arrangement with local secondary schools.   The Department already fund a part-time ISL teacher.  
Q2: Will the proposed new Pre-school re-employ those who formerly ran the pre-school? 

No, there is no validity in the assumption that the previous staff will be reinstated for the proposed new Pre-school.  Most pre-schools in the country are funded by the HSE apart from the Early Start Programmes.  Some Members of the committee suggested that we make a recommendation for an Early Start funded pre-school and emphasised how important to the whole Deaf community that quality preschooling is.  Members keenly stressed that those employed in the Preschool in future must have the specialist qualifications required for the very particular nature of the work.  The meeting was informed that a number of the current SNAs were also qualified in early child care.  
Q3: Was there much discussion on the Further Education side of the work?

Not in any full sense.  Some members of ARC were somewhat anxious that the Further Education end of the work of the schools may get compromised with all the attention on the primary and second level end of the process.  Should the area move out of the direct involvement of current staff there is the possibility and fear of major loss of experience and knowledge.  Just as with Preschool it ought to be a fundamental requirement that staff be qualified and experienced for the work.  The ASTI rep wondered if any loss of involvement in the Further Education end of the work would lead to a loss of status for the schools overall and therefore would infringe the Quality Assurance agreement designed to protect a complete transfer across of conditions and resources.  
On Employment concerns

Q1: What about the appointment of ex-quota jobs?
Traditionally both schools have been able to appoint ex-quota positions from within the staff.  Will there now need to me more formal structures? There are some essential posts fundamentally required for the work like, HSL, PE, Art, Career Guidance, Occupational Therapy.  These cannot simply be subject to the Pupil-Teacher ratio.  This area will need further exploration in our final proposal.  

Q2: Will Teachers be put on the overall Panel only or also on the Special Education panel?
Yes it may transpire that some teachers may be put on the Panel and yes, they will qualify for both panels

Q3: What about Second level teachers?

The ASTI rep informed the meeting that there is as yet no functioning re-deployment scheme at Second level.  The jury is out in terms of ‘alternative employment amalgamation’.  The fixed term act should guarantee status and transfer and there should be no job losses.  Under the fixed term act no condition of employment of the fixed term worker should be disadvantaged.   Given that the Board of Managements are actually the employers, it was suggested that they had a particular role in advocating for the security of as many jobs as possible.  
Q 4: Non-teaching staff:  If there is only one school with two parts a Primary and a Secondary, will this mean that there will be need for less non-teaching staff? 

Yes, the proposed amalgamation would change the level of requirement for administrative and maintenance staff.  This is an area that will need to be worked out as part of the consultation process.  

An overall Comment:

A number of ARC members stressed that while the existence of a Panel and various employment protections are important and helpful that it must be remembered that every person who ends up on a panel is a huge loss to the school of qualified teaching staff for the deaf as well as a deep personal loss for the individual.  At the end of the day, some believe, panels are a re-deployment strategy and a job-cutting exercise.  

On Liaison with NCSE

Q: Given that mainstreaming is the policy how influential or effective is any negotiation with NCSE going to be?
It is true that the NCSE have been active in promoting the Department’s Mainstreaming strategy.  However, Liam believes that the Department’s response to the work of WREN and MARSHARK  is evidence of somewhat of a re-think on the part of the Department on the advantages of a specialist education approach to children who are deaf.  

(c) Proposed Note to parents: 
CIDP has drafted an information letter for parents.  In the initial work plan we had agreed to have a concrete proposal put to parents for approval before the end of the 2009-2010 school year.  However, given the pause we took in the process to facilitate the Whole School Evaluations, that presentation meeting must now be postponed until October 2010.  It is hoped that such a meeting will be planned to coincide with the journeys already being made by parents for the various Parent-Teacher meetings.     An information letter from Barry and Declan as the Parents Representatives was circulated and met the approval of the ARC.     
(d) Structural Model of School
The next crucial phase of the work is plotting out of the minute detail of the structural model of education which the proposed amalgamated school might offer.  The first stage of that involves the two Principals coming together to research pupil numbers (actual and expected); subject choice; pupil-teacher ratio and general resource requirements.  The Principals wondered if there were any existing frameworks which might help them get started.  Liam and Judith agreed to research some possibilities.  In the meantime it was suggested that even to begin by combining both current timetables to see what  single timetable incorporating all of that might look like.   Secondly to ask: What additional quality resources would we require ideally? One Principal feared that such plotting may be very unscientific. It was suggested that this is where the work of the Steering Committee comes in.  The first test at numbers can be discussed and amended by them and then submitted to the Unions for their perusal.   Another member wondered if the onus was on the school or the Department to project pupil numbers.  It was agreed that it is in the school’s own interest to project numbers of entry.  However the Visiting Teacher Service and the NCSE might actually be able to assist us in this process.  
ITEM 5:  Review of overall workplan

Judith then led ARC members through the revised workplan and there was agreement on the various changes and proposals.  
AOB

None

Date of next meeting

The next meeting of the ARC will be held on Thursday morning  3rd June at 10.00 am and is due to conclude at 11.15.  This new time is to facilitate both schools to attend the meeting in the midst of several end-of-year events.  
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