ARC Meeting 23rd September, 2010
Present:, Liam O’ Dwyer, Regina O’ Connell, Laura Behan, Shirley Wolverson,  Paula Keenan, Mark O’ Leary, Liz Mc Lafferty, Loretta Wynne, Catherine Troy, Brenda Egan, John O’ Brien, (INTO), Maire Collins (ASTI)

Facilitator: Judith King

Apologies: Frankie Berry, Chairperson, Janet O’ Shaughnessy& Miriam Mc Nally (St. Mary’s), Barry Glennon, (Parents representative) and Declan Keane, (Parents representative), 
Notes re some ARC Membership: 1. Student Representatives :  Jason Maguire is now finished school and Nora Duggan is in Leaving Cert and unable to be absent from class.  It may not be possible for St. Mary’s to send a student for the meetings for this academic year.  Liz said she will work on sourcing a student from St. Joseph’s.   2. Union Representation: IMPACT   will be sending a new person to the meetings in due course as Pat Bolger is now in a different role.  

Note venue change: St. Joseph’s school for Deaf Boys, Cabra 
Draft agenda

· Apologies

· Agreement of agenda

· Notes of the 29th of April meeting of the ARC

· Report from Steering Committee

· Building survey

· Educational model: draft 3

· Feedback from Department of Education and Skills and others

· Meetings with Parents and Staff

· Review of work plan

· AOB

· Date of next meeting

1. The Meeting opened with the notices regarding changes in membership, agreement on the draft agenda and agreement on the notes from the April meeting with no matters arising save those on the rest of the agenda.
2. The meeting then proceeded to work through the report from the Steering Committee which had met on two occasions since the last ARC meeting – once before the summer and again the previous week on September 14th 2010.  Liam began with a report on the progress vis a vis the Buildings Survey and members asked a number of questions which are indicated in bold.  
(a) Buildings Survey:  Nowlans are currently working on a revised draft of the Survey.  The Steering Committee agreed that the proposals as they are currently are too expensive in the current economic climate.  However it is important to have such a document for the Department as they require it as a benchmark.  The development and refurbishment of the Residences has also been included.  When ARC agrees the Education model and has a preferred location(s) of the proposed amalgamated school then we will request a final plan and spec from Nowlans.  As indicated before it would appear that the Summer Works Programme may be our best funding route.  

Q: Will this final plan include any new build? 

Although ideally new build would be welcome it is clear that refurbishment will form the bulk of the work. Best practice re Deaf education, size of rooms/types of corridors/audiology and sound insulation and IT facilities will all be taken into account in the work.  No new preschool will be required – if it is housed on the Marion site at an investment of circa € 50,000.  The Centre for Deaf education with some financial input can also be accommodated there.  

Q: What is the maximum amount in any one year for the Summer Works Programme and how much did Chapelizod school get?

Not sure but the overall figure is indicated at €3-4 million.  Not sure either what Chapelizod received but the work they did was very substantial. We will endeavour to have some ball park figures from the Department regarding these questions at our next meeting.  The bottom line has to be that whatever we manage will be better than what we have currently
Q: Could you remind us again of the 6 options? 

1. All facilities in St. Joseph’s

2. All facilities in Rosary

3. St. Joseph’s as the Secondary school with residences 
4. Rosary as the Secondary school with residences

5. Marion as Pre-school, Primary and Centre for Deaf Education combined with 3 or 4 above

One clarifying position is that the Rosary residence is not suitable

Q: Where will the sports facilities be?

St. Joseph’s 

(b) Education Model

A third draft of the Education Model paper had been circulated to all members in advance of the meeting and hard copies were made available.  There was much discussion on several aspects of the document. Again questions asked are highlighted in bold and accompanied by the response given.  Some of the questions asked independently at the meeting have been grouped for the sake of readability in the notes following.  
Q: Will the idea of 2 Principals pose a legal difficulty given that the Board of Management structure as it is, is governed by the Education Act? For example the Principal is THE representative of the Board on a day-to-day basis – which of the two in our situation would be considered to be THE ONE? 

The advice of other schools is to hold out strongly for inclusion of the second principal but there are obvious difficulties.  We will have to do some research into whatever legal difficulties such a precedent may pose.  
Q: The draft re the Primary School proposes 8 co-education classes with mixed abilities.  Will there be a need to have a mixed special needs class only?  For example there are currently two boys in St. Joseph’s with multiple special needs who could not thrive educationally in a single, mixed abilities classroom.  What if we were to change that figure to 10 so as to cover such eventualities as the need for two special needs classes? 

