Public Consultation Report   

This report summarises the responses to the public consultation on the draft update of Building Bulletin 77: Designing for Pupils with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities in Schools (1 April - 1 July 2005).  
In all, 52 responses were received from a wide range of relevant professions and organisations, as described on the chart below.  Overall the majority supported the new building bulletin, although a few respondents held contrary views.  Responses have been reviewed and some typical comments are set out below.  Questionnaire results were that between 67% and 82% responded positively. Concerns were raised on various issues and some respondents answered 'No' in order to contribute constructive criticisms on specialist matters. There were also a number of points which will be assessed in the editing of the bulletin.  
We have summarised the main areas of concern under the following key issues:

· the document; 

· the status of the guidance;
· the approach for special educational needs and disabilities (SEND); 

· mainstream inclusion; 

· existing buildings and refurbishment;

· health safety and welfare;

· area standards;
· project planning; 

· dissemination;

· funding.

1.  Analysis of respondees

	Type
	Questionnaire 
	Letter  e-mail  
	Total

	Architect
	6
	3
	9

	Engineer
	1
	
	1

	LEA Education officers
	6
	1
	7

	LEA Building officer 
	2
	
	2

	LEA SEN officer
	2
	1
	3

	Non-maintained special school
	1
	
	1

	Charitable trust
	2
	
	2

	Disability organization
	5
	
	5

	Head teachers
	2
	1
	3

	Teacher
	1
	
	1

	Other school staff
	1
	
	1

	Other
	9
	8
	17

	Totals
	38
	14
	52

	Other organisations were:  teachers unions (3), occupational therapy organisation (1), childrens hospices (1), carers charity organisation (1)  Catholic education (1), Independent Schools Council (1), access organisations (2), local authority access officer (1), LEA officers and head teachers (1) fire prevention services (2), contractor (1), landcape trust (1),Council for Disabled Children (1).


2. Typical comments

' The Council for Disabled Children welcomes the briefing paper and looks forward to seeing its influence on design and ethos in schools '.

' We would note that the bulletin is excessively long and feel that the length could prove a barrier to it being effectively used by designers and managers of school premises ' - Centre for Accessible Environments.

' Our respondents were impressed by the quality of this document and the detail that has been provided yet maintaining the balance on 'guidance' rather than 'prescription'.  A long time coming, now gratefully received ' - LEA and schools.

' I am currently involved in the building of a SLD/PMLD school. We have already reached many of the conclusions stated in the document ' - Head teacher

' This document is to be welcomed. Much of the content is excellent. If schools we are to be built to these standards there would be a huge improvement for pupils with SEN and staff who work with them ' - SEN  Advisory teacher for pupils with physical /medical needs.

' Building Bulletin 77 (April 2005) is a much clearer document than the previous edition. It provides useful specialist and technical information to support local authorities in building /adapting school accommodation. We support the adoption and implementation of this guidance ' - LEA.

' The revisions are welcomed, as the advice in the bulletin will help to promote higher standards for school buildings.  ...However, there is some concern that the advice has not managed to fully embrace the social model of disability and hence fully meet inclusive design principles. The complexity of achieving this in the educational field in appreciated and the efforts to shift traditional ways of designing buildings is recognized.  ….It may be helpful to set up a forum of stakeholders to assist in monitoring and advice of Building Bulletin 77, particularly how it is delivered at grassroots level ' - Access Officer.

Need to recognise that models of accommodation on which LEAs can base their schedules are likely to be higher than most LEAs would brief (due to high cost of building special schools buildings). Guidance on realistic funding streams is required to support these proposals' – LEA Education Officer 

Joint seminars for heads and architects and designers.  Ensure there is sufficient funding to meet these requirements.  LA officer
Ensure accountability in tendering processes that BB77 is adhered to.- LEA and schools

3. Questionnaire Responses

	Consultation Questions: For each of the questions above: Do you think that the information is accurate, clear, useful? Please tick the relevant box Yes / No  If No, please state the specific reason succinctly in not more than 50 words, quoting the relevant section reference.