Liam advised that it may be strategically difficult for us to make a proposal which shows no savings whatsoever for the Department  Other members of the Steering Committee believe it is still worth fighting to retain 10 classes at Primary level.  

Q: Will the Department stick to its 7:1 pupil teacher ratio (PTR)?

This is a difficult area for us as our ratio is more like 4:1 and sometimes 3:1 so we will have a battle on our hands with this one.  However, given the high percentage of children with multiple needs we will be able to argue at least for the 6:1 norm in special education and make a case for hearing impairment as requiring a further PTR reduction still given its multiple challenges.  Many members also believe we should use the uniqueness of our situation to its ultimate advantage as a negotiation resource.   Some believe it will be very difficult to retain 49 teaching staff.  
Q: Will the school be liable, in a reduced staff situation, if they fail to provide a sufficient education up to Leaving Certificate?  And if so might such a test case be a strategic way forward in the negotiation process? 

Liam informed the meeting that a similar legal challenge was made by the Equality Authority in regard to ISL before and as a result of the successful outcome, the Department of Education were backed into a corner and had to make special provision.  The Authority took an abuse of human rights stance and it worked.  Members suggested that we have several avenues up our sleeve if the Department begin to get difficult regarding numbers.  It was also suggested that we fight for building in an on-going review situation so that we can meet children’s needs as they arrive into the schools rather than find ourselves bound in a strait jacket.  

Q: The first thing people will notice from this draft is the loss of 6 teaching posts.  Will redundancy become an issue? Should we fighting for once-off packages as part again of the uniqueness of our situation?  What would happen if a staff member refused to work in the amalgamated situation? 
Natural retirements will account for a number of the teaching job losses.  There may indeed be a need for redundancy in terms of cleaning and administration staff.  There is no redundancy culture in the Primary teaching sector and re-deployment is the usual option.  However, again some members believe we should push for packages anyhow, again using our unique, once-off situation as leverage.  The other unique feature of our possible staff losses is the number of Deaf staff and that raises serious questions about the possibility of these staff members being re-deployed.  Another member advised that we be careful that such redundancy arrangements not come out of our € 3-4 million build and refurbishment costs.  Members noted, with much regret, that it will be the younger, more newly qualified staff members who will end up on the panel.  One of the Union reps suggested that we underline the situation where a straight forward transfer of skills, experience and qualifications is not possible in the new situation because that is what ought to be preserved.  
We also need to make very clear to the Department that we already providing (and are in the midst of augmenting the provision of) several PLC courses for young Deaf people.  This growing area may provide employment opportunities as will the Centre for Deaf Education.  

Q : How come there is no obvious provision for a Swimming Teacher in the draft given that such provision has been part of the history and resources of St. Mary’s provision for a very long time? Will the children be assured of adequate swimming provision in the new facilities of the Village or would be we be better off keeping our own pool?   
This education model only covers the permanent staff positions paid for by the Department of Education.  There are a number of other staff some paid by CIDP or the Dept of Health and their situation is a whole other area of negotiation.   The on-going maintenance of the pool currently used by St. Mary’s would prove problematic financially in the future if it were to remain active.  CIDP intend that the Sports Facility of the Village will have its own professional management.  It is then envisaged that there will be a rate for the public, a rate for members of the Deaf Community and a rate for the school pupils.  The Cork model, whereby every pupil is issued with his/her own membership card seems to work well.  It was suggested that a submission regarding the swimming requirements of the school children for health and educational reasons be drafted so that the management of the Facilities are made aware of the needs.  
(c) Meeting with Parents

The meeting is scheduled for 2.00pm on Monday 15th of November and it will be a joint meeting for both sets of parents.  Although the intended venue was the Hall in St. Joseph’s it was suggested at the meeting that it be held in the room used by ARC today.  Liz said that such a suggestion may pose a problem because of parent-teacher meetings.  The main focus of the meeting will be to inform parents of the most recent version of the Education Model and the Buildings survey and to facilitate their discussion on same.  
(d) Staff Forum

The 2nd Staff Forum will be held in the Main Hall in St. Vincent’s , Drumcondra.  It will involve reports from both the Steering Committee and ARC and will include presentations and discussions on some of the key documents.   It will also include feedback from the Meeting with Parents on their response to the main proposals.  

In advance Staff from both schools will be invited to two separate and one joined Ethos Discussion meetings in which they will be invited to discuss and underline the elements of the history, ethos, values and culture of their own school which they wish to incorporate into the proposed new co-educational school.  A report from this process will also be presented at the Staff Forum.  Judith King has been asked to facilitate these sessions once the groups are set up by the Principals.  