	Q 1.  Part 1  The purpose of this part is to give a summary of the context for SEN and outline the legal and educational framework.  

	Q 2.  Part 2  The purpose of this part is to outline the main types of special educational needs, the educational provision which can be made for pupils and the impact on design.  

	Q 3.  Part 3  The purpose of this part is to outline LEAs strategic planning and the different types of educational provision which can be made.  

	Q 4.  Part 4  The purpose of this part is to act a briefing guide with design guidance notes for provision of accommodation to support pupils with SEN and disabilities in schools.

	Q 5.  Part 5  The purpose of this part is to give practical and technical advice to assist in achieving best value.  

	Q 6.  Part 6  The purpose of this part is to provide a summary guide to project planning with typical model schedules to assist LEAs and designers in meeting local needs.  Do you think that the information is accurate, clear, useful?

	Q 7.  What steps can DfES take to support those involved in the design of provision for SEN and disabilities, and how can DfES ensure in a non-bureaucratic way that future provision meets the appropriate needs.

	Q 8.  If you have any other comment you would like to make, then please state here in not more than 50 words. 


	Results of Consultation Questionnaire  Q 1 - 6

	Questions
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6

	Groups
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N

	Architect
	5
	1
	5
	0
	3
	2
	5
	0
	5
	0
	4
	1

	Engineer
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	LEA Education officer
	6
	0
	6
	0
	5
	1
	5
	1
	6
	0
	4
	1

	LEA Building officer
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	LEA SEN officer
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	1

	Non-maintained school
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Charitable trust 
	2
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Disability organization
	2
	1
	0
	3
	1
	2
	0
	3
	1
	2
	2
	1

	Head teachers 
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0

	Teacher 
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other school staff
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Other 
	5
	1
	2
	2
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	5
	0

	Total
	27
	5
	22
	6
	18
	9
	22
	6
	24
	6
	23
	5

	%
	84
	16
	79
	21
	67
	33
	79
	21
	80
	20
	82
	18

	number of  responses
	32
	
	28
	
	27
	
	28
	
	30
	
	28
	


4.  Key issues

4.1  Document

Many respondents found the document too long, difficult to access and wanted more illustrations, an initial key policy statement with a different number and title.

We will edit and shorten the document making it better organised and more user-friendly with visual material, a new number and title  'Designing for children and young people with special educational needs and disabilities in schools'.
4.2  Status of guidance
Some welcomed the guidance as permissive and not prescriptive, but others wanted specific standards against which priorities are made and audited. 

Building Bulletins are non-statutory guidance to improve design and practice, but different approaches can be made for justifiable reasons. We will identify statutory requirements, giving design guidance and case studies. Local authorities should ensure that designers and constructors meet all current relevant regulations and achieve fitness for purpose, but good practice and provision to meet pupil needs may often be above the minimum standards.

4.3 Approach to Special Educational Needs and Disabilities

Many found the descriptions of special educational needs by type (using the Pupil Annual Level Survey Categories PLASC) useful but wanted ‘Other’ added.

Some misinterpreted this as the 'medical model' with specific accommodation by type preferring the ‘social' model of disability and 'barrier-free' environments only.

Opinions ranged from those preferring special schools mainly to those wanting inclusion for all, but most accepted the need for different types of provision. 

Various views were expressed and some wanted:

- access at the heart of the design process and considered in relation to curriculum facilities and services offered;

- a more holistic approach emphasising that children have a whole range of individual needs and that schools work across categories of need;

- mention of the school’s role in creating a more social inclusive society;

- the needs of staff, parents and carers with disabilities included and consulted; 

- clarification on extended schools, childrens services and local community use. 

- more guidance on mainstream inclusion, accessibility audits and statements

- specific reference to technical, legal and other government information 

The guidance is applicable for a continuum of provision for a range of different types of accommodation. We will mention more on the matters requested.  We will retain the SEN specific information generally to ensure a better understanding to inform an ‘access for all' approach, cross-referencing to relevant legislation, standards and other government department documents.