Given that the next ARC meeting is scheduled for the same week as the Staff Forum, it would be too late for members to contribute to the agenda.  It was agreed therefore that Members would be invited via email to comment on and make suggestions about a draft agenda for the Staff Forum. This draft agenda will be worked on by the Steering Committee.  

This concluded the Steering Committee Report. 

3. Review of Workplan

ARC Members were then invited to review the Workplan and to distinguish between tasks achieved and tasks outstanding.  Judith agreed to draft a new Workplan for the new school year which would outline these developments.  (See Page 8)
CIDP Amalgamation Process – Steering Group

WORKPLAN COMPONENTS
	On-Going with exception of *
	November  2009 – January 2010
	January -March 2010
	December 2009 -May 2010

	Amalgamation Process
	Internal Research
	Educational Model
	Management Issues

	-Reporting to ARC

-Communication with key stakeholders

-Planning 2 Staff Forums

-Input into presentations for such forums*

-Communication with parents

-Design and offer a process for all staff in relation to history, ethos and philosophy issues pertinent to Amalgamation process*

-Contribute to and sign off on final Amalgamation Proposal to Department of Education* 

All planned or on-going.
See new Workplan   
	· -Student Profiles –age, class, needs, location

· -Student Numbers- current and projected (including P/T Ratio projections and req.)

· -Staff Profiles – age, qualifications, length of service/experience & subjects (including teaching, SNA’s and Administration Staff)

· -Projected Staffing requirements for Amalgamation project, say 2012-2018 including identification of surplus, if any

· -Specialist Resources current and projected requirements

· -Audit of current facilities including strengths, problems and short –comings  (IT, Library, Audiology, Art, Science, Home Ec., Metal/Wood work, Physical Ed, Leisure)
	-Visit any remaining 

Centres of excellence in Deaf Education

· -Gather and present most relevant aspects of local & international 

· research on Deaf Education

-Name and detail the core elements of new and existing pedagogy, technology and communication methodology/ies  which are to be integral to the new model

-Explore and then decide on one or two- level schooling options

-Explore and plan for any staff up-skilling requirements


	Location

· -Research and present location options and dilemmas 

· -Consult re options
-Choose option & consult with neighbourhood orgs
Funding

· -Research accurate costings of new integrated school/s -Research and present main (current and potential) funding streams

Management

· -Agree internal school mgt requirements, e.g. no of Principals, Deputy Principals etc

-Agree Policies and protocols re relatedness between new BOM/s with Deaf Education Centre Management

-Consult with Key Stakeholders in external environment, e.g. HSE, Residences, Unions, etc

Transport Issues


Below see Judith’s first draft of a revised workplan for Sept 2010 to December 2011.  
CIDP Amalgamation Process 
Steering Group WORKPLAN SEPT 2010-DECEMBER 2011

	On-Going Events
	Sept-Dec  2010
	October 2010– June 2011
	June-Dec  2011 

	Amalgamation Process
	Educational Model
	Management Issues
	Negotiation w Dept

	-Steering Group Reporting to overall ARC
Sept and Dec 2010 meetings planned

-2ND  Staff Forum 

Dec 3rd 2010

-Communication with parents – 1st Meeting November 15th 2010
-Communication with respective Boards of Management

On-going

-Design and offer a process for all staff in relation to history, ethos and philosophy issues pertinent to Amalgamation process*
Oct-Dec 2010

-Contribute to and sign off on final Amalgamation Proposal to Department of Education* 
Summer-Autumn of 2011


	-Visit last remaining 

Centre of excellence in Deaf Education in Scotland
-Continue drafting & re-redrafting the core elements of Education Model Proposal including numbers, classes, staffing requirements; new and existing pedagogy, technology and communication methodology/ies  which are to be integral to that new model

- Plan for any staff up-skilling requirements


	Location

-Final round of discussions re location options and dilemmas 
-Choose preferred option & consult with neighbourhood organisations
Funding

-Draft a final plan of realistic costings of new integrated school/s -Research and present main (current and potential) funding streams for same
Management

-Research legal issues re proposed Board of Mgt Model
-Agree Policies and protocols re relatedness between new BOM/s with Deaf Education Centre Management

-Consult with Key Stakeholders in external environment, e.g. HSE, Residences, Unions, etc

Transport Issues
Once location decision is made to review all transport implications and plan for changes
	Draft a final proposal document

Consult with all stakeholders and submit final document to Department

Representative group of Stakeholders to meet Patron and CIDP Board to arrange a negotiation strategy

Report to stakeholders on proposal process

Await Department response




NEXT Full ARC MEETING: Dec 1st in St. Joseph’s School
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