4.4   Mainstream Inclusion

Some respondents wanted more guidance on inclusive accommodation needs and prioritising to support mainstream inclusion, clarifying information in relation to current and previous bulletins.  

We will review and co-ordinate the information on mainstream inclusion adding guidance, schedules, diagrams and case studies clarifying the relationship to information in other building bulletins, BB98 and BB99 for mainstream schools.

4.5  Existing buildings and refurbishment 

Some requested further guidance on re-modelling, refurbishment and existing buildings. Some wanted more about strategic school planning for accessibility and prioritising needs where there were constraints.

We will produce summary guidance in relation to accessibility planning, asset management planning (sufficiency, condition, suitability).

4.6  Health safety and welfare

Some respondents wanted health safety and welfare including security and fire safety covered in the initial section with references to current legislation later.

Many respondents gave detailed specialist contributions which were useful.  

Some disliked the term 'hygiene room' and wanted universal terminology for toilet or changing rooms instead and typical room layouts were requested.

We will improve the initial statements on health, safety and welfare, including fire safety, adding relevant information and references to legislation throughout the document. We will review detailed contributions and give typical room layouts.

4. 7 Area Standards

Some thought that spaces were either too generous or too small for different reasons.  Concern was expressed that some spaces were too small for access and inclusion in mainstream. In special schools, some thought class bases too generous for those with moderate needs, whilst others were concerned if class bases were reduced for pupils with severe autism or profound and multiple difficulties. Some requested areas to support inclusion in mainstream schools.  

We have carried out further work and will include more information as requested. We will review the standards to state a 'minimum' or 'preferred' area allowing  flexibility but with provisos for where there are more pupils with severe needs. 

The steering group are concerned that any area reduction risks a lack of flexibility and adaptability for the future. Our study revealed that many existing spaces are too small to meet the increased incidence of severe complex needs and the resulting space required for inclusion and for the use of mobility equipment under The Health and Safety at Work Manual Handling Regulations 1992 as amended.

4.8 Project Planning 

Most respondents found the project planning notes and typical model schedules useful.  Requests were made for 'area per pupil' data and more varied schedules. Some requested procurement guidance with criteria for SEND to enable monitoring, accountability and scrutiny of design schemes for value for money by LEAs. Others raised the need for early contractor involvement in the process. 

We will provide a greater variety of schedules, area per pupil data and indicative formulae. We will give some general cost advice and a design scrutiny approach.

4.9 Dissemination

Respondents wanted good practice guidance to continue and suggested ideas:

- have list or database of recent good practice projects;

- have a newsletter or website forum for those involved in current projects;

- hold design review days with joint seminars;

- hold post - occupancy evaluation involving end users contributing;

- ensure someone at national and local level is involved in design approval;  

- use Ofsted inspections with non-inspectorial assessors for SEND provision.
We will include case studies in the final building bulletin and consider these ideas in the dissemination of BB77.  The DfES now has a more strategic role but we wish to encourage the setting up of networks to share good practice.

4.10 Funding
The recent significant increase in capital funding for LEAs and schools was acknowledged. However, respondents thought it would not be possible to achieve the higher standards, which they supported, without realistic funding due to the higher cost of building special schools and other SEN accommodation.  There were concerns about affordability and inadequate funding mechanisms to support whole area SEND re-organisations.  Other matters raised were:

- that there should be no preferential funding for special schools and the same level of funding should be available to support full inclusion;
- the organisation of Targeted Capital Funding (TCF) and the extent to which LEAs already do and may have to further have to supplement this;

- that formulaic allocations for smaller LEAs may be insufficient for supplementing TCF or for enabling LEA self-financed special schools;

- inadequacy of TCF for local special school re-organisations for co-located schemes which may be phased across four sites for non-BSF LEAs;

- inadequate funding for non-maintained special schools who would have to increase pupils' fees for LEAs and be unacceptably high;

- the adequacy of funding through the Building Schools for the Future;

- cost advice should not be based on historic rates but on current costs.

Some indicative cost advice will be given in the bulletin or on the website. We will review and report the concerns raised to Schools Capital and Ministers.   
